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A Spirit of Trust—Chapter Eight  
From Irony to Trust: Modernity and Beyond
Section I:  Stages in the Development of Spirit

Philosophers such as Descartes, Spinoza, Locke, Hume, and Kant helped give theoretical shape to new attitudes toward the nature and significance of subjectivity that can, in retrospect, be seen to be characteristically modern.  But Hegel was the first major philosopher to take the advent of modernity as an explicit theoretical topic.
  Indeed, as the chapter on Spirit makes clear, in an important sense that is the topic of the Phenomenology.  The principal aim of the book is to articulate, work out, and apply a way of understanding the transition from pre-modern to modern social practices, institutions, selves, and their immanent forms of understanding.  ‘Geist’ is Hegel’s collective term for everything that has a history rather than a nature—or, put otherwise, everything whose nature is essentially historical.  Geist as a whole has a history, and it is Hegel’s view that in an important sense, that history boils down to one grand event.  That event—the only thing that has ever really happened to Geist—is its structural transformation from a traditional to a modern form.
  
Hegel offers us a vocabulary in which to understand that titanic transformation, and the new kind of selfhood it brings with it.  For coming to understand the transition to modernity is the achievement of a distinctive kind of self-consciousness: historical self-consciousness.  Geistig beings are to be understood in terms of their becoming, their present in terms of their past, their states and statuses in terms of the processes that produced them.  By reading the Phenomenology we are to become self-consciously modern, conscious of ourselves as the products of an unprecedented revolution in human institutions and consciousness.  
The ultimate point of this theoretical, historical, recollective enterprise is practical, prospective, and progressive.  For rational reconstruction of the process of self-formation is for Hegel the engine of self-development.  Achieving an explicit historical understanding of the genesis of one’s current stage is how one moves to the next.
The history of Geist is its own act. Geist is only what it does, and its act is to make itself the object of its own consciousness. In history its act is to gain consciousness of itself as Geist, to apprehend itself in its interpretation of itself to itself. This apprehension is its being and its principle, and the completion of apprehension at one stage is at the same time the rejection of that stage and its transition to a higher. To use abstract phraseology, the Geist apprehending this apprehension anew, or in other words returning to itself again out of its rejection of this lower stage of apprehension, is the Geist of the stage higher than that on which it stood in its earlier apprehension. [PR §343]
Hegel’s claim is that making explicit what is implicit in the vast sea-change Geist has undergone in becoming modern shows that the same normative forces that brought forth that change make appropriate and necessary another one, no less sweeping and significant than the first.  Properly understood, modernity becomes visible as a way-station rather than a destination, as constituting only the middle, interim phase of a three stage process.  Hegel is the prophet of a second large-scale structural transformation of Geist, of its passage beyond modernity into a radically new form, a new beginning, the birth of a new world.  The principal positive practical lesson of Hegel’s analysis of the nature of modernity, the fruit of his understanding of the One Great Event in human history, is that we can build on the modern differently structured kinds of institutions, practices, and self-conscious selves—ones that are normatively superior because they embody a greater self-consciousness, a deeper understanding of the kind of being we are.  
Hegel understands modernity in terms of the rise of self-conscious subjectivity of the kind his philosophical predecessors had theorized about.  His social theory of self-consciousness—of the intersubjective structure of subjectivity—means that he understands the achievement of that new sort of subjectivity as part of a more wide-ranging process than the earlier modern philosophers had considered, one that necessarily encompasses also fundamental transformations of social practices and institutions.  But his thought nonetheless self-consciously develops the modern philosophical tradition stretching from Descartes to Kant.  At the core of the distinctively modern attitude toward subjectivity to which they gave explicit philosophical expression, Hegel sees a genuine insight.  He takes it that modernity is the theoretical and practical elaboration of a better understanding of some fundamental aspects of the rational (because conceptually articulated) norm-governed activity in virtue of which we are the kind of creatures we are.  So the first big question about the Spirit chapter of the Phenomenology is how we should understand that crucial, orienting insight of modernity:

Question One:  What exactly is it that traditional forms of life got wrong about us that modern forms of life get right?  What have we gained?  What is it that we have learned and incorporated into our practices and institutions that makes us modern selves?  What is the “rise of subjectivity”?
Hegel accepts Kant’s trope in “What Is Enlightenment”: the transition to modernity is the passage of humanity from the “self-imposed tutelage” of its childhood into the grappling with responsibility that is its adolescence.  But he is concerned to envisage the maturity that lies beyond that adolescence.  He generates these three stages conceptually by construing them as different combinations of two basic elements.  While Hegel does think that the transition from traditional to modern culture was expressively progressive—that it essentially involves the becoming explicit of central features of ourselves and our practices and institutions that had previously remained implicit—he does not think that that progress was either complete or unalloyed.  Something crucial and important was also lost.  His term for what traditional communities had that modern ones do not is ‘Sittlichkeit’ (from ‘Sitte’: mores, ethos).  (Miller translates ‘Sittlichkeit’ as “ethical life”, but for our purposes in this chapter it is best left untranslated, to underline that it is a term of art in substantial need of interpretation.)  The absence or opposite of Sittlichkeit is alienation (‘Entfremdung’).  Hegel is a romantic rationalist, who aims to synthesize Enlightenment cheer-leading for modernity and Romantic critiques of it.  Alienation is the master-concept articulating what Hegel thinks is right about those critiques.  It is because the rise of modern subjectivity can be seen to have been accompanied by alienation that the possibility of a future third stage in the progressive development of Spirit—an advance beyond the modern—becomes visible.  That notional third stage would preserve the modern appreciation of the significance of subjectivity, while re-achieving Sittlichkeit.  
So the picture is like this:
Stage One:
Sittlichkeit, 
no modern subjectivity;

Stage Two:
Alienation, 
modern subjectivity;

Stage Three:
Sittlichkeit (in a new form, compatible with subjectivity), 
modern subjectivity (in a new, sittlich form).

Or, alternatively, like this:

	
	No Subjectivity
	 Subjectivity

	Sittlichkeit
	Stage One
	Stage Three

	Alienation
	X
	Stage Two


As he is writing the Phenomenology, Hegel sees Geist as beginning to consolidate itself at Stage Two.  The book is intended to make possible for its readers the post-modern form of self-consciousness Hegel calls ‘Absolute Knowing’, and thereby begin to usher in Stage Three.  (The new form of explicit philosophical self-consciousness is only the beginning of the process, since new practices and institutions will also be required to overcome the structural alienation of modern life.)  

These schematic presentations about the developmental stages of Geist indicate that the further large questions about Spirit that must be addressed are:  

Question Two:  What is pre-modern Sittlichkeit?  

Question Three:  What is modern alienation?  

Question Four:  Why did the advent of modern subjectivity bring with it alienation—that is, why did these two structures arise together?  

The ‘X’ in the table suggests another question:  

Question Five:  What is wrong with the idea of pre-modern alienation?
And finally: 

Question Six:  How are we to understand Stage Three?  Why does the insight into subjectivity not entail alienation?  How can what was progressive about the transition to modernity be preserved, while re-achieving Sittlichkeit?   

Section II:  Sittlichkeit and Alienation
What is Sittlichkeit?  I have suggested that ‘alienated’ just means ‘not sittlich’.  In contemporary usage, the term ‘alienation’ is usually applied to psychological attitudes of individuals.  Though this usage derives from Hegel’s, it is extremely misleading to read it back into his view.  Attitudes are indeed part of what is at issue for him, but Sittlichkeit and (so) alienation are in the first instance metaphysical structures of normativity—structures of the whole, Geist, that comprises communities and their practices and institutions, as well as individuals and their attitudes.  Sittlichkeit is a kind of normativity.  Attitudes are not all of it, and the attitudes that matter are normative attitudes, rather than psychological ones.  
To begin with, we can think of the normativity in question in very general terms of proprieties or appropriatenesses, of the ‘fittingness’ of things, of what is or is done being right or proper, being as it ought to be.  This is a notion of normative status that is so far undifferentiated into ought-to-be’s and ought-to-do’s, which we saw in the previous chapter to be distinguished and related in intricate and important ways in Hegel’s theory of action.  Sittlichkeit is then a matter of the bindingness (‘Gültigkeit’, ‘Verbindlichkeit’) of norms.  That is, it concerns the nature of their force or practical significance.  The Hegelian image is that one is at home with sittlich norms, one identifies with them.  They are the medium in which one lives and moves and has one’s being.  Ultimately, this is a matter of them being a medium of self-expression—understood as constitutive self-expression.  That is the practice of making explicit what can then be seen to have been implicit that is the process of subjectivity
: self-formation by self-expression.  The overall aim of this chapter is to fill in the culminating details of Hegel’s story about that expressive process and the development of our self-consciousness of it.  The present task is to begin to work out the difference between sittlich structures of normativity and alienated ones: those in which individuals are bound by norms they are not in this sense at home with, do not identify with, where, in the image to be interpreted, what binds them does so as something external, alien, or other.    

Sittlichkeit is a matter of the kind of authority that norms have over normative attitudes.  The attitudes in question are practical attitudes: taking or treating something as appropriate, fitting, or correct, as obligatory or permitted—that is, as having some normative status—in individual, institutional, or communal practice.  They are practical attitudes toward normative statuses: what is rather than what is taken to be correct or appropriate, what has authority (what one is responsible to), as opposed to what is merely treated as authoritative (what one takes oneself to be responsible to).  In this sense, Sittlichkeit is the authority of normative statuses over normative attitudes.
One important element of the authority-structure that is Sittlichkeit is that sittlich norms are and are taken to be actually efficacious.  Their normative bindingness or authority over attitudes is actually and practically acknowledged.  What is appropriate according to a practice (a normative status or norm) makes a real difference in what is actually done (the attitudes and performances of practitioners).  Participants in a sittlich practice acknowledge and act on their acknowledgements of proprieties, responsibilities, commitments, and authority.  
But Sittlichkeit is not just a matter of actually doing what one ought to do—in fact conforming to the norms.  It is a matter of identifying with those norms.  In Chapter Six, in the discussion of Self-Consciousness, the issue arose of what identifying with one, rather than another, aspect of one’s self-conception consists in.  The answer given there on Hegel’s behalf was that identification with something is willingness to risk and sacrifice for it.  So in the allegory of the advent of Spirit, the Master identifies with his independence, the authority he claims, rather than with his animal desires, by being willing to risk (and if need be, sacrifice) his biological life rather than relinquish his claim or acknowledge the authority of another—that is, by being willing to die for normative recognition, for acknowledgement of his attitudes as authoritative.  That practical identification, through risk and sacrifice, with one element of what he is for himself at once expresses and constitutes the Master as in himself a geistig, normative being, and not just a desiring, natural one.   
We saw in Chapters Five and Seven that this same expressive-constitutive process of identification by risk and sacrifice—in this case of some cognitive and practical commitments for the sake of other, incompatible ones—is the process of determination at once of conceptual contents and of the individual selves that deploy them in judgment and action.  It is the process in terms of which we must ultimately understand the determinateness, in Hegel’s distinctive sense, both of conceptual contents and of individual knowing and acting (that is, concept-using) subjects.  Later in this chapter we will be much concerned, as we were in the previous chapter, with the fine structure of the perspectival relations between making (constituting something new) and finding (expressing something already there), between our authority over senses (phenomena) and our responsibility to referents (noumena), which are induced by these developmental processes of identity-formation through identification.  I have been using ‘objective idealism’ as a tag for the claim that there is a reciprocal sense-dependence relation between the concepts that articulate our grasp of the objective world (object, property, fact, law, incompatibilityobjective) on the one hand, and the concepts that articulate our grasp of the practices of knowing and acting subjects (singular term, predicate, asserting, inferring, incompatibilitysubjective) on the other.  That objective idealist claim is underwritten by an account of what it is about our discursive practice (the application and manipulation of concepts, cf. senses, phenomena) that makes that activity intelligible as representing a world of objective (attitude-independent) objects, properties, facts, and laws (cf. referents, noumena).  The key to that account is that a subject treats the world as articulated by objective incompatibilities (in terms of which we can understand the concepts object, property, fact, and law) by acknowledging in practice an obligation to relinquish, revise, or otherwise repair its commitments when they are, by its own lights, mutually incompatible.  That is, it is precisely the process of identifying with some commitments by sacrificing others that is acknowledging the authority of what one in that normative semantic sense thereby counts as thinking or talking about.  At base, taking two commitments to be incompatible in the normative sense that commitment to one precludes entitlement to the other, hence as requiring one to identify with (endorse, acknowledge) at most one of them is what taking it that those commitments (whether doxastic or practical) answer for their correctness to objects that cannot (objectively) have incompatible properties consists in.   
Sittlichkeit requires that practitioners identify with the norms that govern their practices.  Hegelian identification with, we have said, is risk and sacrifice for.  Sittlich identification is accordingly willingness to risk and sacrifice for the norms, for what is really fitting, appropriate, or correct, with what one is in fact obliged or committed to do.  What is it that is risked and sacrificed for the norms?  It is the particular, contingent, subjective attitudes of practitioners.  Sittlichkeit requires a particular kind of acknowledgment of the authority of the norms over the normative attitudes of practitioners: the willingness to sacrifice (and take it that others ought to sacrifice) attitudes and inclinations that are out of step with the norms.  That is identifying with the norms.  
It is identifying with the norms, rather than one’s own particular subjective attitudes—what one eternally risks and occasionally sacrifices for the norms.  The participants in sittlich practices accordingly identify with something larger and more encompassing than just their own individual attitudes.  They identify with the norms implicit in the practices they share.  

The process of identifying with some attitudes at the expense of other attitudes is not restricted to sittlich Geist.  It necessarily characterizes all concept use.  For the adjudication of the claims of competing, because incompatible, commitments is the process by which determinate conceptual contents are both applied and instituted.  But at the metalevel, that process can show up practically in two different forms.  It can be a matter of the acknowledgment of the authority of norms—what really follows from and is incompatible with what, what one is actually obliged or committed to do—over attitudes.  Or it can be a matter merely of the collision of attitudes, where the norms the attitudes are attitudes towards are demoted to something like adverbial modifications of the attitudes.  The former is a sittlich, the latter an alienated structure.  Only attitudes, not genuine norms, are visible in alienated Geist.  
Of course this very general characterization provides only a gesture indicating where the difference between these ways of practically construing normativity lies.  It lies in the relations between the force and the content of conceptual norms.  To see what this difference amounts to requires looking more closely at what Hegel says about premodern Sittlichkeit and modern alienation.    
Section III:  Stage One: Immediate Sittlichkeit
Hegel’s term for the normative structure of pre-modern Spirit is “immediate [unmittlebare] Sittlichkeit”.  In keeping with what we’ve seen is a general procedure in the Phenomenology, his treatment of the topic is allegorical.  This time—by contrast for instance, to his discussion of the death-struggle for mastery in Self-Consciousness—he explicitly reads the allegory for us himself.  The allegory is the version of ancient Greek society portrayed in Sophocles’ Antigone.  At the end of his discussion, Hegel sums up the overall point of the allegory this way:
This ruin of the ethical [sittlichen] Substance and its passage into another form is thus determined by the fact that the ethical consciousness is directed on to the law in a way that is essentially immediate. This determination of immediacy means that Nature as such enters into the ethical act, the reality of which simply reveals the contradiction and the germ of destruction inherent in the beautiful harmony and tranquil equilibrium of the ethical Spirit itself. [PG 476]  
The ‘ruin’ is the breakup of a pre-modern structure of normativity (‘law’).  It is the manifestation of the instability of practices that identify the normative with the natural.  
The practical view in question is one that looks for norms in the way things simply are, independently of any human activity.  The fittingnesses of things—how things ought to be and what one ought to do—are thought of as objective, natural facts.  This is the constitutive misunderstanding of the normative characteristic of immediate Sittlichkeit.  The norms with which practitioners identify are thought of as brutely given facts about how things are.  “What observation knew as a given object in which the self had no part, is here a given custom [Sitte].” [PG 461]  The mediation that is denied by this practical conception of norms as immediate is mediation by the attitudes of those who are bound by them.   
Talking about this sensibility elsewhere in the book, Hegel says of the laws that they appear to immediate Sittlichkeit as:

unalienated spirits transparent to themselves, stainless celestial figures that preserve in all their differences the undefiled innocence and harmony of their essential nature. The relationship of self-consciousness to them is equally simple and clear. They are, and nothing more; this is what constitutes the awareness of its relationship to them. Thus, Sophocles' Antigone acknowledges them as the unwritten and infallible law of the gods.


They are not of yesterday or today, but everlasting,


Though where they came from, none of us can tell.

They are.  If I inquire after their origin and confine them to the point whence they arose, then I have transcended them; for now it is I who am the universal, and they are the conditioned and limited.  If they are supposed to be validated by my insight, then I have already denied their unshakeable, intrinsic being, and regard them as something which, for me, is perhaps true, but also is perhaps not true. Ethical disposition consists just in sticking steadfastly to what is right, and abstaining from all attempts to move or shake it, or derive it. [PG 437]
   
Sittlich consciousness’ relation to the norms is one of passive acknowledgment of their bindingness: obedience, and shame and guilt for disobedience (attributed and acknowledged, respectively).  This subjection of subjective attitudes to objective norms is sacrifice of what is particular to what is universal, hence identification with that universal.  This is “…immediate…ethical consciousness which knows its duty and does it, and is bound up with it as its own nature.”[PG 597]  
What is wrong with the distinctively pre-modern metaphysics of normativity, which treats norms as a kind of fact, whose authority (rational authority, in the sense of settling what has the force of a reason) is immediate, in deriving from their simple existence, independently of human practices, attitudes, acknowledgment, or interpretation?  What is “the contradiction and the germ of destruction inherent in the beautiful harmony and tranquil equilibrium of the ethical Spirit itself”?  The answer is clearest if we think about what Hegel takes to be the correct metaphysics of normativity.  On the side of the force of norms, normative bindingness or validity is intelligible only in the context of a recognitive community, in which the attitudes of recognizing and being recognized, claiming authority and undertaking responsibility oneself and attributing those statuses to others, play an essential role.  On the side of content, norms are intelligible as determinately contentful only in virtue of their being caught up in practices of adjudicating the competing claims of materially incompatible commitments and entitlements.  By denying these basic features of its own implicit norms, immediate Sittlichkeit condemns itself to practical self-contradiction.
To begin with, the “beautiful harmony and tranquil equilibrium of the ethical Spirit” is a recognitive achievement.  It is a reflection of a community—the polis—instituted, maintained, and structured by mutual, reciprocal recognition.
  (Of course, there are also asymmetric recognitive relations in play, literally between masters and slaves, but they are orthogonal to the ones that matter for the allegorical point Hegel is after in this discussion.)  That recognitive structure involves two normative poles of potentially competing authority: the universal, or recognitive community, and the particulars whose recognitive attitudes institute it.  Individuals, that is, particulars as falling under the universal, as members of the recognitive community, both exercise authority and acknowledge the authority of others, both undertake and attribute responsibilities.  Practically objectifying normative proprieties as natural properties presupposes a pre-established “harmony and equilibrium” among them, since any conflicts there were among them would be irresolvable by individuals.  But formal reciprocity of recognition does not guarantee and cannot establish such a system of norms.  For the determinate contentfulness of conceptual (reason-articulating) norms depends on incorporating matter-of-factual contingency in the form of normative necessity: acknowledging the authority of particulars over universals, as well as the converse.  Friction, individuals finding themselves subject to the competing demands of materially incompatible norms, is both the price of determinateness of normative content, and an inevitable consequence of “the distinction that action (and consciousness) involve.”  
We’ve seen that the distinctions that action and consciousness involve reflect the difference of social perspective between the particular and universal poles of authority to which individuals in recognitive communities owe allegiance.  In the polis Hegel describes, the reciprocally recognizing particulars who institute the community are not individual humans, but families.  The polis and the family are accordingly the two normative centers from which potentially conflicting demands can issue, addressed to the self-conscious individual agents who must actualize the norms by applying them in particular, contingent circumstances.  The family is in one sense a natural, hence immediate, biological unit, held together by bonds of sexual desire and reproduction.
  But as a normative locus, it, too, is a recognitive community (albeit one with asymmetric relations, at least between parents and children, and traditionally, also between the husband and wife).  
However, although the Family is immediately determined as an ethical being, it is within itself an ethical entity only so far as it is not the natural relationship of its members…this natural relationship is just as much a spiritual one, and it is only as a spiritual entity that it is ethical…[T]he ethical principle must be placed in the relation of the individual member of the Family to the whole Family as the Substance…[PG 452]  
Sophocles’ Antigone is the perfect allegory for Hegel to use to exhibit “the little rift within the lute/ That bye and bye shall make the music mute/ And, ever-widening, slowly silence all,” in pre-modern (immediate) Sittlichkeit, because its conflict turns on the collision of the recognitive demands of family and polis.  The dispute is over the recognitive status of an individual who belongs to both communities, who has rights and owes duties to both normative institutions.   
In the allegory, the concrete, practical bearer of recognitive significance—the practical attitude constitutive of community membership—is the act of burial.  It is a paradigm of how the acts and attitudes of individuals do matter for normative statuses, which must go beyond what is merely found in nature.  For this sort of recognitive performance gives a normative significance to a natural occurrence.  The normative status is conferred, not just found.  The significance of burial is to turn something that otherwise merely happens into something done.  
Death… is a state which has been reached immediately, in the course of Nature, not the result of an action consciously done. The duty of the member of a Family is on that account to add this aspect, in order that the individual's ultimate being, too, shall not belong solely to Nature and remain something irrational, but shall be something done, and the right of consciousness be asserted in it. [PG 452]
Burial constitutively recognizes someone as not merely a dead animal, but as a member of the community—a member with a particular status: a dead member of the community, an honored ancestor.  “Even the departed spirit is present in his blood-relationship, in the self of the family.” [PG 486]  The family “interrupts the work of Nature”, it
keeps away from the dead this dishonouring of him by unconscious appetites and abstract entities, and puts its own action in their place...The Family thereby makes him a member of a community which prevails over and holds under control the forces of particular material elements and the lower forms of life, which sought to unloose themselves against him and to destroy him. [PG 452]
Burial “makes him a member of a community”; it is recognition.   
It is this recognitive deed that is at issue between Creon and Antigone.  The laws of the polis demand that her brother not be acknowledged as anything more than a dead animal, and the laws of the family demand that acknowledgment, that recognition.  The normative institutions actualizing the two recognitive moments of the community (universal and particular) clash over the propriety of adopting a recognitive attitude, of performing a recognitive deed.  Because it is individuals who must act, these conflicting demands fall on individuals representing the two institutional recognitive moments.  Because the norms in question are immediately sittlich, the two figures identify themselves with (sacrifice for) one set of those norms—one issuing in a demand not to recognize by burial, the other in a demand for such normative constitution.  The immediacy of the sittlich norms means that this conflict cannot be avoided, adjudicated, or resolved.
Because, on the one hand, the ethical order essentially consists in this immediate firmness of decision, and for that reason there is for consciousness essentially only one law, while, on the other hand, the ethical powers are real and effective in the self of consciousness, these powers acquire the significance of excluding and opposing one another…. The ethical consciousness, because it is decisively for one of the two powers, is essentially character; it does not accept that both have the same essential nature. For this reason, the opposition between them appears as an unfortunate collision of duty merely with a reality which possesses no rights of its own…. Since it sees right only on one side and wrong on the other, that consciousness which belongs to the divine law sees in the other side only the violence of human caprice, while that which holds to human law sees in the other only the self-will and disobedience of the individual who insists on being his own authority. [PG 466] 
Neither of the sittlich characters—avatars decisively identifying with and acting for one institutional aspect of the normative community
—is subject to conflicting demands.  But the audience sees the structural conflict of incompatible laws.  And we see that the contradiction or collision between the family and the polis stands for a collision between the authority of the recognizing parties (particulars) and the recognitive community (universal), respectively.  These are not merely contingent normative institutions, but necessary and essential structural dimensions of the recognitive context in which any norms can be discerned.  
Antigone and Creon identify with and speak for different aspects of the recognitive community.  Neither distinguishes between the attitudes they evince and express and the norms they identify with.  Neither takes her/himself to be settling what is right.  Each is only practically acknowledging what is objectively right, independently of those attitudes.  The other’s stubborn refusal to acknowledge what is objectively right cannot be seen by them as a normative attitude at all.  The other’s attitude shows up rather as the expression of merely subjective, contingent particularity.  The intransigence of the dispute is thus a consequence of the immediacy of the sittlich practical attitudes: treating norms as objective matters of fact, whose normative force owes nothing to the attitudes of those who are by their nature bound by those norms.  
The immediacy that is the fatal structural flaw in pre-modern Sittlichkeit is a running together of the normative and the natural.  On the one hand, this means that normative proprieties are treated as natural properties: as simply there, part of the furniture of the world, independently of the human practices they govern.  On the other hand, it means that merely natural properties are treated as having intrinsic normative significance.  The paradigm to which Hegel appeals to make this point is the way natural differences of biological gender are taken objectively to determine fundamental normative roles.  Specifically, which recognitive aspect of the community one decisively is identified with, and hence what sittlich character one is (not ‘has’) is taken to be settled by nature.  Women are the agents of the private family, men of the public political community.    
[T]he two sexes overcome their [merely] natural being and appear in their ethical significance, as diverse beings who share between them the two distinctions belonging to the ethical substance. These two universal beings of the ethical world have, therefore, their specific individuality in naturally distinct self-consciousnesses, because the ethical Spirit is the immediate unity of the substance with self-consciousness—an immediacy which appears, therefore, both from the side of reality and of difference, as the existence of a natural difference.…It is now the specific antithesis of the two sexes whose natural existence acquires at the same time the significance of their ethical determination.  [459]

The problem is not that natural distinctions are given or taken to have normative significances, but that they are understood as already having those significances independently of the practices or attitudes of those for whom they are normatively significant.  “Nature, not the accident of circumstances or choice, assigns one sex to one law, the other to the other law”. [PG 465]  These defining normative roles are accordingly not practically conceived as roles individuals can play, but simply as facts about them.  This is fetishizing the natural: seeing normative phenomena as merely natural ones.

There is accordingly a structural conflict built into “the beautiful harmony and tranquil equilibrium” of immediately Sittlich Spirit.  Commitment to different ‘laws’ is understood as given as part of the nature of individuals, assigned by biological gender.   
Human law in its universal existence is the community, in its activity in general is the manhood of the community, in its real and effective activity is the government. It is, moves, and maintains itself by consuming and absorbing into itself…the separation into independent families presided over by womankind... But the Family is, at the same time, in general its element, the individual consciousness the basis of its general activity. Since the community only gets an existence through its interference with the happiness of the Family, and by dissolving [individual] self-consciousness into the universal, it creates for itself in what it suppresses and what is at the same time essential to it an internal enemy—womankind in general. Womankind—the everlasting irony [in the life] of the community…[PG 475]
Hegel thinks that traditional society is distinguished by a one-sided objectivism about norms: taking it that natural distinctions immediately and intrinsically have normative significances.  The decisive move to modernity will be acknowledging the significance of normative attitudes and practices in instituting norms and normative statuses.  (The need to pass on beyond the modern arises because the initial form this insight takes is a one-sided subjectivism about norms.)  The paradigm example he chooses to exemplify this claim about traditional misunderstandings of the significance of natural properties for normative proprieties is gender essentialism.  In emphasizing that the core of modernity consists in a rejection and overcoming of the most basic presuppositions of this constellation of practical attitudes, Hegel deserves a place in the feminist pantheon.
The most basic structural conflict that Hegel’s allegorical reading of Antigone uncovers, however, is not that between its protagonists, or what they represent—not between two laws, between polis and family, nor between men and women.  That is a real conflict.  But the more fundamental clash is at a higher level: between the immediacy of the construal of norms and the constitutive character of the recognition that is at issue between the two sides.  It is between the implicit understanding of normativity as immediate—as wholly natural and objective, independent of human practices and attitudes—on the one hand, and an equally implicit grasp of the significance of actual recognitive attitudes, performances, and practices for the institution of normative statuses, on the other.  In the allegory, what Creon and Antigone are fighting about is officially understood by both to be a matter of objective fact, of how it is right and proper to treat the dead Polyneices, something that it is up to the various parties simply to acknowledge.  But the stakes are so high—identification with the recognitive law of the family up to the point of sacrificing biological life, for Antigone—because both sides implicitly acknowledge that recognition-by-burial confers the normative status in question.  If Polyneices remains unburied, he will be nothing but a dead animal, whereas burying him, even in secret, “makes him a member of the community,” as Hegel says in the passage quoted above.  
The wrong which can be inflicted on an individual in the ethical realm is simply this, that something merely happens to him…the consciousness of [those who share] the blood of the individual repair this wrong in such a way that what has simply happened becomes rather a work deliberately done…[PG 462]
In recognition through burial, the family substitutes its action for the merely natural occurrence, gives it a normative significance, takes responsibility for it, exercises its recognitive authority.  It thereby gives contingency the form of necessity—that is, a normative form.  That constitutive recognitive recognitive act is not intelligible as the immediate acknowledgment of how things already objectively are.
The polis and the family are recognitive communities.  Sittlich substance (Spirit) is synthesized by reciprocal recognition.  Making explicit the commitments that are implicit in sittlich practices requires giving up the practical understanding of Sittlichkeit as immediate.  One cannot properly understand normative statuses such as commitment, responsibility, authority, and correctness apart from their relation to normative attitudes: recognizing others by taking or treating them as committed, responsible, authoritative, as acting correctly or incorrectly.  That practical realization is the motor of modernity.
[S]elf-consciousness…learns through its own act the contradiction of those powers into which the substance divided itself and their mutual downfall, as well as the contradiction between its knowledge of the ethical character of its action, and what is in its own proper nature ethical, and thus finds its own downfall. In point of fact, however, the ethical substance has developed through this process into actual self-consciousness; in other words, this particular self has become the actuality of what it is in essence; but precisely in this development the ethical order has been destroyed. [PG 445]
Hegel is here talking about an expressively progressive transformation of Spirit: one that reveals something that was all along implicitly true.  The claim is not that this transformation was inevitable.  It is ‘necessary’ only in the sense that it is necessary if what we are implicitly is to become explicit to us.  And the transformation need not be total.  Some individuals and institutions may retain traditional practical conceptions of self, agency, and community, even while others take modern form.  All of that is compatible with a decisive cognitive and practical breakthrough having been made.    
Section IV: The Rise of Subjectivity
In taking the advent of modernity as an explicit topic, Hegel inaugurated a discussion that would shape the whole of nineteenth century thought, defining the founding issue of what was to become the new discipline of sociology, providing focal ideas that would be developed in the work of such figures as Marx, Durkheim, Tonnies, and Weber.  The slogan for his construal of that transition that Hegel offers in the passage just quoted is “the development of ethical substance into actual self-consciousness.”  Hegel understands modernity to begin with in terms of the rise of a new kind of individual, subjective self-consciousness.  By contrast to the modern subject,
[in the] ethical realm…self-consciousness has not yet received its due as a particular individuality. There it has the value, on the one hand, merely of the universal will, and on the other, of consanguinity. This particular individual counts only as a shadowy unreality. [PG 464] 
In a sense, individual agents are dissolved into the social institutions to which they are understood to be assigned by nature, and with which they decisively identify.  The individual person is a mere reflection of his status, and can understand himself as an agent only in terms of the duty of actualizing those implicit, objective norms.
  The modern conception of an individual person as one who plays many roles and must make choices to adjudicate the many conflicts among them is not yet on the horizon. 

The ethical Substance…preserved [its simple unitary] consciousness in an immediate unity with its essence.  Essence has, therefore, the simple determinateness of mere being for consciousness, which is directed immediately upon it, and is the essence in the form of custom [Sitte].  Consciousness neither thinks of itself as this particular exclusive self, nor has substance the significance of an existence excluded from it, with which it would have to become united only by alienating itself from itself and at the same time producing the substance itself. [PG 484]
‘Essence’ [Wesen] here means the norms implicit in the customary practices of the traditional community (‘substance’).  
One point of contrast with the self-understanding of modern individual subjects is that immediately sittlich ones do not take themselves to be producing those institutions and their norms (‘substance’ and ‘essence’) by their own activities.  Spiritual substance is “the in-itself of every self-consciousness.”  So it is what is found as always already there, as “the unmoved solid ground and starting point for the action of all.”  But a crucial part of the founding insight of modernity is that it is also made by the individual self-consciousnesses that are the form of Spirit as it is for itself:  

This substance is equally the universal work produced by the action of all and each as their unity and identity, for it is the being-for-self, self, action. [PG 439]
Individuals in traditional society understand themselves as made by the norms they identify with by practically acknowledging the authority of those norms over particular attitudes and inclinations.  But they treat the norms as found, rather than made.  They do not see themselves as having any corresponding authority over the norms, which are treated just as part of the objectively given furniture of the world.  They do not appreciate the contribution their own activity makes to instituting those norms.  That appreciation—seeing “the trail of the human serpent over all”, in William James’s phrase—is distinctively modern.
Agency is what individuates, carving up the social substance.  And it is in the practical conception of individual agency that we are to find the key to this historic sea-change in the relations between acting subjects, the norms that lift them above the merely natural, and the practices and institutions in which those norms are implicit.  In the traditional world as so far considered
As yet, no deed has been committed; but the deed is the actual self. It disturbs the peaceful organization and movement of the ethical world…. It becomes the negative movement, or the eternal necessity, of a dreadful fate which engulfs in the abyss of its single nature divine and human law alike, as well as the two self-consciousnesses in which these powers have their existence—and for us passes over into the absolute being-for-self of the purely individual self-consciousness.
Of course, pre-modern individuals performed intentional actions and pursued private ends.  What is the difference in their relations to their doings that Hegel is referring to in these apocalyptic terms?  
It is a shift in the practical conception of the “distinction that action involves”—the distinction between what is in the broad sense done by the agent and what is more narrowly intended.  This is the distinction between Tat (deed) and Handlung, and between Absicht and Vorsatz.  We have seen that Hegel understands the pre-modern self as an expansive self, in that agents are characters, immediately identifying with the recognitive communities to which nature has assigned them, sacrificing their particular attitudes and inclinations for the norms implicit in their practices and institutions.  “Ethical consciousness…is the simple, pure direction of activity towards the essentiality of ethical life, i.e. duty.” [PG 465]  But the traditional self is construed as an expansive self along another dimension as well.  The pre-modern practical conception of agency is heroic, in that agents identify with what they have done in the broader sense, not the narrower—with the Tat, rather than just the Handlung.  They acknowledge responsibility for what they have done under all the descriptions that turn out to be true of it, not just the ones they intended or envisaged.  
Thus Oedipus is a parricide; he has committed that crime, even though he did not know that the man he killed in anger was his father.  He takes responsibility for that deed, and others attribute to him responsibility for it.  That he did not intend the deed under this description, and did not know that that is what he was doing, in no way mitigates his guilt.  He is responsible for the deed under all its specifications, the consequential as well as the intentional.  
Guilt is not an indifferent, ambiguous affair, as if the deed as actually seen in the light of day could, or perhaps could not, be the action of the self, as if with the doing of it there could be linked something external and accidental that did not belong to it, from which aspect, therefore, the action would be innocent. [PG 468]
That what the agent does—what he is responsible for—outruns what he intends or can know is what makes this heroic conception of agency also tragic.  Tragedy is just the way the distinction that action involves appears in the context of the heroic acceptance of responsibility for the whole deed.     
Ethical self-consciousness now learns from its deed the developed nature of what it actually did...The resolve [Entschluß], however, is in itself the negative aspect which confronts the resolve with an 'other', something alien to the resolve which knows what it does.  Actuality therefore holds concealed within it the other aspect which is alien to this knowledge, and does not reveal the whole truth about itself to consciousness: the son does not recognize his father in the man who has wronged him and whom he slays, nor his mother in the queen whom he makes his wife.  In this way, a power which shuns the light of day ensnares the ethical consciousness, a power which breaks forth only after the deed is done, and seizes the doer in the act.  For the accomplished deed is the removal of the antithesis between the knowing self and the actuality confronting it.... [PG 469]
(Since the resolve “knows what it does”, it can be identified with the Vorsatz.)  The tragic aspect of the heroic conception just is that one cannot know what one is doing, does not have the power to avoid crime and guilt, can know what one has made oneself responsible for only after the fact.  In acting, one is exposing oneself to the forces of fate [Schicksal], over which the subject has no authority.  “By the deed, therefore, it becomes guilt.” [PG 468]
Immediate Sittlichkeit has shown up under two aspects.  It involves individuals identifying with the norms implicit in the practices and institutions of a recognitive community, in the sense of being willing to risk and sacrifice their particular, contingent attitudes and inclinations to the dictates of those norms.  This is what Hegel calls ‘character’.  Immediate Sittlichkeit also involves the heroic conception of agency.  Individuals take responsibility for their deeds under every description: the unforeseen consequential ones as well as the acknowledged intentional ones.  What is the connection between these two aspects of traditional Geist?  The first concerns norms in the form of ought-to-bes; the second norms in the form of ought-to-dos.  And it is of the essence of this form of life that the connection between them is practically construed as being immediate.  That is, what one ought to do is understood as settled directly by how things ought to be.  It is one’s sittlich obligation to do what must be.  That duty is independent of one’s knowledge of how to bring about that state of affairs.  That one does not know how to bring it about that one does not kill one’s father does not let one off the hook.  Parricide ought not to be.  It is accordingly one’s obligation not to do anything correctly describable as father-killing.  The eruption of modernity begins when a gap emerges between these—when how things ought to be is not simply, directly, and immediately translatable into what one ought to do.  The wedge that opens that gap is conditioning the connection on the attitudes of the subject—on what the agent knows and intends.

The essence of the modern is contained in what Hegel in the Philosophy of Right calls “the rights of intention and knowledge.”  This is the right to have one’s responsibility apportioned to one’s authority—to be held responsible only for what one does intentionally and knowingly, only for that part of the Tat that is the Handlung.  This right is the right of the individual consciousness.  It always implicitly collided with the sittlich structure of norms:
Its absolute right is, therefore, that when it acts in accordance with ethical law, it shall find in this actualization nothing else but the fulfillment of this law itself, and the deed shall manifest only ethical action...

The absolute right of the ethical consciousness is that the deed, the shape in which it actualizes itself, shall be nothing else than what it knows. [PG 467]
Explicitly acknowledging that right of individual consciousness is making the transition from the traditional heroic, and therefore tragic, practical conception of agency to the modern, subjective one.  On the modern conception, the tragic structure of guilt and fate is seen as unjust.  Responsibility and authority must be reciprocal and coordinate.  The two sides of the traditional conception of agency appear from this point of view to be out of balance.  The heroic aspect is that one takes responsibility for the whole deed, the Tat.  The tragic side is that one actually has authority only over what one intends and can foresee, the Handlung.  The responsibility and the authority are not commensurate.  Only individual self-consciousnesses can apply the norms in concrete situations, and so actualize them.  The modern conception of agency accordingly treats subjectivity as sovereign, in that one’s normative status, what one is committed to or responsible for, is determined by one’s normative attitudes, what one acknowledges as a commitment or responsibility.  The expansive heroic conception of agency is contracted.  Responsibility extends only as far as the specifications under which the doing was intentional—the ones in virtue of which it was a doing at all—and not to all the consequential specifications.  This is the rise of subjectivity.  
Modernity for Hegel consists in individual self-consciousness claiming a distinctive kind of authority for its own attitudes and activities.  This claim of authority has shown up in two forms: the rights of intention and knowledge in agency, and the idea that the norms we are bound by are not just there, antecedently to and independently of our doings.  The latter thought also involves the authority of subjective attitudes over norms—which accordingly can no longer be thought of as wholly given, natural, and objective.  The difference is that in this case, the norms in question are ought-to-bes rather than ought-to-dos.  We will see that the modern conception of the normative according to which our attitudes and activities play a role in instituting norms also has two aspects.  For Hegel, all norms are conceptual norms, because norms count as determinately contentful only in virtue of standing to one another in relations of material incompatibility and (hence) material consequence.  So we can distinguish normative force from the contents of the norms, which are articulated by those conceptual relations.  The force is the practical significance of the applicability of the norm: its bindingness or authority, the responsibilities it puts in place, how it changes the assessments, attributions, and acknowledgments that are appropriate.  An account of normative force is accordingly an account of what one is doing in applying a concept, what sort of commitment one is undertaking or endorsement one is making, by making a judgment or adopting an intention.  
On the side of normative force, Hegel sees the revolution of modernity as culminating in what I’ve called the “Kant-Rousseau criterion of demarcation of the normative.”  This is the thought that what distinguishes constraint by norms from non-normative constraint (for instance by causes in nature or coercion by power) is that one is only genuinely responsible to what one acknowledges as authoritative.  One’s normative status as committed or obliged depends upon one’s normative attitude of having undertaken or acknowledged that commitment or obligation (perhaps not explicitly, but at least implicitly).  The Enlightenment theories of political obligation in terms of implicit social contracts that inspired Rousseau are only one expression of this conditioning of normative statuses on normative attitudes.  Kant’s distinguishing of the realm of nature from the realm of freedom—constraint by nature from constraint by norms—in terms of the contrast between being bound by rules or laws and being bound by conceptions of rules or laws already substantially generalizes the conception.  
Much more radically, Hegel also thinks that the modern rise of subjectivity culminates in the realization that not only the force, but also the contents of conceptual norms are dependent upon the attitudes and activities of the individuals who apply them in judgment and action.  This is the idea, discussed in Chapter Two, that our discursive activity does not consist either in simply applying conceptual norms that are somehow given to us, nor in distinct and separable activities of first instituting or establishing those norms, and then applying them.  Rather our discursive practices of judging and acting intentionally must be seen as both the application and the institution of determinately contentful conceptual norms.  The air of paradox about that kind of Hegelian-Quinean rejection of the two-phase Kantian-Carnapian picture is to be dispelled by looking at the historical and social articulation of the process of determining conceptual contents.  One of the principal concerns of this chapter is to lay out the relations between the doctrine of the attitude-dependence of normative force and the doctrine of the attitude-dependence of conceptual contents.  
The modern self is a contracted self, relative to the expansive traditional self.  One dimension of contraction is from taking responsibility for the whole extended Tat—the  performance the agent authorized, under all its specifications, including distant consequential ones—to taking responsibility only for the Handlung, the performance only as it is known and intended by the agent.  The other important dimension of contraction of the modern self is that instead of identifying immediately with the norms, as the sittlich self did, the modern self identifies immediately rather with its own subjective attitudes.  This is alienation.  In this section, we have been addressing Question One posed above: “What is the rise of subjectivity that defines the modern structure of normativity?”  And in the previous section, we addressed Question Two: “What is pre-modern Sittlichkeit?”  We must now turn to Question Three: “What is alienation?” and Question Four:  “Why does the rise of subjectivity bring with it alienation?”   
Even before answering those questions, we already have already assembled the raw materials needed to formulate a further important question about the transition Hegel envisages from modernity to Stage Three: individually self-conscious Sittlichkeit.  That third stage of the development of norm-governed social substance is to be the result of retaining the insight into the authority of subjectivity and the attitudes and activities of individual subjects, while overcoming alienation.  Overcoming alienation is re-achieving Sittlichkeit.  But Sittlichkeit requires identifying with the norms understood as transcending individual attitudes.  Immediate Sittlichkeit also requires the direct translatability of those ought-to-bes into ought-to-dos.  As a result, the expansive practical notion of the self that consists in decisively identifying with the norms implicit in the practices and institutions of the recognitive community entails adopting a heroic conception of agency.  That is another dimension along which the immediately sittlich self is more extended and inclusive than the modern one.  We can then ask whether the connection between these two dimensions along which the traditional self extends beyond the individual as practically conceived in the modern context is also supposed to be re-achieved at Stage Three.  That is, when we ask Question Six, “How can what was progressive about the transition to modernity be preserved, while re-achieving Sittlichkeit?”, we are asking in part: 

Question Seven:  Can a version of the expansive, heroic conception of agency be reconciled with acknowledging the rights of intention and knowledge?  
The answer to that question offered later in this chapter is: Yes.  If that is right—if some version of the heroic conception of agency, where individuals acknowledge and are attributed responsibility for their whole deed, under all its specifications, is indeed part of the mature, post-modern, mediated Sittlichkeit that Hegel envisages—then it is a startling and distinctive feature of his view of the achievement of modernity.  For almost everyone else who has thought about the issue takes it that the modern idea of restricting responsibility to what is intended and reasonably foreseeable by the agent producing a performance was a decisive advance in our practical and theoretical understanding of normativity.  That feature of modernity is taken to be a fundamental insight into what it is fair and just to hold people responsible for, an essential element of what was progressive about the transition from traditional to modern ways of life.  It is not thought of, even by most critics of modernity, as part of what ought to be rejected.  And it is, in any case, hard to see how there is room for any version of the rights of intention and knowledge alongside some version of the heroic conception of agency.  Why isn’t the one simply the denial of the other?  Hegel does think that the advent of modernity represents fundamental and irrevocable progress in our practical understanding of ourselves and our discursive practices.  That event—the one big thing that has happened in human history—does embody for him an essential insight into the dependence of norms on the attitudes and activities of individual subjects.  But when the content of that insight is carefully disentangled from the alienated, distinctively modern, form in which it initially appears, it will be seen to be compatible with an unalienated, sittlich form in which the role of attitudes in instituting or constituting norms is acknowledged, but in which selves are expanded beyond the confines of the modern conception along both dimensions: identification with the communal norms and a heroic (but not tragic
) conception of agency.  To begin to tease apart these strands so as to see how such a conception is possible, we must turn to the notion of alienated subjectivity.  
Section V: Alienation

What I’ve been calling “the rise of subjectivity” is a new appreciation of the significance of normative attitudes—of undertaking and attributing commitments, acknowledging authority and responsibility.  Alienation is not identifying with those normative statuses, not acknowledging the authority of norms over one’s attitudes by being willing to sacrifice attitudes for norms.  On the practical conception distinctive of alienation, what one gives up one attitude for is another attitude.  But the attitudes are not understood as answering to something that is not a subjective attitude.  Question Four asked above was: Why did the advent of modern subjectivity bring with it alienation?  The answer is that 
where the immediate Sittlichkeit Hegel takes to characterize traditional society practically construes the implicit normative structure of its practices in a one-sidedly objective way, the alienation he takes to characterize modern society practically construes the implicit normative structure of its practices in a one-sidedly subjective way.  
What makes them one-sided, and so ultimately inadequate, is in both cases the immediacy of their practical conceptions.  More specifically, to use one of Hegel’s favorite ways of putting the point, both understand normativity in terms of independence, rather than freedom.  As I understand him, Hegel uses ‘independence’ [Unabhängigkeit] in two different ways, depending on whether its contextual contrary is ‘dependence’ or ‘freedom’.  In the first usage, what is independent exercises authority over what is dependent upon it, which is accordingly responsible to it.  The second usage concerns a particular, defective, way of understanding those generic notions of independence and dependence, authority and responsibility.  What is defective about it is that it is atomistic and immediate, by constrast to the holistic, mediated conception of freedom.  
On the side of our understanding of conceptual content, the Consciousness chapters of the Phenomenology presented an argumentative trajectory beginning with an atomistic construal in terms of independence and ending in the mediated, holistic construal Hegel terms the “infinite Concept”.  That final version retains an internal “moment of independence” for each determinate concept, within the holistic reciprocal sense-dependence of one content on another that has been revealed to be a condition of their determinateness.  This is the moment of difference within the larger unity—the unity Hegel talks about by saying that the reciprocally related, interdependent, items are ‘identical’, in the ‘speculative’ sense.  The sense of ‘independence’ that is compatible with dependence is the first, not the second.  On the side of our understanding of normative force, the sense of ‘independence’ that contrasts with freedom is introduced under the heading of ‘Mastery’.  The allegorical Master’s conception of authority, independence in the generic first sense, is that it is incompatible with any and every sort of dependence, rather than being the converse of just some particular kind of dependence.  The authority of the Master is to be recognized as immediate, independent of all relations to others.  In particular, it is to be independent of the attitudes of those who recognize and are obliged to recognize him—those who acknowledge and are obliged to acknowledge that authority.  So the Master construes recognition as necessarily asymmetric.  He cannot acknowledge the authority of those who recognize him, the dependence of his authority on their recognition of it.  The correct understanding of normative statuses as instituted by reciprocal recognitive attitudes is the conception of freedom that contrasts with the Master’s notion of independence.  Like the corresponding conception of the Concept as infinite, this notion of freedom essentially involves moments of independence in the first sense: the reciprocal authority of recognized and recognizer.  
The characteristically modern insight is that norms are not, as traditional forms of life implicitly took them to be, independent of the subjective normative attitudes of concept users.  The dependence of norms on attitudes is a dimension of responsibility on the side of the norms or statuses, and of corresponding authority on the part of the attitudes.  It is because that authority of attitudes over norms is construed on the model of independence-as-Mastery that the insight into the normative role of subjectivity shows up in its distinctively modern, alienated, form.  For what is distinctive of the atomistic conception of authority that is epitomized by the Master is precisely that authority (independence) is construed as ruling out any correlative responsibility (dependence).  It follows that if norms are dependent on attitudes, there can be no intelligible reciprocal dependence of attitudes on norms.  Alienation is the structural denial that subjective attitudes are responsible to norms which, as authoritative count as independent of those attitudes.  The claim is that traditional and modern practical understandings are alike in taking it that if norms exert authority over attitudes, then attitudes cannot exert authority over norms, and vice versa.  Either norms are independent of attitudes and attitudes dependent on norms, or attitudes are independent of norms and norms are dependent on attitudes.  

The most sophisticated theoretical form in which this defective sort of practical normative understanding is expressed is what Hegel calls ‘Verstand’.  It is by now a familiar point that he is recommending replacing that sort of understanding by one that has quite a different structure, what he calls ‘Vernunft’.  The holistic Vernunft conception is one in which dependence is always reciprocal, and always involves reciprocal independence.  For X to be dependent on Y is for Y in that respect to be independent of X.  But that relation is not only compatible with Y being dependent on X in another respect, in which X is accordingly independent of Y, it is necessary that there be such correlative dependence.  The paradigm, as always, is the structure of reciprocal authority-and-responsibility by which self-conscious individual selves and their communities (universals) are together synthesized by mutual recognition (by particular desiring organisms).  That sort of reciprocal, mediating recognition is, of course, just what the Master’s atomistic immediate asymmetric conception of authority and responsibility rules out.  That is the context that makes it seem that one must choose: either norms have authority over attitudes, or vice versa—but not both.

So the claim is first that when the hyper-objectivity about norms characteristic of immediate Sittlichkeit is shattered by a practical realization of the essential role played by the normative attitudes of individual subjects in instituting norms, the result is a complementary hyper-subjectivity:  alienation.  And second, that what drives that pendulum from the one extreme to the other is failure to appreciate the mediated structure of reciprocal sense-dependence of the concepts of dependence and independence, that is, responsibility and authority.  In short, it is retaining the immediacy of the conception of normativity that dictates that appreciating the dependence of norms on attitudes precludes retaining a sittlich appreciation of the dependence of attitudes on norms, and so entails alienation.  
Hegel introduces his discussion of “Spirit alienated from itself”
 in terms of the concept of culture [Bildung].  Cultivation or acculturation is the process by which we are transformed from merely natural into spiritual creatures, coming to be governed by norms and not just driven by desires.  It is what makes self-conscious individuals out of merely particular organisms, by bringing them under universals—making them members of a community, subject to norms.
It is…through culture that the individual acquires standing [Gelten] and actuality. His true original nature and substance is the alienation of himself as Spirit from his natural being. This externalization is…at once the means, or the transition, both of the [mere] thought-form of substance into actuality, and, conversely, of the specific individuality into essentiality. This individuality moulds itself by culture into what it intrinsically [an sich] is… its actuality consists solely in the setting-aside of its natural self. …it is the contradiction of giving to what is particular an actuality which is immediately a universal. [PG 489]
‘Substance’ is the community, and ‘essence’ is the constellation of norms implicit in its practices and institutions.  The acculturation of individuals is accordingly not only the process by which they pass into ‘essentiality’—become geistig beings, subject to norms.  It is also the process by which those communal norms (the “thought-form of substance”) are actualized in the attitudes of individuals who acknowledge them as binding.  
What, in relation to the single individual, appears as his culture, is the essential moment of the substance itself, viz. the immediate passage of the [mere] thought-form of its universality into actuality; or, culture is the simple soul of the substance by means of which, what is implicit in the substance, acquires an acknowledged, real existence. The process in which the individuality moulds itself by culture is, therefore, at the same time the development of it as the universal, objective essence, i.e. the development of the actual world. [PG 490]
Not only does the culture make us, we make the culture.  For the only actual existence the norms have is in the attitudes and activities of individuals who acknowledge them as norms.  That is actualizing what otherwise is merely implicit.  Norms are causally inert apart from the normative attitudes of those who acknowledge them.  
What appears here as the power and authority of the individual exercised over the substance, which is thereby superseded, is the same thing as the actualization of the substance. For the power of the individual consists in conforming itself to that substance, i.e. in externalizing its own self and thus establishing itself as substance that has an objective existence. Its culture and its own actuality are, therefore, the actualization of the substance itself. [PG 490]
Alienation is the inability to bring together these two aspects of Bildung: that self-conscious individuals acknowledging the norms as binding in our practice is what makes those selves what they are, and that self-conscious individuals acknowledging the norms as binding is what makes the norms what they are.  These are the authority of the community and its norms over individuals (their dependence on it), and the authority of individuals over the community and its norms (its dependence on them), respectively.  In the traditional structure, attitudes have no normative weight at all.  They are not really in the picture because they are supposed just to reflect the norms.  In the modern structure, both communal norms and individual attitudes are fully in play.  Each claims a certain authority.  For the rise of subjectivity is the realization that the communal norms whose acknowledgment makes us cultural, and not just natural creatures depend in turn on our attitudes and activities to actualize them.  We readers of the Phenomenology are to come to see those claims as not only compatible but complementary—indeed, as each intelligible only in the context of the other.  In alienated spiritual substance, however, the claims to authority of self-conscious individual attitudes and communal norms compete, both in practice and in theory.  The opposition and competition between normative attitudes and normative statuses is the core of alienation.  The challenge of modernity is to secure the binding force and determinate contentfulness of conceptual norms from the threat posed to them—in the context of practical construals of authority according to the implicit structure of Mastery and theoretical construals of authority according to the explicit categories of Verstand—by giving up the picture of those norms as something we simply find as part of the attitude-independent world and accepting the essential role our attitudes play in instituting them.  How can the responsibility of subjective normative attitudes (what is acknowledged as correct) to normative statuses (what really is correct) be reconciled with the authority of subjective normative attitudes over normative statuses?  Any social, institutional, or conceptual context that forces a choice between these is an alienated one.
The norms in question are conceptually contentful norms, in that their determinate contents settle what is incompatible with conforming to that norm and what would be a consequence of doing so.  That means that the norms articulate reasons—reasons for applying concepts by judging and acting intentionally.  Actually applying a concept, endorsing a theoretical claim or practical plan, is adopting a normative attitude, undertaking a commitment.  Doing that is acknowledging or adopting a norm as binding.  Adopting such conceptually articulated normative attitudes is doing something that can be causally efficacious.  Ordinary agents are wired up and trained to be able to respond to acknowledgings of practical commitments to raise their arms by raising their arms, under a wide variety of circumstances, for instance.  So the issue Hegel is addressing under the heading of ‘alienation’—about practical conceptions of the relations between conceptual norms and normative attitudes—includes the relations between reasons and causes.  Indeed, it encompasses the question of how to think about the relations between the normative and the natural orders more generally.  As we’ll see, naturalistic reductionism, in the form of commitment to an explanatory framework that eliminates reference to norms entirely, in favor of attitudes, is a principal expression of the alienation of the modern world.  Hegel’s account of the nature of the expressively progressive development he can envisage by which the modern alienated structure of self-conscious subjectivity and social substance can give rise to a new, better structure, which overcomes alienation, so re-achieves Sittlichkeit, while retaining the advance in self-conscious subjectivity characteristic of modernity accordingly encompasses a non-reductive account of how we should understand the place of norms in the natural world.   The aim of the rest of this chapter is tell that story.
Section VI: Actual Consciousness and Linguistic Recognition
Hegel’s discussion of the normative structure of the modern world of culture is long, intricate, and interesting.  But our purposes do not require rehearsal of many of its details.  He distinguishes two aspects of that structure: actual consciousness and pure consciousness.  Actual consciousness comprises social institutions, the norms they embody, and individuals playing roles and engaging in practices governed and articulated by those norms.  By applying those norms in their practice, individual subjects make them actual and efficacious; they actualize the norms.  The norms and the individuals acting and assessing their actions according to those norms collectively constitute the institutions, giving them, as well as the norms, actual existence.  To act according to the norms is to appeal to these in one’s practical reasoning about what to do.  Similarly, to assess according to them is to appeal to those norms—the ones implicit in custom—as standards in assessing one’s own and others’ performances.  
The term “pure consciousness” is a way of talking about the mediation that is the conceptualizing of norms.  Hegel says that pure consciousness “is both the thinking of the actual world, and its thought-form [Denken und Gedachtsein].” [PG 485]  It is the way normativity is understood, the theory that makes explicit the normativity implicit in the institutionalized practice of actual consciousness.  Pure consciousness is the way norms are conceived or conceptualized.  Hegel’s term for conceptual articulation—articulation by relations of material incompatibility and inference—is ‘mediation’.  Pure consciousness mediates the relation between actual individual selves and the norms it theorizes about.  In traditional society, as opposed to modern culture, the norms implicit in Sitte, in customs, are immediate—not the subject of conceptualization or thematization, not made explicit, and hence not subject to critical scrutiny.  Immediate Sittlichkeit has a purely practical, implicit, non-conceptual conception of norms, and so has no analogue of pure consciousness.  Pure consciousness is a distinctively modern form of self-consciousness, a manifestation of the rise of subjectivity.  It is a new way the norms implicit in the practices of actual consciousness can be something explicitly for consciousness.  Where actual consciousness requires the adoption of practical attitudes towards the norms, applying them in practice by judging, acting intentionally, and assessing the claims and performances of others, pure consciousness requires the adoption of theoretical attitudes towards the norms.  Pure consciousness offers explicit accounts of the nature of the bindingness and the source of the content of the norms.  It reflects on the relations between them and the institutions that embody them, on the one hand, and the subjective normative attitudes of those whose practice they govern, on the other.  Pure consciousness is a response to a felt need for the norms and their binding force not only to be explicitly understood and explained, but to be validated, legitimated, vindicated.  That demand is itself a prime expression of the newly appreciated authority of self-conscious subjectivity and its attitudes.  The question at issue between traditional and modern practical conceptions and constellations of normativity is whether, when the individual acknowledges the norms in action and assessment, that needs to be conceptually mediated or not—whether a theory, a story about it is needed.  To say that it is is to accord a new kind of authority to the attitudes of the individuals who produce, consume, and assess such stories.  That is why the role in the world of culture of what Hegel calls “pure consciousness” is part of the advent of modernity as the rise of subjectivity.  

I emphasized in the previous section that alienation as Hegel conceives it is not primarily a psychological matter, nor a matter of how people feel.  It is an ontological matter of the structure of social substance, and hence of self-consciousness.  It is in the end a recognitive structure, a form exhibited by the recognitive processes that institute both communities and self-conscious individual community members.  The failure of norms and normative attitudes to mesh properly that is alienation shows up in practical form in the structure of actual consciousness and in theoretical form in the structure of pure consciousness.  Recognizing another is adopting a normative attitude: taking the other to be bound by and subject to normative assessment according to the norms of the community, to be able to undertake responsibilities and exercise authority.  Alienation is a structural defect in the relations between the recognitive attitudes that synthesize the social substance and the communal norms that are its essence—the norms subjection to which make self-conscious individuals out of particular desiring natural organisms.  In Hegel’s terms, this defective metaphysical structure is a defective logical structure: a failure in the way universals characterize particulars to yield individuals.  
The alienation of the modern form of Spirit is manifested in the structure of both actual and pure consciousness.  On Hegel’s account, both are divided into two ultimately competing sub-structures.  In each case, alienation shows up in the relations between them.
   The actualization of the substance of culture, its actual world, takes two different forms, those of Wealth and State Power.  It is the actions of self-conscious individuals in intentionally producing performances and assessing each other’s performances that give whatever actuality there is to the norms and the institutions.  This is applying norms in the judgments and intentions that provide reasons for performances and in the assessment of reasons for performances.  The two sides of what Hegel calls “actual consciousness” accordingly correspond to the two aspects of individuality: particularity and universality.  Wealth [Reichtum] is the thick institutional form in which the particular aspect of the certainty of individual self-consciousness is expressed by becoming actual or public, acquiring its truth in practical activity.  State power [Staatsmacht] is the thick institutional form in which the universal aspect of the certainty of individual self-consciousness is expressed or becomes actual or public, acquiring its truth in practical activity.  
We have seen that the particular and universal aspects of self-conscious individuality correspond to the two structural elements necessary for social substance to be synthesized by recognitive relations: the particular recognized and recognizing individuals, and the recognitive community comprising those individuals.  All the components of actual consciousness in the form of Wealth—the norms, institutions, and self-conscious individuals who apply those norms and play roles in those institutions—are to be understood as articulating the contribution to the institution and application of norms that is played by the recognitive activities and attitudes of particular self-conscious individuals.   And all the components of actual consciousness in the form of State Power—the norms, institutions, and self-conscious individuals who apply those norms and play roles in those institutions—are to be understood as articulating the contribution to the cultivation and acculturation of self-conscious individuals that is played by norms (universals) whose applicability is adjudicated by the recognitive community in whose practices they are implicit.  Modern actual consciousness is alienated insofar as these two constitutive aspects of the recognitive process that produces both self-conscious individual selves and their communities stand in asymmetric relations of relative independence—that is, insofar as each side acts practically as though its authority over the other were not balanced by a corresponding reciprocal responsibility to it.  Overcoming alienation will be moving from recognitive processes exhibiting this structure of immediate, asymmetric independence to ones exhibiting instead the mediated, reciprocal structure of freedom.
The two sides correspond to the two sides of the distinction that action implies.  We saw in Chapter Seven that these correspond to two social perspectives: the perspective of the agent who intentionally produces a performance, and the perspective of the members of a public audience, who assess it.  The agent has a special authority over the specifications under which the performance is intentional, hence a doing at all: the Handlung.  But the audience has a corresponding authority over consequential specifications of the doing, which can continue to unfold even after the death of the agent: the Tat.  So alienation also shows up in a practical inability to reconcile the deed as intentional with the deed as actual.  In Hegel’s picture of the traditional conception of agency, heroic expansion of the self through identification with the whole deed stands in an unalienated equilibrium with the tragic practical understanding of the relation between “knowing and not knowing” in terms of fate.  But that is an equilibrium that cannot survive acknowledgement of the rights of intention and knowledge: the recognitive seeds of modernity.  In the actual modern world of culture, which results from that acknowledgement, Wealth is the individual as having authority over the application of concepts, and State Power is the individual as being responsible to the conceptual norms.  The division of these, their conflict, is the paradigmatic institutional form of alienation.
One of the most basic interpretive ideas animating the project pursued in this book is that in the Phenomenology (as well as the Science of Logic), Hegel is offering us a sophisticated account of conceptual normativity.  For him, as for Kant, all norms are conceptual norms, in the sense that they are conceptually articulated.  For Hegel, that is because something is intelligible as a norm only if it has a determinate content.  For it must, implicitly or explicitly, draw some line between what is appropriate and inappropriate according to it, what is obligatory or not, what is permitted or not.  To do that, it must stand in relations of determinate negation to other possible norms.  And we have seen that those relations of material incompatibility induce material inferential relations.  In this sense, not only our subjective activities but the objective world in which they take place—the cause of sense and goal of intellect—is conceptually structured.  What in the Logic he calls the ‘Idea’, a constellation comprising both thought and being is through and through conceptually articulated.  Both what I have called Hegel’s ‘objective idealism’ and his ‘conceptual idealism’ are ways of understanding the co-ordinate relations between subjective and the objective conceptual articulation: the ways in which subjective attitudes can set norms for objective facts and the ways in which objective facts can set norms for subjective attitudes, in both exercises of intentional agency and of cognitive judgment.  They are both idealist theses because they insist that what Hegel teaches us to see as the conceptual articulation of the objective world into objects and properties, facts, and laws is unintelligible apart from the subjective attitudes, activities, and practices of self-conscious agents and knowers.  That sort of idealism is the thought of as the culmination of the progressive insight of modernity—albeit one that by moving from the metaconceptual categories of Verstand to those of Vernunft articulates that insight in an unalienated form, and so moves us beyond the merely modern.  The conceptual character of normativity is expressed explicitly by and for individual subjects through the use of language.  (Cf. Sellars claim that grasp of a concept is practical mastery of the norms governing the use of a word.)  So it is that Hegel’s account of the relations between individuals, norms, and institutions in the modern world centers on the distinctive role he accords to language in that context.
On his analysis, one of the distinctive features of modernity is that language mediates the relations among individuals, their acts and attitudes, and their norms, institutions, and communities.  Language becomes the medium of recognition.  The modern institutional expression of the norms is State Power.  It can only be actualized, the norms it embodies actually applied, by the activities of self-conscious individuals.  “State power is raised to the position of having a self of its own.” [PG 507]  Those individuals actualize State Power by relinquish the pursuit of their private interests, sacrificing their subjective attitudes for the sake of, and so identifying with, the norms that State Power thereby embodies and actualizes.  Here there need no longer be a risk of biological death, for the question is how already-constituted private individuals come to occupy distinctive institutional roles by identification with public norms, rather than how particular desiring animals come to be self-conscious individuals by identification with themselves as recognized.  “The true sacrifice of being-for-self is solely that in which it surrenders itself as completely as in death, yet in this renunciation no less preserves itself.” [PG 507]  “This alienation takes place solely in language, which here appears in its characteristic significance.” [PG 508]  That “characteristic significance” is, as he puts the point elsewhere, that “language is the existence [Dasein] of Geist.” [PG 652]  
The “characteristic significance” of language is explicated by means of a contrast.  
In the world of the ethical order, in law and command, and in the actual world, in counsel, language has the essence for its content, and is the form of that content. [PG 508]  

The ‘essence’ is the norms.  In traditional society, and in the language of counsel (the characteristic means of expression of Wealth), language is the form in which the conceptual norms and the recognitive attitudes of attributing and assessing performances according to them can be explicitly expressed—what they are, said of them.  For language is the form of explicitness, of expression.  But the characteristic use of language in modernity is not just to make explicit implicit norms and attitudes.  It is to institute those norms and adopt those attitudes.  The passage continues:
But here it has for its content the form itself, the form which language is, and it is authoritative as language. [PG 508]
To say that the content of recognitive attitudes is also linguistic in the modern era is to say that adopting the distinctively modern recognitive attitudes is performing speech acts.  The public speech acts are what institute the normative, recognitive relations in questions.  This ‘authoritative’ is ‘Gelten’, that is Kant’s term for normative force, bindingness, or validity [Gültigkeit, Verbindlichkeit].  “It is authoritative as speech, as that which performs what has to be performed.” [PG 508]  What has to be performed is the constitution of a self by identification, the institution of norms and the acknowledgment of commitments, all of which is specific recognition.  

This is followed by a long discussion now of the performative power of language, in constituting people, as being the medium of recognition: “for it is the real existence , the Dasein, of the pure self as self.”   Not only is language the existence of Spirit, it is the existence of the self as self.  That is because the language and the linguistic utterances and the relations among them is the medium in which recognition takes place.  “In speech, self-consciousness, qua independent separate individuality”—the individually self-conscious self, the one characteristic of modernity—“comes as such into existence, so that it exists for others.”  That is the petitioning for recognition.  What it is petitioning to be specifically recognized as, the commitment it is authorizing others to attribute to it, is the individual’s identification with the authority of the norms.  The agent of the state is making of his attitudes responsible to those norms.  He is undertaking a commitment that serves as a standard everybody can hold him to, and measure his performances against.  This is consitituting himself as that sort of a self.  That recognitive making oneself responsible to the norms is a doing that consists in a certain kind of saying.  It is a going on record, a public commitment.  
The content of any non-linguistic act is still implicit.  In a linguistic act one actually says what it is that one is doing, what the content is of the commitment one are undertaking.  And this is done in a way that transcends one’s own authority over that content.  It is open and available for others to attribute, discuss, and adjudicate disputes about.  That is what language makes possible.  Being authoritative as language is the coming into existence of the individually self-conscious self as such, by coming into existence in way that it exists for others.  The passage continues: 
Otherwise the I, this pure I, is non-existent, it is not there.  In every other expression it is immersed in the reality, and is in a shape from which it can withdraw itself.  It is reflected back into itself from its action and dissociates itself from such an imperfect existence, in which there is always at once too much as too little, letting it remain lifeless behind.  
The topic here is the alienation that is a way of structuring the difference between the Tat and the Handlung.  What one always actually does is always too much or too little, and there is the possibility of distancing yourself from the content as not what you intended.  But when you say what you’re committed to, when you express your intention, the explicit declaration doesn’t give you that distance.  ‘I’ is important here because it’s the paradigmatic word by which speakers undertake a commitment, explicitly marking the undertaking of a commitment.  “I claim”, “I intend”, “I did”, “I will”, that’s the form of acknowledging, sometimes constitutively, various sorts of commitment.  
Continuing the passage: “Language, however, contains it in its purity.  It alone expresses the I, the I itself…The I is this particular I,” the self that’s saying it, “but equally the universal I,” the norms that it’s appealing to and applying in undertaking this determinately contentful commitment, whatever it is.  “It’s manifesting is also at once the externalization and banishing of this particular I.”  It is the externalization, the actualization, the manifestation of it, and the banishing of it because it’s heard; it now gets a significance that runs beyond what it intended.  “The I that utters itself is heard or perceived, it is an infection in which it is immediately passed into unity with those for whom it is a real existence, and so is a universal self-consciousness.”  ‘I’ is important because it is the concrete, explicit expression of the role of language as the medium of recognition, and hence of the social constitution of self-conscious selves and their attitudes, and the social institution of norms and communal institutions.

The passage continues: “That it’s perceived or heard means that its real existence dies away.” It is a saying, it’s just an event.  
This its otherness has been taken back into itself, and its real existence is just this, that as a self-conscious now, as a real existence, it’s not a real existence, and through this vanishing it is a real existence.  This vanishing is thus, itself, at once, its abiding.  
Now that makes practically no sense read by itself.  But thought about in connection with the end of Sense Certainty, it is a way of telling us to think of ‘I’ in the way he taught us to think about ‘now’.  Recall that we started off with the analysis of indexicals, of unrepeatable utterances, with the point of their conceptual content being to be unrepeatable, so that different tokenings of the same type could have different contents.  As unrepeatable events, the tokenings were connected immediately, nonconceptually, to events that prompt or accompany them.  As unrepeatable events or episodes they vanish.  But they mark something in the sensuous world in that way.  Demonstratives and indexicals are our immediate point of cognitive contact with the world.  But, what makes them cognitively significant, what gives them conceptual significance, what makes them able to engage with inferential practices—the mediation that articulates their immediacy—is that we can pick them up anaphorically.  They can ‘abide’ in these repetitions, in these recollections (Erinnerungen).  Hegel is saying that what we’ve got to think about the significance of the ‘I’ in the undertaking of commitments is the way it can get held in place by people attributing the commitment to you, specifically recognizing you in the sense of attributing a particularly contentful commitment to you.  Besides Hegel, no other philosopher between the scholastics and Frege put ‘I’ and ‘now’ in a box and worried about their conceptual functioning together.  And the further realization that there is something that is expressed in demonstratives and indexicals that is essential to empirical knowledge, on the one hand, and to the constitution of selves on the other had to wait for the middle years of the twentieth century.
    

We see language, then, in its characteristic significance as the expressive medium for conceptual normativity.  By performing speech acts, engaging in discursive practices, individuals make explicit and public both petitions for specific recognition as risking and sacrificing merely particular, subjective attitudes in favor of identification with the norms and corresponding grantings of those recognitive petitions in the form of attributions of those self-constituting identificatory commitments.  The structural alienation of modern actual consciousness shows up in the fact that the avatars of Wealth, those who actualize the particular aspect of recognitive processes, refuse to recognize the avatars of State Power as identifying with the norms they to which they profess allegiance.  Rather than genuine identification, they see only the pursuit of the private interests and motives of the holders of state office, under cover of their roles as officials.
  The petition for recognition and so self-constitution is rejected as a false description of what is really going on.  The attempt at making something so by an act of identification—something that, as essentially mediated by language, cannot be achieved by the unreciprocated activity of one individual—is taken as contradicting how things are found to be.  For self-interested motives of various kinds can always be found for the actions of individuals, be they state officials or not.  We will return to this issue below, in Section X, in connection with the discussion of the meta-attitude Hegel associates with “playing the part of the moral valet.”    
Because the modern medium of recognition—what mediates the relations among individuals, their acts and attitudes, and the norms implicit in their practices and administered by their institutions and communities—is language, the alienated character of the modern recognitive structure is itself expressed linguistically.  When the alienation of the particular from the universal, the practical construal of individual actions in terms of private attitudes rather than public norms or statuses, is expressed and enacted linguistically within the sphere of State Power (rather than in the relations between Wealth and State Power), Hegel says the result is that “the heroism of silent service becomes the heroism of flattery.”  These are forms of ‘heroism’ because in each case the interests of the particular individual are sacrificed to something else.  In the case of silent service, the aim is immediate practical identification with the norms (duty).  What the explicitly alienated language of flattery professes is the sacrifice of the flatterer’s private interests and attitudes for those of the flattered.  As with Wealth’s accusation of the agents of State Power, norms and duties (universals) drop out of the picture in favor of the purely subjective attitudes of particular individuals.  And it is easy to see that the flatterer makes true what Wealth finds true of the agents of State Power.  For flattery of a superior is the pursuit of personal advantage in the guise of sacrifice of it.  
There is a corresponding form of flattery on the side of Wealth: “the language that gives wealth a sense of its essential significance”, which likewise dissembles because “what it pronounces to be an essence, it knows to be expendable, to be without intrinsic being.” [PG 520]  The most explicit expression of alienation, however, “pure culture”, is a linguistic way of being in the world that manifests the asymmetric recognitive relations between the two forms of actual consciousness.  It is a “nihilistic game” of “destructive judgment”, “witty talk” that undercuts the validity of every distinction and assessment, “stripping of their significance all moments which are supposed to count as the true being.” [PG 521]    
What is learnt in this world is that neither the actuality of power and wealth, nor their specific Notions, 'good' and 'bad', or the consciousness of 'good' and 'bad' (the noble and the ignoble consciousness), possess truth. [PG 521]
The whole normative dimension of life is rejected as illusory.  There aren’t really any norms, no distinction in how things are in themselves between what is appropriate or fitting and what not, between what one is obliged to do and what is not permitted.  So the institutions that administer and apply those norms are founded on lies, are deceptive frameworks for the pursuit of private ends and interests.  This conclusion is the consequence of the modern discovery that the norms are not simply objectively there, independently of our attitudes and activities, in the context of a conception of normative authority as independence that obliges one to treat that fact as demonstrating that they have no real authority over our attitudes at all.  If the norms are dependent on what individuals do, if the acts and attitudes subject to assessment according to those norms bear some responsibility for those norms, then what individuals do cannot, on the alienated practical conception of authority as independence, be genuinely responsible to those norms.  Norms are an illusion.  There are only attitudes.  The hyper-objective traditional picture of normativity gives rise to a hyper-subjective modern, alienated conception, according to which the very idea of a norm is a mere projection of our attitudes, of practical distinctions made by individuals.
But if there really are no norms, then the attitudes themselves can have no real content.  If the distinctions between good and bad, right and wrong, correct and incorrect, have no genuine content, then neither do attitudes of acknowledging or assessing acts as good or bad, right or wrong, correct or incorrect.  And if that is right, then what of the attitudes of those who practice the witty, nihilistic talk?   On the one hand, it represents the triumph of individual subjective attitude over norms, the assertion of the authority of attitudes, in particular, its own attitudes, over normative distinctions.  “This judging and talking is, therefore, what is true and invincible, while it overpowers everything.” [PG 521]  On the other hand, that nihilism is self-undercutting.  “the vanity of all things is its own vanity, it is itself vain.” [PG 526]  The witty talk—which “knows how to pass judgement on and chatter about everything”—denies the correctness of talk of how things are in themselves, seeing only how they are for consciousness.  So it has no way to make intelligible even the notion of how things are for consciousness, including for itself.  For the content of such an attitude depends on its normative exclusion of other such attitudes.
The consciousness that is aware of its disruption and openly declares it, derides existence and the universal confusion, and derides its own self as well…This vanity of all reality and every definite Notion [is] vanity which knows itself to be such… [PG 525]
The practical understanding this disrupted consciousness has of its own attitudes is ironic.  It still makes distinctions and employs concepts, but it does not take its commitments seriously, does not take itself to be undertaking responsibilities by its talk.  “The content of what Spirit says about itself is thus the perversion of every Notion and reality, the universal deception of itself and others.” [PG 522]  “In that vanity, all content is turned into something negative which can no longer be grasped as having a positive significance.” [PG 526]  So the attitude of this “lacerated” consciousness to its own attitudes must be distanced and remote.  Its ironic stance consists in not identifying even with its own attitudes, which it knows to be in the end vain and contentless, never mind with the norms to which those attitudes on their face profess allegiance.  Its language expresses and enacts pure alienation:
it knows everything to be self-alienated, being-for-self is separated from being-in-itself; what is meant, and purpose, are separated from truth; and from both again, the being-for-another, the ostensible meaning from the real meaning, from the true thing and intention…. It is the self-disruptive nature of all relationships and the conscious disruption of them. [PG 526]
Still, the adoption of this nihilistic recognitive attitude remains a characteristically modern assertion of the authority of the individual—a manifestation of the rise of subjectivity, even if a perverse overreaction.  It is a “self-centred self” [PG 526], which seeks recognition of itself in its exercise of the power to make the norms vain by taking them to be so.
This vanity at the same time needs the vanity of all things in order to get from them the consciousness of self; it therefore creates this vanity itself and is the soul that supports it. Power and wealth are the supreme ends of its exertions, it knows that through renunciation and sacrifice it forms itself into the universal, attains to the possession of it, and in this possession is universally recognized and accepted: state power and wealth are the real and acknowledged powers. However, this recognition and acceptance is itself vain; and just by taking possession of power and wealth it knows them to be without a self of their own, knows rather that it is the power over them, while they are vain things. [PG 526]
Its merely ironic, mock renunciation and sacrifice is no genuine recognition at all.  It is a petition to be recognized as not recognizing.  It is accordingly visible as a strategy of Mastery.  The same application of categories of independence (the atomistic practical conception of authority as asymmetric and nonreciprocal, as not only not necessarily, but not even possibly balanced by a co-ordinate responsibility) that shapes its take on the relations between norms and attitudes shapes its self-consciousness as well.   
Section VII: The Model of Language

Language is the medium in which the ultimately recognitive relations among self-conscious individuals, their acts, their normative attitudes, the norms they are bound by, the practices in which those norms are implicit, their communities, and their institutions are not only expressed, but instituted and instantiated.  That is why the deformations in that constellation that are its alienation take the form of distinctive linguistic practices—most explicitly, ironic relations between individuals and the culture-constituting norms, which are seen as pious fictions.  Modernity is characterized by a one-sided focus on the normative significance of some of these elements at the expense of others.  Paradigmatically this is the privileging of the authority of individuals and their acts and attitudes, construing them as independent of and authoritative with respect to the norms they fall under.  The very fact that language has come to the fore as the recognitive medium in which conceptual normativity is articulated offers some guidance as to how the one-sidedness of the modern appreciation of the significance of subjectivity (alienation) can be overcome, without having to give up the insight that marks the shift from traditional to modern culture as an expressively progressive transformation of our self-consciousness.  For it means that our model for the articulation of Geist should be the relations among individual language users, their speech acts, the attitudes those speech acts express, linguistic norms, linguistic practices, linguistic communities, and languages.  The move beyond modernity will require us to understand how the bindingness of objective conceptual norms is compatible both with those norms being what makes particular desiring organisms into geistig, self-conscious individuals and with those norms being instituted by the practices such individuals engage in: practices of applying concepts in the judgments and actions that express their commitments and other attitudes.  Implemented practically, in actual and not just pure consciousness, that understanding will take the form of a move from the relations between individuals and their conceptually articulated norms exhibiting the structure of irony to exhibiting the structure of trust.  
We have seen, beginning already in Chapter Two, that there is a fundamental social division of normative labor corresponding to the distinction between the force and content of speech acts.  The force (Fregean ‘Kraft’) is the normative significance of a speech act: what difference it makes to the commitments and responsibilities that the speaker acknowledges, undertakes, or licenses others to attribute.  The content is what determines what one has committed oneself to or made oneself responsible for by performing a speech act with that content.  The key point is that performing a speech act (expressing a linguistic attitude, such as a belief or intention) involves co-ordinate dimensions of authority of the speaker concerning the claiming, and responsibility with respect to what is claimed.  When we talk, making claims about how things are, or expressing intentions as to how they shall be, there is always something that is up to each one of us, and something that is not.  It is up to each of us which move we make, what concept we apply, what counter in the language game we play.  And then it’s not up to us what the significance of that is, given the content of what we have said.  So it is up to me whether I claim that this pen is made of copper, whether I play the ‘copper’ counter that is in play in our practices.  But if I do play it, I have bound myself by a set of norms; I have committed myself to things independently of whether I realize what I have committed myself to.  In this sense, the normative status I have taken on outruns my normative attitudes.  What I am actually committed to need not coincide with what I take myself to be committed to.  (The linguistic Tat goes beyond the linguistic Handlung: the distinction that speech acts involve.)  If I say that the pen is copper, then whether I know it or not I have committed myself to its melting at 1038.4 degrees, because what I’m saying cannot be true unless that is true too.  It is up to me whether I play the counter, make that move, invest my authority or normative force in that content, but then not up to me what I have committed myself to by it, what commitments I have ruled out, what would entitle me to it.  The normative significance of the move I have made, the boundaries of the responsibility I have undertaken is not up to me; it is a matter of the linguistic norms that articulate the concepts I have chosen to apply.  
The conceptual norms determined by the content of the concepts speakers apply in judgment and intention are administered by the linguistic community, which accordingly exercises an authority correlative to that of the speaker.  Metallurgical experts know a great deal more than I do about what I have claimed, what I have committed myself to, by calling the pen ‘copper’.  Those to whom I am speaking, those who attribute and assess my speech act, have a certain kind of privilege: the authority to keep a different set of books on its consequences than I do.  It is important to Hegel that even expert audiences are not fully authoritative concerning the content.  They do not determine melting point of copper.  That is a matter of how things are in themselves, which is not a matter of how things are for the experts, or the rest of the community, any more than it is a matter of how things are for the speaker.  The norms are not something that can simply be read off of the attitudes of either.  We have already seen something of how Hegel wants to reconstruct the objective, representational dimension of discourse, the what it is for there to be referents that are authoritative for our inferences, the noumena behind the phenomena, the realities behind the appearances, in terms of the historical structure of discursive practice.  One of the principal aims of the second half of this chapter is further to delineate the fine structure of the diachronic, historical account of the relations between normative force and conceptual content.  But the fact that there is a third pole of authority, besides that of the speaker and of the linguistic community, should not be taken to minimize the authority that the community does exercise with respect to conceptual content.  
Further, if we ask how the term ‘copper’ came to express the content that it does, so that assertions employing it have the normative significance that they do, the story we tell is going to have to include the practices of the linguistic community in question, the acts individual speakers have actually performed in concrete circumstances, and the assessments of the correctness or incorrectness of those performances that their fellow community members have actually made.  Somehow, by using the expression ‘copper’ the way we have—in concert with the uses we have made of a whole lot of other expressions—we have managed to make ‘copper’-claims beholden to how it objectively is with copper.  We have incorporated features of the world into the norms we collectively administer, instituting a sense of correctness according to which the correctness of our ‘copper’ claims answers to the facts about copper.  As the point was put in Chapter Two, judging and acting intentionally must be understood both as the process of applying conceptual norms and as the process of instituting those norms.  (Recall the slogan that in this respect, Hegel is to Kant as Quine is to Carnap.)  In terms we will be concerned with further along, the first is the process of giving contingency the form of necessity, the second the process of incorporating contingency into necessity.  The move from theoretical and practical application of categories of independence to categories of freedom (from Verstand to Vernunft) promises to give us a conceptual apparatus for both, on the one hand, identifying ourselves as the products of norms that incorporate features of the objective world like what the melting point of copper is and, on the other hand, seeing our activity as having instituted those norms, the norms that make that fact potentially visible and expressible.  
Focusing on the linguistic character of modern recognitive processes—the practices of adopting specific recognitive attitudes, that is, of acknowledging and attributing conceptually contentful commitments, responsibilities, and licensings—provides a new perspective on the notion of freedom, which is characteristic of Vernunft.  According to the Kantian framework Hegel takes over, agency is thought of as a matter of what agents are responsible for.  Agents (and knowers) are creatures who live and move and have their being in a normative space, creatures who can commit themselves, who can undertake and attribute responsibility and exercise authority.  Concepts determine what one has committed oneself to, what one has made oneself responsible for in acting intentionally (and judging).  This framework leads Kant to distinguish between the realm of nature and the realm of freedom in normative terms.  To be free in his sense is to be bound by norms, to be able to perform intentional actions and make judgments, which is to say to be able to undertake commitments.  That is to be able to make oneself responsible in the ways articulated by concepts, which are rules for determining what one has committed oneself to, for instance, by calling the pen ‘copper’.  One of the radical features of this normative conception of freedom as constraint by norms is that it is a conception of positive, rather than negative freedom.
  Negative freedom is freedom from something: the absence of some sort of constraint.  Positive freedom is freedom to do something: the presence of some sort of ability.    In Kant’s picture of the freedom characteristic of geistig, normative beings, the capacity that they have to commit themselves, to undertake responsibilities, is of a kind of positive freedom.  They are able to do something that merely natural creatures cannot.  Freedom for Kant is the capacity to constrain oneself by something more than the laws of nature—the capacity to constrain oneself normatively, by undertaking commitments and responsibilities, acknowledging authority, and so on.  
One way in which the model of language helps us think about the possibility of overcoming alienation, then, is that it exhibits an unalienated combination of authority of individual attitudes and their responsibility to genuinely binding norms.  For linguistic practice exhibits a social division of labor.  It is up to each individual which speech acts to perform: which claims to make, which intentions and plans to endorse.  The original source of linguistic commitments is the acts and attitudes of individual speakers.  In undertaking those commitments, those speakers exercise a distinctive kind of authority.  But in doing so, as an unavoidable part of doing so, they make themselves responsible to the norms that articulate the contents of the concepts they have applied.  Committing oneself in asserting or expressing an intention is licensing the rest of one’s community to hold one responsible.  The speaker and agent’s authority is not only compatible with a co-ordinate responsibility (that is, authority on the part of the norms, administered by the community), it is unintelligible as determinately contentful apart from such responsibility.  The individual has authority over the normative force, the undertaking of a commitment, only by making himself responsible to the world and to others for the content of the commitment.  The positive freedom to exercise authority by undertaking determinately contentful commitments requires giving up some negative freedom, by making oneself responsible.

Unlike Kant, Hegel has a social practice account of the nature of normativity.  Freedom for him is accordingly not a wholly individual achievement, not something that can be understood agent by agent.  It is possible only in the context of communities, practices, and institutions that have the right structure.  Because normativity is a social achievement, freedom is an essentially political phenomenon, in a way it is not for Kant.  This difference between the two thinkers is connected to another one: freedom is a comparative normative phenomenon for Hegel in a way that it is not for Kant.  Not everyone who is constrained by norms is free, according to Hegel.  Only norm-instituting recognitive communities and institutions with the right structure constitute free self-conscious individuals.  The paradigm of that ideal freedom-instituting structure is linguistic normativity.  
A classic, perennial, in some sense defining problem of political philosophy has always been to explain how and on what grounds it could be rational for an individual to accept some communal constraint on her will.  What could justify the loss of negative freedom—the freedom from constraint—that you get by entering into a community and subjecting yourself to their norms, acknowledging the authority of those norms?  One can easily see how that could be justified form the point of view of the community.  Unless people act right and conform to the norms there are lots of things the community cannot do.  The challenge has been to say, how one could justify that loss of negative freedom, as rational on the part of the individual.  Responses to this challenge form a favorite literary genre in the Enlightenment.  (Hobbes and Locke are paradigmatic practitioners.)  Hegel saw in Kant’s notion of positive freedom, the possibility of a new kind of response to this challenge.  In this context the model of language takes on a special importance.  His answer is that some kinds of normative constraint provide a positive freedom, which, in Hegel’s distinctive view, and moving beyond Kant, is expressive freedom.  And the model for the exercise of that sort of freedom is talking.    
Subsequent developments have put us in a somewhat better position to say what is promising about the linguistic model of positive freedom.  Think to begin with about the astonishing empirical observation with which Chomsky inaugurated modern linguistics—the observation that almost every sentence uttered by an adult native speaker is a novel sentence.  It is new, not just in the sense that that speaker has never produced or heard exactly that string of words before, but in the much stronger sense that no one in the history of the world has ever heard exactly that string of words before.  “Have a nice day” may get a lot of play, but for any tolerably complex sentence (a sentence drawn at random from this text, for instance), the odds of anybody having uttered it before (unless we’re in quotation mode) are really infinitesimal.  This is an observation that has been empirically verified over and over again by examining large corpora, transcribing actual conversations, and so on.  And it is easy to show on fundamental grounds.  Although we do not have a grammar that will generate all and only sentences of English; we have lots of grammars that generate only sentences of English.  If you look at how many sentences of, say, fewer than 25 words there are, even in the vocabulary of basic English, 5,000 words (the average speaker may use 20,000), you can see that there hasn’t been time for a measurable proportion of them to be uttered, even if everyone always spoke English and did nothing but talk.  So linguistic competence is the capacity to produce and understand an indefinite number of novel sentences.  Chomsky wanted to know how that is possible.   
However the trick is done, being able to do it is a kind of positive linguistic expressive freedom.  The fact is that when you speak a language, you get the capacity to formulate an indefinite number of novel claims, and so to entertain an indefinite number of novel intentions, plans, and conjectures.  That is a kind of positive freedom to make and entertain novel claims, things that could be true, or things one could commit oneself to making true.  One only gets this explosion of positive expressive freedom, though, by constraining oneself by linguistic norms—the norms one must acknowledge in practice as binding in order to be speaking some particular language.  However open-textured those norms may be, they involve genuine constraint.  If one does not sufficiently respect the linguistic norms, then one ends up not saying, or thinking, anything at all.  Of course, one need not say anything.  One could just not ever say anything, though at the cost, as Sellars says, of having nothing to say.  But the only way you one can buy this positive, expressive freedom is by paying a price in negative freedom.  One must constrain oneself by linguistic and conceptual norms.  When one is speaking one’s own language and not using fancy vocabulary, that constraint becomes invisible.  It becomes much more visible when speaking in a language in which one is not fluent.  The point here is that the way in which the language one does constrain oneself by becomes the medium in which one’s self not only expresses, but develops itself is a paradigm of central importance for Hegel.
In the context of the essentially political, because social, account of the nature of normativity, the paradigm of linguistic norms provides the form of an argument about how it could be rational to give up some kind of negative freedom, constraining oneself by norms, making oneself and one’s performances responsible to them (liable to assessment according to them) by practically acknowledging them as authoritative.  For consider a rational assessment of the costs and benefits of trading off some minor negative freedom for the bonanza of positive expressive freedom that comes with constraining oneself by linguistic norms.  (Any such assessment would have to be retrospective, of course, since anyone who has not yet made the deal is not in a position rationally to assess anything.)  Can there be any doubt that the trade-off is worth it?  Even though the beasts of field and forest are not in a position to make this argument, it seems clear that it would be rational for them to embrace this sort of normative constraint if they were.  
Part of Hegel’s thought about how we can move beyond modernity, and a lesson we should learn from the one big thing that ever happened to Spirit, is that this is the paradigm of freedom for normative, discursive beings like us, and that political institutions and the normative constraint they exercise should be justifiable in exactly the same way that conceptual linguistic ones are.  In particular, every loss of negative freedom should be more than compensated for by an increase in positive expressive freedom.  This is the capacity to undertake new kinds of commitments, new kinds of responsibility, to acknowledge and exercise new kinds of authority all of which at once express and develop the self-conscious individuals who are the subjects of those new norms.  This is a paradigm and measure of justifiable political constraint.  This is how it can be rationally legitimated—perhaps only retrospectively, since the positive expressive freedom in question may not be prospectively intelligible, as it is not in the paradigmatic linguistic case.  The demand is that every aspect of the loss of negative freedom, of the constraint by norms that individuals take on, is compensated for many times over by an increase in positive expressive freedom.  The form of a rational justification for a political institution and its immanent norms is to show that it is language-like.

Language is of course not a distinctively modern institution.  There is no Geist of any kind apart from linguistic practices.  But we can see that the stakes are high when he sees language as coming to play a distinctive role in the normative recognitive structure of modernity.  Rather than being just one optional form in which the force of norms can be acknowledged and their content expressed, language becomes the medium in which the norms are instituted.  There are profound consequences to seeing the rise of subjectivity in the form of the acknowledgment of the rights of intention and knowledge, the advent of a new kind of self-conscious individuality, as bringing with it this new institutional centrality of language.  Hegel’s philosophy of language—his account of the relations among speakers, their acts and attitudes, the linguistic communities they belong to, and the linguistic norms that make up the language itself, and the idiom in which that account is articulated—may be the part of his thought that is of the most contemporary philosophical interest and value.  That is partly because he attributes deep political significance to the replacement of a semantic model of atomistic representation by one of holistic expression.  
Section VIII: Pure Consciousness

As actual consciousness is divided into State Power and Wealth, pure consciousness is divided into Faith and Enlightenment.  As those competing practical normative structures of individuals, norms, and institutions line up with the two poles of recognition, agency, logic, and form, so too do the competing theoretical normative structures.
	Pure Consciousness
	Actual Consciousness 
	Recognition
	Agency
	Logic: Content/Force
	Form

	Faith
	State Power
	Recognitive Community
	Tat:       Agent- Responsibility
	Universal / Necessary
(Norm)
	In itself: Objectivity

	Enlightenment
	Wealth
	Recognizing/Recognized Individual Self-Consciousnesses
	Handlung: Agent-Authority
	Particular / Contingent
(Performance)
	For consciousness: Subjectivity 


Also like State Power and Wealth, even though Faith and Enlightenment each represent and express just one side of these various distinctions-within-spiritual-identities, they too comprise not only norms and the individuals subject to them, but also practices and institutions in which those norms are implicit.  Faith and Enlightenment are not just theories of normativity; they are institutionalized theories.  The characteristically alienated structure of modern normativity shows up not only in the relations between the competing forms of actual consciousness, but also in the relations between the competing alienated theories of normativity embodied by Faith and Enlightenment.  That is to say that in both cases the relations of authority and responsibility between the two substructures are practically construed on the model of independence, hence as competing and incompatible, rather than on the model of freedom, as reciprocal and mutually presupposing.  
By telling us what he thinks Faith is right about, what he thinks Enlightenment is right about, how Faith looks to Enlightenment and how Enlightenment looks to Faith, Hegel assembles raw materials that are crucial for the transition from modernity to Absolute Knowing.  In general, Hegel’s reading of Faith—the distinctively modern, alienated form of religion—is a successor project to Kant’s Religion Within the Bounds of Reason Alone, a book that had had a tremendous influence on Hegel (and his classmates Schelling and Hölderlin) when he was still a student at the Stift.  Where Kant had looked for the rational moral teachings that were expressed in sensuous images in Christianity, Hegel seeks also lessons about the metaphysics of self-conscious individuality and social substance.  (The transition from the discussion of Faith and Enlightenment in the middle section, VIB, of Spirit to the discussion of Morality in VIC parallels that from Perception to Force and Understanding: the move from an understanding of universality that is restricted to sense universals to one in which immediacy merely marks and expresses a structure of universals whose content is articulated by the relations of mediation among them.)  
These passages about a core structure of Faith are a paradigm of how Hegel gives a metaphysical reading of religious imagery:

Here, in the realm of faith, the first is the absolute being, spirit that is in and for itself insofar as it is the simple eternal substance.  But, in the actualization of its notion, in being spirit it passes over into being for another, its self-identity becomes an actual self-sacrificing absolute being, it becomes a self, but a mortal, perishable self.  Consequently, the third moment is the return of this alienated self and of the humiliated substance into their original simplicity.  Only in this way is substance represented as spirit. [PG 532]

These distinct beings, when brought back to themselves by thought out of the flux of the actual world, are immutable, eternal spirits, whose being lies in thinking the unity they constitute. [PG 533]

This is his reading of the actual significance and deep meaning of the doctrine of the Trinity.  (Similar accounts are found throughout his work, notably in the Science of Logic.)  He thinks that the doctrine of the Trinity is really talking about the structure of spirit, that is, of social substance, and that the community and the norms that are implicit in the communal doings is what God the Father in the Trinity is the image of.  The substance is social substance.   That is the medium in which the norms inhere.  In the model, that is the language.  And those norms, “passing over into being for another, becoming a self, a mortal, perishable, self”—in the image, the interfusion of humanity and divinity in God the Son—is the actual speakers, who are bound and constituted as self-conscious individuals by those norms, and the actual utterances of those speakers.  And the relations between them—the way in which speakers and their utterances are what they are only by virtue of the linguistic norms that govern them, and the norms are only actualized by being applied to actual utterances by speakers and audiences—that is the Holy Spirit in the Trinity.  So we have the universals or norms, their perishable incarnation raised above mere particularity, which is also the actualization of those norms, and the relation between them in individuality.  The lesson Hegel draws is that the being of these spirits “lies in thinking the unity they constitute,” that is, in understanding his recognitive account of normativity and individuality.  It is a measure of the way he works that Hegel goes back and forth cheerfully between the logical vocabulary, the theological vocabulary, and the linguistic-cum-normative vocabulary for talking about these things.  The religious language is a sensous allegory for the most fundamental metaphysical idea Hegel has.  
Thinking of the universal and particular elements of individuality (the divine and the human) as standing in familial relations is construing mediation as immediacy.  Universality is thought of as being a kind of thing: in many ways, like the things here, only somewhere else, over there, in a beyond (in a different ontological zip code from ours).  In a corresponding and complementary approach, Enlightenment construes universality and normativity as rationality.  This good thought shows up only in alienated form, however, when rationality is then thought of as a matter-of-factual dispositional property that happens to be shared by some particular organisms or kind of organism—when our being geistig beings is put in a box with having opposable thumbs.   The lesson of the transition from Perception to Force and Understanding was that the universals, the conceptual norms that articulate facts that show up in the form of laws, were supposed to be understood not as a supersensible world of theoretical entities standing behind and ontologically distinguished from the objects that show up in sense, but rather as the implicit structure or articulation of them—the modal articulation of observable fact.  In the same way, here, that is the lesson we’re supposed to learn about what he insists is the common topic of Faith, under the heading of the religious absolute, and of Enlightenment, under the heading of reason.  Normativity, universality, is not to see that as some kind of a thing, either over there or in individual human beings, but rather as implicit in the articulation of individuals in a community, their recognitive interplay, and the utterances and attitudes that actualize and express.  
Enlightenment’s critique of Faith shows some understanding of this lesson.  As Hegel reconstructs that critique, it is a three-pronged attack.  There is an ontological claim, an epistemological claim, and a practical, moral, claim.  The first is that Faith makes an ontological mistake.  It thinks that something exists, when it does not.  God is not in fact part of the furniture of the world.  Thinking there is such a being is just a generalization to the world as a whole of pre-modern, magical thinking, which sees ordinary sensible material objects as enchanted, possessed of magical properties.  Generically, this mistake is of a piece with thinking that there is a tiger in the next room, when in fact the room is empty.  

The epistemological objection of Enlightement to Faith is that even if there were such an object, we could not come to know about it in the way Faith claims to know about God.   The actual epistemological grounds for belief in this absolute are prejudice, error, gullibility, confusion, stupidity.  Faith claims an immediate relation to the Absolute, but in fact all the content of its purported knowledge depends on contingent, empirical claims.  Claims of miracles, accidental preservation of evidence of the knowledge of those occurrences through scripture, and correct interpretation of the text cannot bear the weight of the belief that is predicated on it.  
Third, enlightenment accuses faith of bad intention or motivation or errors of action, of immoral activity.  The priests are accused of trickery, the pretense of insight and knowledge, using that as a means to amass power.  The proof of that is the way despotism, through the doctrine of divine right of kings, is a state power that employs the gullibility and bad insight of the masses and the trickery of the priests to establish itself.  So, enlightenment says, the ontological mistake and epistemological mistakes of religion are put in service of bad political and moral activity, and despotism and religious institutions are two hands that wash each other.  (This is the enlightenment attitude that is summed up pithily by Voltaire, who says that he will only be happy when the last king is strangled with the guts of the last priest.)  
Hegel responds to these familiar, telling complaints, that Enlightenment is fundamentally misunderstanding Faith by seeing it as in the first instance standing in a cognitive relation to some thing—as consisting at base in a claim to knowledge of the Absolute.  The criticisms as to evidence, the ungenerous attribution of ignoble motives for promulgating this belief (which we’ll consider further in Section X)—all of these things depend on seeing faith as making a matter-of-factual claim about how things are, about which we can then ask for its epistemological credentials, and about the matter of factual truth or falsity of the claim.  For Hegel, Faith is, in the first instance, a matter of realizing a certain self-conception.  It is not a kind of cognition, but a kind of recognition, and therefore a kind of self-constitution.  Generically, it is the identification of the individual self with its universal rather than its particular aspect.  That identification with the universal takes the form of sacrificing particular subjective attitudes and interests through service and worship.  
  That is, not, as in the original, melodramatic picture of the transition from nature to spirit, where the first Masters pulled themselves by their own bootstraps out of the muck of nature by being willing to risk their biological life for a normative status, for a form of authority, to be recognized as having that normative status by being willing to die for the cause, but by being willing to live for it, but by submerging particular desires to the communal norms.  That is the sacrifice of service and worship.  In that way, like the first sort of Master, believing consciousness succeeds in making itself something other than what it already was, constitutes itself as something more than that.  That is what faith really consists in.  The reason the criticisms of Faith by Enlightenment miss their mark, on this account, is that the self-conception to which a community is in this way practically committed to realizing is not the having of a belief that could turn out to be radically false.  It does not stand in that sort of a relation to its world.  It is a doing—a making, not a taking.  It’s a recognition, kind of self-constitution, not a kind of cognition.  What it is about, the truth that the certainty of the believer is answerable to, is not something distinct from the believer in the community; it is something that if all goes well, the believers make true of themselves.  If not, the failure is practical, not cognitive.  

Faith, for the believer, is not an alien thing which is just found in him, no one knowing how and whence it came.  On the contrary, the faith of the believer consists just in him finding himself as this particular personal consciousness in the absolute being, and his obedience and service consist in producing, through his own activity, that being as his own absolute being. [PG 566] 
But here enlightenment is foolish.  Faith regards it as not understanding the real facts when it talks about priestly deception and deluding the people.  It talks about this as if by some hocus pocus of conjuring priests, consciousness has been pawned off with something absolutely alien and other to it in place of its own essence.  It is impossible to deceive a people in this manner.  Brass instead of gold, counterfeit instead of genuine money may well be passed off, at least in isolated cases.  Many may be persuaded to believe that a battle lost was a battle won, and other lies about things of sense and isolated happenings may be credible for a time.  But in the knowledge of that essential being in which consciousness has immediate certainty of itself, the idea of this sort of delusion is quite out of the question.[ PG 550]

The language of belief is performative, establishing as well as expressing social normative relations—not just saying how things objectively are, independently of the attitudes of the believers involved.  
What is constituted by Faith is a certain kind of self-conscious individuality.  The recognitive account of self-consciousness tells us that this is possible only if a corresponding kind of recognitive community is instituted at the same time.  The religious community is established by individuals’ reciprocal recognition of each other as serving and worshipping, which is to say as identifying with the norms through sacrifice of merely particular, subjective attitudes and interests of the individuals they would otherwise be.  This recognitive relation Hegel calls ‘trust’ [Vertrauen]. 

Whomsoever I trust, his certainty of himself is for me the certainty of myself; I recognize in him my own being-for-self, know that he acknowledges it and that it is for him purpose and essence. [PG 549]
The second part of this passage puts three requirements for an attitude to count as trust.  The trusting one must recognize her own being-for-self, her own self-conception, in the trusted one; the trusting one must correctly take it that that self-conception is acknowledged by the trusted one; and the trusted one must correctly take it that that self-conception is acknowledged by the trusted one also as her own.  The first part of the passage says that when those conditions are met, the trusting individual counts as identifying with the trusted individual.  So there is a kind of emergent identification-through-recognition here, according to which identifying with the norms has the effect or significance of identifying with other individuals who also identify their individual selves with the norms.  Identifying with (by sacrificing for) the norms, and recognizing other individuals as doing the same, is at once identifying with the communal side of Spirit—the recognitive community in whose practices those norms are implicit—and also identifying with the other individuals whom one recognizes as undertaking the same identification.  One is not identifying with the norms or the community rather than with the other individuals, but identifying with each by identifying with the other.  Put another way, because of the shared renunciation of particularity, the individuals one identifies with by recognizing them as identifying with the community and its norms are not being treated in practice as split into a particular and a universal aspect.  Everyone is identifying with the universal side of individuality.  The passage quoted above continues: 

Further, since what is object for me is that in which I recognize myself, I am for myself at the same time in that object in the form of another self-consciousness, i.e. one which has become in that object alienated from its particular individuality, viz. from its natural and contingent existence, but which partly remains therein self-consciousness, partly, in that object, is an essential consciousness…. [PG 549]

The community synthesized by reciprocal recognition in the form of trust shows the way to the possibility of an unalienated community of self-conscious individuals.  It does not yet constitute such a community, because the particularity of the actual individual self-consciousnesses that actualize the norms by their acts and attitudes (including their recognitive attitudes) is still slighted.  Further recognitive progress is required to overcome alienation and move beyond the modern phase in the development of Spirit.  Unalienated Spirit requires further recognitive structure beyond trust.  But that the recognitive community have the structure of trust is one essential element of Sittlichkeit after the rise of modern subjectivity.  
What trust brings about is the “unity of abstract essence and self-consciousness”, of the norms believing individuals identify with and those believers.  That unity, Hegel claims, is the “the absolute Being of Faith,” that is, the distinctive object of religious belief.
The absolute Being of faith is essentially not the abstract essence that would exist beyond the consciousness of the believer; on the contrary, it is the Spirit of the [religious] community, the unity of the abstract essence and self-consciousness.  It is the spirit of the community, the unity of the abstract essence in self-consciousness.  [PG 549]

On his view, the real object of religious veneration, Spirit, is not a God in the form of a distinct thing that causally creates human beings, but the religious community that believers create by their recognitive identification with it and with each other.  That, after all, is the lesson of his reading of the real lesson of the Christian Trinity: God the Father is the sensuously clothed image of the norm-governed community synthesized by reciprocal recognitive attitudes (having the structure of trust) among self-consciousness individuals.  The spiritual dimension of human life, toward which religious believers properly direct their attention and respect, is what must be added to merely natural animals to make us persons, self-conscious individual selves, agents and knowers, subjects of normative assessment.  That is the discursive normativity implicit in the practices of a properly constituted recognitive community of language users.  
This view is not as outrageously heterodox as it might otherwise seem, when it is viewed in the context of the Pietist religious tradition in which Hegel, like Kant, was raised.  Although in this work I have generally avoided this sort of discussion of the intellectual historical context provided by Hegel’s predecessors, it is worth saying a few words about this movement here, because it is important and illuminating, largely unfamiliar to non-specialists, and provides a concrete example of the way Hegel incorporates, adapts, and transforms the traditions he inherits—what we will come, later in this chapter, to recognize as the way he forgives them.
Pietism was a distinctively German intellectual movement that was important as providing the root from which Kantian and post-Kantian pragmatism grew. It thrived because it found an environmental niche in which it could challenge the abuses of an already institutionalized Lutheranism among an increasingly educated and individualistic populace (for instance, the burgher and artisan class from the wealthy cities of the old Hanseatic League), while at the same time not directly confronting its theoretical authority (which was in practice the boundary line over which the religious civil wars had been fought). The pietists did this by focusing not on theory, but on practice. They called this the Second Reformation (and others have called it the triumph of Erasmus over Luther). In theology they spurned Augustine in favor of his old opponent Pelagius, who had long been seen as attempting to rationalize Christianity by synthesizing its traditions with those of Roman Stoicism. Augustine's emphasis on human dependence on gratuitous divine grace for salvation contrasts with Pelagius' emphasis on human responsibility for redemption and participation in the project of salvation. In place of a view of man as depraved by original sin, redeemable only in the next world, Pelagius put forward an ideal of perfectibility, of moral progress in this world through self-control, education, and political involvement. This latter involved an ethic of "freedom in and freedom through" community. He had a three-stage picture of the moral progress and education of mankind, with each stage corresponding to a covenant God had entered into with humanity: a covenant of nature with Adam, a covenant of laws with Moses, and a covenant of grace with Jesus. So the eschatology the pietists inherited from Pelagius treats the City of God not as something to be achieved in another life, but as an infinite task for religious communities to achieve here on earth. Praxis pietatis is accordingly a communal striving to do good works, one that puts special emphasis on secular education (Bildung) and personal improvement as the means whereby the good could be rationally discerned, and the will to pursue it rationally cultivated. In this way homo religiousus was to be reformed, and civil life regenerated. The pietists—in particular, Crusius, the pre-eminent pietist intellectual of his time, and the principal conduit through which these ideas reached Kant and Hegel—attacked Wolffian rationalism, the peak of Enlightenment theory, from the point of view of practice and the primacy of the practical.  Hegel’s account of Faith is a metaphysical radicalization of this religious tradition—one that synthesizes it in an absolutely unprecedented way with his own semantic ideas about the transcendental conditions of the possibility of determinately contentful conceptual norms.

Even though its achievement of a community exhibiting the recognitive structure of trust is a positive development, Faith as Hegel describes it is still an alienated form of self-consciousness.  It is alienated in that it does not suitably and self-consciously incorporate the particular element in its practical attitude toward individuality.  It is in fact the activity of individuals that produces the community and its implicit norms.  Further, the relation of each believing individual to that for which it sacrifices and with which it identifies, the object of its veneration, is mediated by its relations to other recognized and recognizing individuals, via those recognitive attitudes.  But Faith insists that it stands in an immediate relation to absolute essence, and that the existence and nature of that essence is wholly independent of the activities and attitudes of believers.  Whereas in fact
That [the absolute Being of Faith] be the spirit of the community, this requires as a necessary moment the action of the community.  It is this spirit only by being produced by consciousness, or rather it does not exist as the spirit of the community without having been produced by this consciousness. [PG 549]
Faith does not understand itself this way.  Hegel has been telling us what the object of Faith is in itself, not what it is for the kind of self-consciousness in question.  He is describing for us the referent that they pick out (address themselves to) by means of misleading senses (conceptual contents), the noumena behind the phenomena of religious worship and service.  In this respect, Enlightenment is right in its criticisms of Faith.  It does seriously misunderstand its object, which is not (as Faith thinks), an objective, independent being, but a product of its own thought and practice.  

It is just this that Enlightenment rightly declares faith to be, when it says that what is for faith the absolute Being, is a Being of its own consciousness, is its own thought, something that is a creation of consciousness itself. [PG 549]
Faith seeks to ground its recognitive and practical activities in knowledge of facts, that is, to give an objectivist metaphysical grounding for the bindingness of these norms.  That attitude is carried over from traditional society: thinking of the norms not as the products of our activity, but as something that is merely found in the way the world is.  Where for the Greeks the norms had been part of the natural world, for Faith they are part of the supernatural world.  But that is a specific difference within a general agreement that norms are grounded in ontology and matters of fact, in something about how the world just is antecedently to its having human beings in it.  Those norms and their bindingness are not understood as products of our activity, though they in fact are instituted by people acting according to the pure consciousness of faith.  Believers institute these norms, but they don’t understand themselves as doing that.

Both Faith and Enlightenment have a cognitive, theoretical dimension, and a recognitive, practical dimension.  Faith is wrong in its cognitive attitudes, misunderstanding its object and its relation to that object.  But it succeeds with its recognitive practices, creating a community of trust.  Enlightenment is right in its cognitive attitudes, correctly seeing that the normativity both are concerned with is not something independent of our attitudes and activities.  But it fails on the recognitive, practical side.  Because it creates a community with the reciprocal recognitive structure of trust, Faith acknowledges norms that can have some determinate content; they are contentful norms because a community like that can actually institute, sustain, and develop determinately contentful conceptual norms.  But Enlightenment creates no such community.  On the cognitive side, it sees that contentful norms cannot simply be read off of the way the world simply is, independently of the attitudes, activities, practices, and capacities of the creatures who are bound by them.  Rationality is a human capacity.  But Enlightenment is stuck with a purely formal notion of reason. It can criticize the contents Faith purports to find, but cannot on its own produce replacements.  

Enlightenment acknowledges, as Faith does not, that both the binding force and the determinate content of conceptual norms depends on the activity of self-conscious individual knowers and agents.  Its disenchanted, objective natural world does not come with a normative structure.  The phenomena of authority and responsibility are a human imposition, the product of our attitudes and practices.  Enlightenment manifests its alienation by developing its understanding of the norms in a way that is as one-sidedly subjective as Faith’s is one-sidedly objective.  The ultimately unsatisfactory result is Enlightenment utilitarianism
, which construes the normative significance of things as consisting in their usefulness to us.  This view radicalizes the insight that conceptual norms are not independent of the activities of self-conscious individuals who apply those concepts in judgment and intention (“The Useful is the object in so far as self-consciousness penetrates it.” [PG 581]), by turning it into the view that norms are simply reflections of the particular, contingent purposes of individual self-consciousnesses.  In Hegel’s terms, the principle of utility identifies what the norms are in themselves with what they are for consciousness.  
The term ‘Utilitarianism’ is now usually used to refer to the sort of moral theory given its classical shape by Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill.  The term typically used to refer to the extension of that way of thinking from the practical realm to the theoretical realm of theories of meaning and truth is ‘pragmatism’.  Hegel sees a trajectory of thought that begins with the extrusion of subjective values from an objective world of facts, and ends with an identification of all properties and facts as purpose-relative, an understanding of the truth of claims as conduciveness to the success of the practical enterprises of individuals.  ‘Alienation’ is his term for the common practical conception of  (attitudes towards) authority and responsibility (‘independence’ and ‘dependence’) that underlies, motivates, and necessitates the oscillation between one-sided objectivism and one-sided subjectivism.  When that alienated practical conception is made theoretically explicit, he calls it ‘Verstand’.  Hegel’s overall philosophical aim is to give us the (meta-)conceptual tools to get beyond the ways of understanding norms that require us to choose between taking them to be genuinely binding on individual attitudes because objectively there, antecedently to and independently of any such attitudes, on the one hand, and taking them to be mere reflections of those subjective attitudes, on the other.  Thinking in terms of the categories of Vernunft instead of Verstand is to enable us to overcome not only the naïve, dogmatic ontological objectivism about norms of the tradition, but also this sort of pragmatism—quite distinct from the sort of pragmatism I have argued Hegel endorsed—with its ironic distancing from the genuineness of the binding force of the norms, which has been the modern culmination of the rise of subjectivism.  (A radical and distinctive feature of Hegel’s thought is his view that if we get clear about how ordinary conceptual norms work—for instance, those governing concepts such as copper, we will understand everything we need in order to understand the moral normativity expressed by concepts such as cruel.  I will say more about this claim later in this chapter.)         
Hegel thinks the practical stakes riding on this enterprise are high.  When pure consciousness in the form of Enlightenment is the self-understanding of actual consciousness in the institutional form of State Power (the practical recognitive expression and actualization of a theoretical cognitive view), the result is the Terror, whose paradigm is the final bloodthirsty death-throes of the French Revolution.  
Consciousness has found its Notion in Utility… from this inner revolution there emerges the actual revolution of the actual world, the new shape of consciousness, absolute freedom. [PG 582]
Norms that are products of subjective attitudes are practically understood as unable to constrain those attitudes.  A purely formal notion of reason offers no determinate content.  The state is understood on the model of a particular individual self-consciousness—distinguished only in that the will of that consciousness, its commitments, are taken as binding on every individual.  Thus individuals are obliged to identify with and sacrifice themselves for that will.  But this sort of purely formal recognition relation—each citizen recognizing himself in the will or all, the common will—cannot in fact institute a determinately contentful common will.  That would require that the particular subjective commitments of the individuals have some sort of authority over the universal, the common will.  The result, he thinks must be a content-vacuum, which can only be filled by the subjective attitudes and inclinations of some despotic individual—in much the same way as in the realm of abstract legal personhood.  Absolute Terror is what happens when the authority of individual self-consciousness to institute norms is conceived and practiced as unconstrained—as a matter of independence without correlative dependence.  
Contentful norms require not incorporation of particularity and contingency in the form of necessity (normative force) and universality (conceptual content) through recognitive relations of reciprocal authority and responsibility articulated not only socially, but also historically, in the form of constraint by tradition.  Understanding that there are no norms wholly independent from the attitudes and practices of individual self-consciousnesses is modern; understanding that authority of attitudes over statuses on the model of unconstrained independence (asymmetric recognition) rather than freedom is alienated.  Any such conception is bound to oscillate between seeing the norms as not constraining attitudes because they are contentless, and seeing them as not constraining attitudes because their content is arbitrary, contingent, and particular, hence irrational, derived from the contingent attitudes, interests, and inclinations of some particular subject.
  The charge of contentlessness was Hegel’s objection at the end of the Reason section to the “honest consciousness”, which pursues its contraction strategy for construing agency on the model of Mastery by taking responsibility only for what it tries to do, its will, narrowly construed, rather than its actual doing.  And we will see the same objection made to the conscientious consciousness, which analogously identifies duty with what it sincerely takes to be duty (norm with attitude) in the discussion of Moralität near the end of Spirit.      
Faith and Enlightenment are each one-sided appreciations of the true nature of norms in relation to attitudes.  Faith is on the right track on the practical recognitive dimension of self-consciousness, but has the wrong theoretical cognitive take on the side of consciousness.  Faith is right in what it does: to give the norms determinate content by building a community.  It builds a community of trust, which can develop and sustain determinately contentful norms.  It is right to see that its relation to the norms should be one of acknowledgement and service.  It is wrong to think that private conceptions and concerns must or can be totally sacrificed to make that possible.   Faith is wrong to take over the traditional immediate conception of its relation to the norms: to ontologize, and in a sense naturalize them.  It does not recognize itself in those norms.  Neither its community, nor its individual activities are seen as essential or as authoritative with respect to those norms.  Enlightenment is right that the norms depend for both their force and their content on the attitudes and practices of the very individuals who become more than merely particular, natural beings by being acculturated, that is, by being constrained by those norms.  It is wrong to think that all we contribute is the form.  And it is wrong in the practical recognitive consequences of its insight into our authority over the norms.  It is right in its criticism of Faith’s metaphysics, but wrong to think that undercuts its form of life.  On the recognitive side of constituting communities and self-conscious individuals, the contrast between the Terror and the community of trust could not be more stark.  So what is needed is to combine the humanistic metaphysics of Enlightenment (with its cognitive emphasis on the contribution of the activity of individual self-consciousnesses) with the community of trust of Faith (with its practical emphasis on the contribution of the activity of individual self-consciousnesses through acknowledgement of, service to, and identification-through-sacrifice with the norms).  
Section IX: Morality and Conscience 
Enlightenment cannot understand the norms as both binding and contentful, and Faith cannot understand the role we play in instituting them: making them binding and contentful.  The task is to reconcile the sittlich acknowledgment of the authority of the norms with the modern acknowledgment of the authority of subjective attitudes.  The explicit aspiration to do that, which is the bridge forward from modernity to a new epoch in the development of Spirit, Hegel calls “Moralität”.  Kant is its prophet.  Although it does seek to reconcile the two, it is in its form a development directly of Enlightenment rather than Faith, for 
Enlightenment…holds an irresistible authority over faith because, in the believer's own consciousness, are found the very moments which Enlightenment has established as valid.  [PG 572]
Morality ultimately reveals itself as a form of the contraction strategy for understanding agency, which we examined in connection with the honest consciousness.  It is accordingly unable satisfactorily to bring together two sides of agency, to comprehend it as at once norm-governed and actual.  In shrinking what the agent is genuinely responsible for to a pure act of will, uncontaminated by particular sensuous inclinations, it precludes itself from understanding agents as having any genuine authority over what actually happens in the objective world.  The failure to make intelligible the content of the norms agents bind themselves by in its purely formal terms that is implicit in the metaconception of morality becomes explicit in the metaconception of the relation between norms and attitudes that Hegel calls ‘conscience’ [Gewissen].
Thought of from the side of recognition (and so of self-consciousness), morality and conscience are structures of justification and appraisal. They are accordingly, practical attitudes toward the constitution of communal norms and their determination of the appropriateness of individual performances.  Such norms are actually efficacious insofar as they are expressed in acts, attitudes, and practices of justification and appraisal.  Those norms may be explicitly formulated as principles appealed to in justification and appraisal of performances, or may remain implicit in the dispositions of community members to accept particular justifications and appraisals.  The configurations of Spirit we are considering come late in the process of explicitation of practices in principles, and so here deal with the invocation of principles as principles.   

Morality seeks to combine the universal applicability of moral principles (consequences of the applicability of a rule) with their origin and validation in the free commitment of an independent individual agent to the principles as universally binding (grounds of the applicability of a rule).  Treating a principle as universal in this sense is committing oneself to accept the appropriateness of appeal to that principle by anyone in justification, challenge, and appraisal of justifications of performances generally.  By insisting on universality of principles in this sense, morality attempts to ensure the consilience of justification and appraisal—attitudes corresponding to two different social-recognitive perspectives—required by the overcoming of alienation.  For it seeks to ensure that the same principles will be recognized as valid in the context of deliberation or justification on the one hand and the context of appraisal on the other.  Further, it is in virtue of the performer's relation to such principles treated as universal that he counts as an agent and his performances as actions in the first place.  They are actions as being in the space of giving and asking for reasons or justifications.  They get into that space by being performed and evaluated as performed according to principles taken as universal, and providing reasons for them.  Morality's insistence upon universality of principles, combined with the demand that actions be performed according to such principles thus appears to offer the form of a re-achievement of Sittlichkeit.  For the dependence of individuals upon the normative substance which alone makes (performances with the significance of) action possible is embodied in this structure of acts, attitudes, and practices of justification and appraisal, as is the validity of those norms and appropriatenesses for all individuals.  

While the requirement of universality represents morality's attempt to reachieve Sittlichkeit, its recognition of the role of the individual in constituting the appropriatenesses so acknowledged consists in its account of how universal principles become validated.  For morality's claim (Kant's claim) is that what ultimately legitimates the constraint of principles is their appropriation as binding because expressive of one's self as rational) by the individuals bound.  Freedom and acting right coincide, and consist in acting according to principles one has chosen to be bound by as universal.  This is the Kant-Rousseau criterion of demarcation of the normative in terms of autonomy.  All genuinely normative force or validity (bindingness) is self-binding.  The normative status of being responsible is instituted by the attitude of the subject who acknowledges it as binding.  As Kant says, denizens of the realm of freedom are not bound by rules, but by conceptions or representations [Vorstellungen] of rules.  The grip of the rules on free creatures is mediated by their attitudes toward those rules.  (Kant does, of course, think that there are also higher-order, purely formal principles that are binding on us simply as rational creatures, i.e. in virtue of being able to bind ourselves by conceptual norms in judgment and action.  Acknowledgment of the bindingness of those principles is implicit in all of our discursive attitudes and practices.  As we will see, Hegel develops this side of Kant’s thought as well.  The important point to realize here is that those norms are only intelligible against the background of the ground-level institution of conceptual commitments by attitudes of acknowledgment, which is the core of Kant’s idea of normative autonomy.)      

The dignity of the Enlightenment individual will permit him to be subject to nothing but his own will.  But in his insistence on universalizing that will, the moral individual acknowledges that actions must answer to appraisals which do not simply repeat the particular intentions or attitudes that give rise to those actions.  In this way, morality seeks to overcome alienation in the specific sense of recognizing that norms are constituted by the actions of community members, while not treating the bindingness of those norms as undercut by that recognition (as did the distracted, ironic consciousness).  It is in its appreciation of both of these demands that morality completes the explicitation of the principles governing alienated practice, and at the same time points beyond those practices to the possibility of an unalienated form of life which will combine Sittlichkeit and acknowledgment of the authority of the attitudes of individual self-consciousnesses.  

For Hegel, Kant's attempt to combine the universal validity of principles with individual appropriation and endorsement of those principles as the source of their validity represents his attempt to heal the rift between the roles of social self and individuated substance which is the alienation of Spirit from itself in the guise of the opposition of the two social aspects of action.  Without explicitly recognizing the problem of alienation, Kant tries to solve it.  According to his scheme:  a) principles genuinely constrain individual actions which are what they are appraised as according to such principles; b) performances are actions only as so constrained; and c) there are no (non-formal) facts about what principles are valid apart from the facts about what princples people take to be valid by endorsing or appropriating them, that is by committing themselves to their validity.  These are precisely the elements required for alienation to be overcome.  

But the strategy of morality is flawed and futile, fatally infected with the Verstand model of individual independence—of authority not only as not requiring, but as incompatible with a correlative responsibility—that gives rise to the alienation it seeks to overcome.   For in spite of its intentions, morality does not succeed in establishing the consilience of the justification of action and its appraisal. The universality of principle by means of which such consilience is to be secured is undermined, so far as this function is concerned, by the account of individual commitment as the source of applicability of such principles.  For although the justifying agent and appraising audience are each committed to treating their principles as universally valid, nothing in the specification of the structure of morality ensures that the principles appealed to by the agent in justification will be recognized and appropriated by the appraiser, and vice versa.  Their basis in particular commitments by independent individuals instead institutionalizes the endorsement of conflicting principles governing the two social perspectives which together make performances into actions, and thereby fails to overcome the mutual independence of those aspects of justification and appraisal in which the alienated structure of action consists.  

We may say that morality reconciles justification and appraisal only for each agent, but not in itself or for all in their interaction.  Universality of principle means that each agent is committed to justifying his performances only by appeal to principles that are appropriately appealed to by anyone in justification, and appropriately applied to anyone, the agent himself included, in appraisal.  From the agent's point of view, then, justification and appraisal appeal to just the same principles, and don't stand in any wholesale opposition or conflict of principle.  But securing this lack of opposition for each agent-appraiser is not enough.  In actual social practice those individual points of view must also cohere, since justifying and appraising must in general be the actions of different individuals.  This social coordination is not achievable on Kantian principles, according to which universality is a matter purely of form, while normative content is a matter entirely of individual commitment, with respect to which the content of one individual's commitments are independent of the content of another's.  Morality thus shows itself as a form of still-alienated Spirit in the disparity between its intention and its achievement.  

Conscientious consciousness also attempts to reconcile universal responsibility to norms with the constitution of those norms by their acknowledgement and appropriation by individuals, though its strategy exploits quite a different structure from that of morality.  In particular, by centering both justification and appraisal on appeals to conscience, the conscientious consciousness overcomes the perspectival disparity of specific recognition, which revealed morality as one more form of the practical alienation of action and self-consciousness from itself.  Morality had attempted to deny the significance of differences in the content of what is taken by different agents to be duty by implicitly treating appraisal as evaluating action not according to the appraiser's principles of appropriateness (as the requirement of universality on the part of the principles endorsed by that appraiser demands) but according to the meta-level principle that actions are morally in order if they are performed according to what the agent takes to be his or her duty.  In the context of morality, this implicit expression of individual autonomy collides with the demands of universality of duty or appropriateness.  At the stage of conscience, it is raised to the level of an explicit principle and explicitly embraced as a strategy. 

The form of all justifications of actions is now explicitly understood to be: the action was appropriate because it was performed in accord with the conviction on the part of the agent that it was an appropriate action.  That attitude institutes the norm.  Corresponding to this approach to justification is an approach to appraisal.  The appropriateness of actions is to be evaluated solely on the basis of whether the agent acted out of a conviction of the appropriateness of the action.  Acting according to duty is acting according to what one takes to be duty, both on the side of justification and on the side of appraisal.  Appropriateness as it applies to an individual is constituted by what the individual takes to be appropriate.  Norms consist in their recognition and appropriation by individuals.  Attitudes determine both the force and the content of norms.  In the conscientious consciousness and its understanding of the relation between norms and attitudes we find the most explicit and extreme expression of the modern, alienated rise of subjectivity: the acknowledgment of the authority of attitudes over norms (the dependence on or responsibility to attitudes by norms) in its most one-sided, hyper-subjective form.  It is this general structure which is universal, shared by justifying agents and appraising agents alike.  Thus even if an appraiser disagrees with a justifying agent about what is in fact appropriate or required by duty in a particular situation, they can still agree that the agent acted appropriately, so long as the appraiser attributes to the agent the conviction that appropriateness demanded the action which was in fact performed or intended.  

The seeds of the paradox of the conscientious consciousness are already apparent in this formulation.  An appeal to conscience as the justification of an action presupposes the existence of duties or appropriatenesses that are constituted independently of the appeal to conscience.  The attempt to generate the duties or appropriatenesses themselves entirely on the basis of the legitimacy of such appeals is incoherent.  Martin Luther's famous "Ich kann nicht andere," justification appealed to conscience, that is, to his personal conviction that his duty demanded his actions and not others.  But he did not represent the conscientious consciousness as Hegel here discusses it.  For his understanding of the duty he was convinced required his actions was not of a duty constituted by his or others' recognition of it. Duty for this agent of Faith consisted rather in acting according to God's will.  The primary form of justification of any action, and that in terms of which it should be evaluated, he took to be the claim that the action in fact expressed or furthered the divine intent.  Against the background of this independently constituted notion of duty, a secondary and parasitic form of justification and appraisal then became possible—one that brackets the question of whether one's action was actually in accord with duty, and inquires as to whether it at least was performed according to what one was convinced was that duty.  Appeals to conscience of this sort provide a way of dealing with the occasional epistemic inaccessibility of duty in the primary sense.  Action with may not accord with duty is excused as falling short only on the side of knowledge of that duty, not on the side of the will or intent to perform that duty.  Allowing secondary appeals to conscience as an excuse for failure to do one’s duty, to fulfill one’s actual obligations, are a way of acknowledging the rights of intention and knowledge without making those rights fully definitive of duty.
The essential point is that appeals to conscience of this sort presuppose an independently constituted notion of duty or appropriateness that can transcend the individual agent's capacity to know what is appropriate in a particular case.  Only against the background of the possibility of the failure of the individual to grasp correctly what is in fact appropriate, independently of what he takes to be appropriate, does this form of appeal to conscience have a coherent content.  So appeals to conscience are in principle parasitic on practices of appealing to duties which are not constituted by appeals to conscience (that one tried to do one's duty, or did what seemed to one to be one's duty).  Conscience-talk presupposes an antecedent stratum of appropriateness-talk, as seems-talk presupposes is-talk and tries-talk presupposes does-talk, and for just the same reason.  So the mistake of the conscientious consciousness is structurally the same as that of the honest consciousness and of consciousness understanding itself as sense certainty.  It is in each case a mistake to take an idiom that qualifies or withholds a commitment, as to whether something is really one's duty, whether things are as they're taken to be, whether what is accomplished was what was intended, and erect it in to an autonomous stratum of discourse in which the only commitments possible are the hedged or minimal ones which are in fact defined only in relation to their more robust antecedents.  

The conscientious consciousness, on the other hand, seeks to preserve the form of appeals to conscience, but without the content they presuppose and acquire from a prior conception of duty.  The only notion of appropriateness which is in play is that of acting in a way that one takes to be appropriate. The difficulty is that if what one means by "A's action is appropriate (or according to duty)" is "A takes his action to be appropriate (or according to duty)", then by plugging the definition of appropriateness into the later formula we arrive at the result that for A to take an action to be appropriate is for him to take it to be what he would take to be appropriate.  But A is incorrigible about how he takes things to be.  That is, there is no difference between how A takes things to be and how he takes himself to take them to be.  It follows then that A is incorrigible about what really is appropriate for him.   (Indeed, the constitution of duty by its conscientious recognition treats the constitutive takings as both cognitions and volitions, a foreshadowing in alienated form of an important insight about duty).  Conscientious consciousness knows:

…its own self, in which what is actual is at the same time pure knowing and pure duty. It is itself in its contingency completely valid in its own sight, and knows its immediate individuality to be pure knowing and doing, to be the true reality and harmony. [PG 632]

As we will see, conscience is in certain sense right about normative force, and it is in a certain sense right about conceptual content.  But to understand the sense in which it is right, one must look at the way the distinction between normative force and normative content interacts with and is mediated by that between norms and attitudes, and vice versa.  And that requires looking at the interaction of all three dimensions of recognitive articulation: social, historical, and inferential.  

Section X: Two Meta-Attitudes, Four Species of Niederträchtigkeit
An important perspective on the concept of alienation is provided by two meta-attitudes that are in play throughout the final two thirds of the Spirit chapter.  Hegel’s terms for these attitudes is ‘edelmütig’ and ‘niederträchtig’.  Miller translates these as ‘noble’ and ‘base’ (or ‘ignoble’).  I will argue that a better way to think about the contrast is as that between ‘generous’ and ‘mean-spirited’, or ‘magnanimous’ and ‘pusillanimous’ (literally: ‘great-souled’ and ‘small-souled’).  Because the rich content they are to convey goes beyond that expressed by any of these labels, however, I will generally leave these terms in the German.  They are meta-attitudes because they are attitudes towards the relations between norms (or normative statuses such as commitments, responsibilities, and authority) and attitudes of acknowledging or attributing such norms as binding or applicable.  As I understand it, the edelmütig meta-attitude takes it that there really are norms that attitudes are directed towards and answer to.  It treats norms as genuinely efficacious, as really making a difference to what individuals do.  Attitudes—paradigmatically the acknowledgment of a norm as binding, taking oneself or another to be committed or responsible, practically distinguishing between performances that are appropriate and those that are not—are the way the norms are actualized, the way they become efficacious, how they make things happen in the causal order.  The niederträchtig meta-attitude sees only normative attitudes.  The norms are construed as at most adverbial modifications of the attitudes: a way of talking about the contents of those attitudes.  Niederträchtigkeit is the purest expression of the alienated character of modern normativity (hence culture, self-consciousness, and community).  
When Hegel introduces these notions, he does so in terms of seeing the unity or the disparity in forms of actual consciousness.  So the noble consciousness
…sees in public authority…its own simple essence and the factual evidence of it, and in the service of that authority its attitude towards it is one of actual obedience and respect. Similarly, in the case of wealth, it sees that this procures for it awareness of its other essential side, the consciousness of being for itself; it therefore looks upon wealth likewise as essential in relation to itself, and acknowledges the source of its enjoyment as a benefactor to whom it lies under an obligation. [PG 500]
The unity discerned here is between what each form of actual consciousness actually does and the norms to which it is beholden.  State Power and Wealth are seen as genuinely actualizing their respective norms.  Officials act in the service of the public good, obeying and respecting the communal norms, realizing the universal aspect of the recognitive community.  In their activities, wealthy individuals express the other normative pole of the recognitive process, the essential contribution made by the actualizing activities of individuals.  The ends they pursue are private rather than public (particular rather than universal), but they both really have those ends, which set norms for their activity, and their pursuit of them provides the raw materials out of which the actual community is constructed.  In actualizing their respective recognitive poles of communal (universal) norms or goals and individual (particular) ones, State Power and Wealth are seen as complementary, cooperating components of a structure in which both a community and its self-conscious individual members are constituted (actualized, normatively instituted) as such.  

By contrast, 

The consciousness which adopts the other relation is, on the contrary, ignoble. It clings to the disparity between the two essentialities, thus sees in the sovereign power a fetter and a suppression of its own being-for-self, and therefore hates the ruler, obeys only with a secret malice, and is always on the point of revolt. It sees, too, in wealth, by which it attains to the enjoyment of its own self-centred existence, only the disparity with its permanent essence; since through wealth it becomes conscious of itself merely as an isolated individual, conscious only of a transitory enjoyment, loving yet hating wealth, and with the passing of the enjoyment, of something that is essentially evanescent, it regards its relation to the rich as also having vanished. [PG 501]
State Power and Wealth are seen as competing forms of oppression, rather than complementary aspects of constitution of the community and of self-conscious individuals.  Public officials are not seen as having any actual authority over individual community members, since they are not seen as acting out of acknowledgment of communal norms.  Rather than seeing the positive contribution they make to the constitution of the community, this attitude sees only the constraint the officials put on the activity of individuals. Wealthy individuals are not seen as genuinely acknowledging any responsibility to the community.  Rather than seeing their practical recognitive contribution to the constitution of the community, this attitude sees wealthy individuals only as opposed to the communal norms, as perverting them for their private ends.  We saw in Section VIII that Enlightenment adopts a corresponding ungenerous, niederträchtig attitude toward Faith, imputing disreputable self-interested motives to priests and believers: rejecting appeals to the universal essence they claim to serve.  (And there is a corresponding mean-spirited account by Faith of the adolescent, self-important pride seen as motivating the avatars of Enlightenment debunking.)

Hegel opens the Introduction with a discussion of the distinction that consciousness involves, between what things are in themselves and what they are for consciousness.  The concept of consciousness as a cognitive relation to facts requires that how things are in themselves plays the role of a norm for how things are for consciousness.  How things really are exercises a normative authority over, sets a standard of correctness for, how we take them to be.  That normative semantic or intentional relation is the unity that comprises the two distinguished elements.  A complementary direction of fit is exhibited by intentional agency.  The “distinction that action implies”, between intention and performance (underlying that between Handlung and Tat), is also an aspect of a larger normative unity.  In this case the intention—how things are for the acting consciousness—serves as a norm or standard of correctness for assessment of how things are to be in themselves, that is, for what actually occurs.  At the end of Chapter Seven we saw how the historical character of the cycle of cognition-and-action underwrites a Hegelian version of the Fregean distinction between sense and reference, in the form of an account of the relation between phenomena and noumena.  The two meta-attitudes of Edelmütigkeit and Niederträchtigkeit are initially both manifestations of alienation because they seize one-sidedly on the unity of knowing-and-acting consciousness, in the one case, and the distinction that it involves, on the other.  Since the defining flaw of modernity is its failure to get the unity and the distinction that knowing-and-acting consciousness involve in focus together in one picture, the way forward to the re-achievement of unalienated Sittlichkeit is a kind of higher Edelmütigkeit.  On the theoretical side, that is coming to apply metaconceptual categories of Vernunft, rather than those of Verstand.  Hegel’s account of what that consists in is the core achievement of his philosophy.  As we draw closer the end of his exposition in the Phenomenology, we get a new vantage point on that structure of unalienated understanding.
The clearest expression of the new piece of the puzzle comes in a famous passage about “playing the moral valet.”  ‘Valet’ is ‘Kammerdiener’, and I will call this absolutely crucial stretch of text “the Kammerdiener passage”.  It expresses a cardinal form of Niederträchtigkeit, holding fast to the disparity that action involves:

it holds to the other aspect…and explains [the action] as resulting from an intention different from the action itself, and from selfish motives. Just as every action is capable of being looked at from the point of view of conformity to duty, so too can it be considered from the point of view of the particularity [of the doer]; for, qua action, it is the actuality of the individual.  This judging of the action thus takes it out of its outer existence and reflects it into its inner aspect, or into the form of its own particularity. If the action is accompanied by fame, then it knows this inner aspect to be a desire for fame. If it is altogether in keeping with the station of the individual, without going beyond this station, and of such a nature that the individuality does not possess its station as a character externally attached to it, but through its own self gives filling to this universality, thereby showing itself capable of a higher station, then the inner aspect of the action is judged to be ambition, and so on. Since, in the action as such, the doer attains to a vision of himself in objectivity, or to a feeling of self in his existence, and thus to enjoyment, the inner aspect is judged to be an urge to secure his own happiness, even though this were to consist merely in an inner moral conceit, in the enjoyment of being conscious of his own superiority and in the foretaste of a hope of future happiness. No action can escape such judgement, for duty for duty's sake, this pure purpose, is an unreality; it becomes a reality in the deed of an individuality, and the action is thereby charged with the aspect of particularity. No man is a hero to his valet; not, however, because the man is not a hero, but because the valet—is a valet, whose dealings are with the man, not as a hero, but as one who eats, drinks, and wears clothes, in general, with his individual wants and fancies. Thus, for the judging consciousness, there is no action in which it could not oppose to the universal aspect of the action, the personal aspect of the individuality, and play the part of the moral valet towards the agent.  [PG 665]
This is a rich and important passage.
  I see its significance as unfolding in a series of concentric, widening ripples, and I want to follow them as they broaden out from their center.  To be a hero in the sense in play here is to act out of regard for one’s duty.  That is to have one’s actions proceed from respect for or acknowledgement of the authority of norms.  The hero is the one who acknowledges a norm as binding by actualizing it, who does what he ought, because he ought.  To play the valet to such a hero is to impute only selfish, particular motives, to trace every action back to some perceived personal advantage, be it only a reputation for virtue, or, where even that is not available, the satisfaction of thinking well of oneself.  
Consider the official who exercises state power.  He has committed himself to act purely according to universal interests or norms.  That is, he commits himself to doing only what acknowledgement of the norms requires.  But every actual performance is a particular doing, and incorporates contingency.  It is always more than just the acknowledgment of a norm, and may well also be less than that.  (I can never just turn on the light or feed the poor—I am always also doing other things, such as alerting the burglar, or cutting the education budget or raising taxes.)  Contingent motives and interests will always also be in play.  Thus it will always be possible for the niederträchtig consciousness to point out the moment of disparity, the particularity and contingency that infects each action.  It is never just an instance of the universal.  The Kammerdiener can always explain what the hero of service did in terms of self-interested (hence particular, contingent) motives and interests, rather than as a response to an acknowledged normative necessity.  There is no action at all that is not amenable to this sort of reductive, ignoble description.  
Broadening our horizons a little bit, I think we can see an issue being raised concerning the relations between norms and attitudes quite generally.  The Kammerdiener does not appeal to norms in his explanations of behavior.  The attitudes of individuals are enough.  The public official says that he acted as he did because it was his duty.  The Kammerdiener offers a competing explanation that appeals only to his desires.  What his duty actually is, what he ought to do, plays no role in this account.  Thought of at this level of generality, the moral-psychological valet stands for a kind of nihilism about norms that is quite widespread in contemporary culture.  It has, for instance, more recently been championed with particular clarity by Gilbert Harman for the special case of moral norms.
  According to this view, invoking moral norms or values is explanatorily otiose.  For we can offer explanations of everything that actually happens in terms of people’s views about what is right and wrong, what they take to be permissible or obligatory.  It is those attitudes that are causally efficacious.  And those attitudes—believing that it is wrong to steal, for instance—would have just the same causal consequences whether or not there were facts to which they corresponded, whether or not it is in fact wrong to steal.  Nor is the case any different if we look upstream, to the antecedents of moral attitudes, rather than downstream at the consequences.  My belief that it is wrong to steal was brought about by other beliefs (along with other attitudes, such as desires): some my own, some held by my parents and teachers.  The truth of the belief need not be invoked to explain why I have the belief, or why anyone else has it.  In this way moral beliefs (normative attitudes) contrast with the perceptual beliefs expressed by noninferential reports, for which the frequent truth of such beliefs must be appealed to both in explaining why we have those beliefs and in explaining why having those beliefs has the consequences it does.   Acts of applying concepts in judgment and intentional action, and acts of assessing such applications form a complete explanatory structure, one that is capable of accounting for what people do without needing to be supplemented by reference to the conceptual norms or standards that are supposedly being applied and with respect to which applications are supposedly being assessed.  Since we do not need to appeal to norms, the best explanation of our actions and attitudes appeals only to attitudes.  So we should conclude that there are no norms, only attitudes.  This approach sees a massive error standing behind our ordinary ways of talking about norms.  
Another way to look at the issue is to ask what sort of theory of practical reasoning the Kammerdiener’s meta-attitude depends on.  It is one that eschews what are sometimes called “external reasons.”  A broadly kantian form of practical reasoning and explanation appeals to inferences such as:
It is wrong to steal.

Taking that newspaper would be stealing.

So I shall not take that newspaper.

Here the norm, the wrongness of stealing, serves as a premise in a piece of practical reasoning that can be appealed to in deliberation about what to do, assessment of what has been done, prediction of what will be done, and explanation of what was done.  That is the sort of practical reasoning to which the edelmütig meta-attitude appeals when it sees the official and the counselor acting out of respect for and obedience to communal norms.   A broadly humean approach to practical reasoning, of the sort endorsed by Davidson, insists that the kantian radically misrepresents the reasons that actually motivate intentional action.  Even if the first premise states a fact, even if it is wrong to steal, that fact would not by itself engage with my motivational machinery.  To do that, I must know about or at least believe in the fact.  The real reason in the vicinity is that I believe that it is wrong to steal.  Apart from that belief, the wrongness of stealing is nothing to me, and cannot affect what I go on to do or try to do.  Once we have added that belief as a premise, the original invocation of a norm can drop out.  The humean principle is that only beliefs and desires (that is, individual attitudes) can serve as motivating reasons.  Norms cannot.  The idea is that what serve as reasons for action must also be causes, and only attitudes such as beliefs and desires can do that.  
The issue here concerns the practical conception of the pragmatic notion of normative force.  How should norms (what is or is not appropriate, correct, obligatory, or permissible) or normative statuses (responsibility, authority, commitment, or entitlement), on the one hand, be understood as related to normative attitudes (taking performances to be appropriate, correct, obligatory, or permissible, acknowledging or attributing responsibility, authority, commitment, or entitlement), on the other?  The traditional, premodern view saw norms as independent and attitudes as dependent.  The objective norms have authority over the subjective attitudes of individuals, which are supposed merely to reflect them, acknowledge their authority, apply them in deliberation and assessment, judgment and action.  The modern view sees attitudes as independent, and norms as dependent.  The subjective attitudes individuals adopt institute norms.  That is why when the commitments characteristic of modernity are made explicit, they take the meta-level form of utility.  For usefulness comprises properties that simply reflect the relation of an object to particular human purposes.  
The selfish particular motives that are all the Kammerdiener attributes are independently authoritative attitudes that can be reflected only in statuses such as usefulness to private purposes, not in statuses such as duty, or being unconditionally obligatory—in the sense that the obligatoriness is authoritative for attitudes, rather than conditioned on them, as in the hypothetical, instrumental imperatives arising from prudent pursuit of privately endorsed ends.  The Kammerdiener banishes talk of values that are not immediate products of individual valuings.  The rise of subjectivity is the practical realization that values are not independent of valuings.  Quintessential alienated later modern thinkers such as Nietzsche and the British utilitarians conclude that only valuings are real.  

Taking it that the dependence of values on valuings implies that valuings are independent of values is a strategy of independence—which understands everything Humpty Dumpty’s way, as just a matter of who is to be Master.  If norms are not immediately authoritative over attitudes, then attitudes must be immediately authoritative over norms.  Practically applying categories of immediacy (mastery) in this way (what on the theoretical side is Verstand), epitomized in the Kammerdiener’s niederträchtig meta-attitude, is a pure form of alienation because it makes unintelligible the very acculturating, conceptual norms subjection to which makes even the Kammerdiener a discursive, geistig being: a knower, agent, and self.  Kammerdiener explanations, which admit only normative attitudes, not only cannot make sense of normative force, but also in the end make the notion of conceptual content unintelligible.  The relation between these is the topic of the last part of the Spirit section of the Phenomenology.   
Moving from the practically alienating standpoint of Verstand to the practically sittlich standpoint of Vernunft requires breaking out of the seeming inevitability of this restricted pair of alternatives—either norms are immediately, hence totally, authoritative over attitudes, or vice versa—by making intelligible the possibility of reciprocal dependence between norm and attitude.  To do that it is not enough, of course, simply to mouth the phrase “reciprocal dependence between norm and attitude.”  To make good on that phrase, Hegel offers a richly articulated metaconceptual apparatus laying out the nature of the complex interdependence of the authority of actual applications of concepts over the contents of those concepts and the responsibility of actual applications of concepts to the contents of those concepts.  It requires reconceiving the relations between normative force and conceptual content in terms of a process of experience (a cycle of perception-and-action) that is at once the institution and the application of conceptual norms, both a making and a finding of conceptual contents.  His account of how that is possible requires the interaction of a social-recognitive dimension, a historical-recollective dimension, and an incompatibility-inferential dimension.  
There is a third, still more general issue being raised by the Kammerdiener’s meta-attitude, beyond treating attitudes as independent of norms (which remain in the picture only in an adverbial capacity, in an ultimately unsuccessful attempt to individuate the contents of the attitudes).  That concerns the relation between reasons and causes generally, or, still more abstractly, the place of norms in nature.  For the Kammerdiener essentially treats the hero of duty as a merely natural being.  The only way of making the hero’s actions intelligible that the Kammerdiener admits are of the sort that are available in principle for unacculturated creatures, those merely “immersed in the expanse of life”.  Though the wants attributed to the hero go beyond the biologically dictated desires of mere animals (for instance, the “inner moral conceit” that consists in “the enjoyment of being conscious of his own superiority and in the foretaste of a hope of future happiness”), the Kammerdiener’s view of the hero is as one who “eats, drinks, and wears clothes”—that is, at base, a being driven by creaturely comforts and discomforts.  So the most general issue Hegel is addressing in his discussion of the Kammerdiener is that of reductive naturalism about normativity.  
This sort of naturalism is the most fundamental possible challenge to the Kantian picture of us as normative creatures, as distinguished from the merely natural precisely by our subjection to norms, by the fact that we can bind ourselves by (make ourselves responsible to) norms, by applying concepts, whose contents settle what we have made ourselves responsible for and to.  Is there really any such thing as authority or responsibility, as commitment or entitlement? Or is that sort of normative talk wholly optional and dispensable, indeed, a positively misleading mystification: a fundamental error of the sort of which Enlightenment accuses Faith?  For the Kammerdiener utilitarian, the work of Enlightenment is only half done when superstitious belief in a magical, invisible, supernatural objective Authority has been banished, so long as human behavior is still described in any terms that invoke norms not immediately derivable from the sensuous inclinations of desiring beings.  
The question of how the mind should be understood as fitting into the natural world arose as a direct result of the new mathematized scientific picture of that natural world.  Raised clearly and distinctly by Descartes, that question formed one of the characteristic axes around which philosophy turned in the early modern period.  The rise of science and the rise of subjectivity are two sides of one coin.  Kant’s normative turn transposed the issue into a new key.  If mindedness is at base concept use (the application of concepts in judgment and intentional action), bringing in its train a transformation of sensibility, and if what one is doing in applying concepts, the practical significance of those acts, is adopting a distinctively normative status (at once exercising authority and undertaking responsibility, committing oneself), then the issue of the mind’s place in nature becomes the issue of how norms fit into nature.  This issue had been addressed in a restricted form by practical philosophers worried about specifically moral norms.  But the Kantian synthesis of the principal concern of theoretical metaphysics of mind with this concern of moral philosophy meant that the two issues had for the first time to be addressed together, as aspects of a single question about normativity.  (This was the central lesson he learned from Hume.  For Kant saw one deep problem showing up in two forms, theoretical and practical, in the way in which lawful necessity outruns matter-of-factual regularity and the way what ought to be outruns what merely is.)  Hegel understands Kant as offering a two-world picture, in which the ultimate source of the norms that structure the phenomenal world of experience is to be found in a noumenal one lying somehow beyond or behind it.  That picture, he rejects, in favor of one that brings the noumena back down to earth.  As we have seen
, his recollective semantics makes sense of how the way things are in themselves (what we are really talking and thinking about) serves as a normative standard of correctness for how things are for knowers and agents (what we say and think about those things) as aspects of the process of experience: the social-practical activity of adopting, assessing, and revising possibly materially incompatible commitments.  
The Kammerdiener stands for a niederträchtig, relentlessly naturalistic alternative to this edelmütig, normative description of concept use.  In place of the picture of ‘heroic’ practical sensitivity to norms—trying, in deliberation and assessment, to determine what really is correct, what one ought to do, what one is obliged to do (what ‘duty’ consists in), acknowledging genuine normative constraint on one’s attitudes—this meta-attitude appeals only to attitudes, which are not construed as the acknowledgment of any normative constraint on or authority over those attitudes.  Reasons are traded for causes.  It is this large-scale, fundamental disagreement between the reductive naturalist and the rational-normativist that Hegel is committed to resolving in his discussion of what the Kammerdiener gets right, what he gets wrong, and what lessons we should learn from him.  This project, broadly construed, is to provide a response to Kant’s Third Antinomy—the challenge to integrate reasons and causes.  A significant proportion of Hegel’s claim to contemporary philosophical attention, I think, should be seen as deriving from his response to this issue of normative naturalism.  So the stakes are very high.  
Even before we go into the details of Hegel’s response—what I take to be the final constructive moves in the Phenomenology—it should be noted that there are some important points of contact between the seemingly diametrically opposed humean attitude-naturalism and Hegelian semantic normativism.  Consider the question: are there any norms independent of attitudes?  Both positions accept the modern answer: No.  The Kammerdiener position is that that means that there are no norms that exercise any authority over attitudes.  If there is any dependence of norms on attitudes, there can be no dependence of attitudes on norms.  We have seen that this is the Verstand-level conception of mastery, applying categories of independence, according to which the only intelligible conception of authority is total authority, authority unconditioned by a reciprocal responsibility.   (Any sort of independence is incompatible with every sort of dependence).  But Hegel’s phenomenalism—elaborating the notion of how things are in themselves by helping himself only to a notion of how things are for us, reference in terms of sense—also involves a commitment to making sense of norms wholly in terms of attitudes.  The difference is that he is committed to making sense in these terms of genuine, and genuinely binding conceptual norms.  His account will not involve reducing or explaining the norms away.  
Hegel takes it that he shares with Kant at least the aspiration to an account that manages to acknowledge both the attitude-dependence of norms and their genuine authority over attitudes.  That is why the Kantian structure of Moralität opens the third section of the Spirit chapter.  Kant’s view is transitional between the alienated modernity epitomized by the moral valet and a new kind of Sittlichkeit compatible with the rise of subjectivity.  For Hegel, Kant opens the door to the third structural stage in the development of self-conscious Spirit, even though he does not succeed in helping us through it.  For Kant’s conception of us as creatures who are bound not just by rules (the laws that govern the realm of nature) but by conceptions (or representations, Vorstellungen) of rules (the norms that govern the realm of freedom), together with the tight conceptual connection he insists on between autonomy and normativity express an attempt to reconcile the attitude-dependence of norms with their genuine bindingness.  All genuinely normative binding (authority) is self-binding.  In the end, each of us only is committed to what we have committed ourselves to.  Our real commitments are just those that we have (at least implicitly) acknowledged.  In this sense, it is our attitudes that bring norms into force.  We apply the concepts that only then bind us, by determining what we have thereby authorized and made ourselves responsible to and for.  This is what I have called the “Kant-Rousseau demarcation of the normative in terms of autonomy.”  This approach offers a structural solution to the reconciliation of the attitude-dependence of norms and the norm-dependence of attitudes that appeals to a distinction between the force of conceptual norms and their content.  It is up to us, as knowers and agents, what norms we bring into force.  For it is up to us what concepts we apply.  But it is not then up to us what the content of those norms is—the details of what we have committed ourselves to by applying the concepts we did, rather than some others.  
We have seen
 that Hegel does not think Kant has entitled himself to a notion of conceptual content adequate to carry through an account with this structure.  Hegel expresses his diagnosis in terms of the ‘formality’ of Kant’s conception of reason.  That is a way of talking about the perceived inadequacy of Kant’s notion of conceptual content.  In particular, from Hegel’s point of view, Kant has not explained how the contents of the concepts we have available to apply in judgment and intentional action are determined by our actual applications of them—the cognitive and practical commitments we have actually made.  At the core of Hegel’s thought is the idea that in order to make the Kantian strategy work—to make intelligible the idea of the knower-and-agent as responsible for bringing a norm into force (the authority of attitudes over norms), while still seeing the norm as genuinely constraining the knower-and-agent (the authority of norms over attitudes), by insisting that the knower-and-agent is not responsible for (authoritative over) the content of the conceptually-articulated commitment—one must acknowledge both a social and a historical division of labor.  Along the social dimension, I deliberate and decide about what claims to make and what practical projects to undertake, but then others administer the conceptual norms by which I have thereby bound myself, assessing the truth of what I have said and the success of what I have done by the standards I have subjected myself to.  Along the historical dimension, the contents of the concepts I apply derive from previous actual applications of those concepts in judgment and action.  Together these claims can be summed up in the slogan that we (by our attitudes and activities) make the norms which I then find available to bind myself by.  Hegel’s principal theoretical innovation is the recognitive structure of reciprocal authority and responsibility in terms of which he understands both of these dimensions, in their interaction with each other and with the third recognitive dimension of reciprocal authority and responsibility: that relating the particular and universal aspects of individuals.  The final form of reciprocal recognition discussed in the Phenomenology, the structure of trust that comprises confession and forgiveness, is Hegel’s way of working out the Kantian strategy of Edelmütigkeit so as to provide a satisfactory response to the challenge posed by niederträchtig attitude-naturalism of the Kammerdiener.  
A basic criterion of adequacy of adequacy of the practical conception of normativity embodied in the recognitive practices of a hypothetical future third age of Spirit is that it be sittlich.  It must retain the practical insight about the significance of the actual attitudes and activities of individual practitioners that is at the core of the modern rise of subjectivity, while overcoming the alienation that was its unwelcome concomitant.  The institutions and practices in which norms are implicit are sittlich insofar as those norms are practically acknowledged as real, authoritative, and efficacious.  Recognitive institutions and practices are alienated insofar as the practical attitude of individuals to the conceptually contentful norms that acculturate them is one of ironic distance.  That alienated ironic detachment may take the form of regarding the norms merely as useful fictions.  Or it may treat normative discourse as a positively mistaken and misleading way of talking about deliberation and assessment that are not in fact the result of applying or acknowledging the applicability of norms, but rather the expression of particular, private attitudes, interests, and inclinations.  
I have suggested that the figure of the Kammerdiener epitomizes for Hegel the reductive naturalism that makes explicit one defining current of modernity.  But there is another specific form that the alienated displacement of reasons in favor of causes (the normative in favor of the natural) can take.  Throughout this work I have emphasized Hegel’s concern to offer an account of the nature of conceptual content—not just in the Science of Logic, where that concern is most manifest
, but already as an organizing and animating theme of the Phenomenology.  At critical junctures in the book, from the opening of Consciousness, in the discussion of Stoicism and Skepticism in the Self-Consciousness chapter, through the treatment of the Honest Consciousness at the end of Reason, to the dissection of the Conscientious Consciousness late in Spirit (as well as many other places), Hegel’s diagnosis of what goes wrong with the shapes of consciousness that most explicitly express the alienation that accompanied the modern rise of subjectivity is that they cannot fund an intelligible notion of determinate conceptual content.  His overarching indictment turns on the claim that cognitive, practical, and recognitive practices whose theoretical expression exhibits the atomistic form of Verstand (the model of independence) cannot achieve an adequate conception of conceptual content, which must await post-modern practices whose theoretical expression exhibits the holistic form of Vernunft (the model of freedom).  And that requires the cognitive, practical, and recognitive epiphany that he calls the advent of ‘Absolute Knowing’ (which it is the goal of the rest of this chapter to describe).  This concern with content of the conceptual norms that infuse and inform, and thereby constitute the self-conscious individual selves whose practices incorporate them signals Hegel’s implicit concern with another strand of argument in the vicinity of the Kammerdiener’s reductionism.  Where we have considered so far some alienated ways of understanding the relations between two dimensions of normative force—specifically, how the attitude-dependence of norms may be seen to undercut the authority they claim over attitudes—this further argument concerns the effect that certain insights into the nature of conceptual content has on how one can understand the nature of the normative force or bindingness of conceptual norms.  
The general thought is that the possibility of offering a certain kind of genealogical account of the process by which a conceptual content developed or was determined can seem to undercut the rational bindingness of the norms that have that content.  This is a form of argument that was deployed to devastating effect by the great unmaskers of the later nineteenth century.  Suppose that the correct answer to the question why we draw the distinction between right and wrong as we do in some area of discourse is a causal explanation in terms of economic class structure, or a quasi-biological account in terms of the limited number of ways the will to power can manifest itself in the weak, or a description of how early traumas incurred while acting out the Family Romance reliably recathect libido into standard repressed adult forms.  If any such genealogy can causally explain why our normative attitudes have the contents that they do—why we make the judgments we do instead of some others—then the issue of the rational justifiability of those attitudes lapses.  We appear to have reasons for our deliberations and assessments, and it may be comforting to ourselves to think that is why they have the contents they do.  But talk about what reasons there are for adopting one attitude rather than another is unmasked by a convincing genealogy of the process as a mere appearance.  The genealogy tells us what is really going on, by presenting the underlying mechanism actually responsible for our taking this rather than that as appropriate, fitting, or correct.  Seeing ourselves as creatures who are genuinely sensitive to reasons, who are trying to figure out what is in fact appropriate, fitting, or correct—what we really have reason to do—then comes to seem naïve and old-fashioned: the result of applying an exploded explanatory framework couched in a fanciful vocabulary, whose adoption can itself be explained away genealogically as the result of a process quite different from the reasoning to which it pretends.  

A great deal of the later Wittgenstein’s writing can be read as pointing out genealogical antecedents of our reason-giving and reason-assessing practices.  Again and again he is concerned to point out the ways in which the content of a norm reflects underlying matter-of-factual regularities.  How it would be correct to go on in some practice—counting, measuring, applying color-terms, even pointing—depends on how practitioners in fact are disposed to go on.  Not only our general capacity to institute implicit practical norms (and hence to speak, to make anything at all explicit), but the specific contents of those norms (how they sort novel candidates into those that do and those that do not accord with the norm) have to be understood in terms of contingent facts about practitioners.  Those facts do not provide reasons for doing things one way rather than another, but can be appealed to to explain why the boundary between correct and incorrect is drawn where it is.  For we can see that had the regularity been different, the content of the norm would have been different.  The norms implicit in our most basic discursive practices accordingly show up as deeply parochial, in that their specific content depends on contingent features of our embodiment and natural history, and of antecedently established practices and institutions.  That is why, if the lion could speak, we would not be able to understand him.  
One response one might have to the revelation of the contingent, parochial character of the contents of the norms in virtue of which we are discursive beings at all is to see it as undercutting the intelligibility of their normative force.  In what sense can we still understand ourselves as bound by the norms, once we realize that had various contingent matters of fact about us been different, the content of what they enjoin would have been different?  As a familiar example—and a reminder of how this form of argument is applied more formally by Enlightenment to Faith—consider the effect on a young person brought up in some particular religious faith, say Catholicism, of the realization that she is Catholic because of the family she was born into, where and when she was born, and so on.  Had she had different parents, lived elsewhere, or at another time, she would have been Presbyterian, Jewish, or Muslim.  The genealogical objection arises when one can show that whether or not one would judge that a concept applies (or that a possible application of a concept would be correct) depends on the obtaining of a prior fact that is not inferentially related to the content of the judgment being made (or assessed).  The genealogical realization of the contingency of the contents of her religious commitments, through appreciation of the actual causal mechanisms that brought about those particular attitudes and endorsements, may well undermine their perceived authoritativeness, the bindingness of those norms.  At the very least, it raises the question of what reasons one has for those commitments, which one can now see as having been caused in ways that do not by themselves constitute reasons.  Thus, it is because the truth of the Christian faith is not inferentially related to the religion of anyone’s parents (Jesus himself possibly excepted) that discovering that sufficient conditions for belief or non-belief can be expressed entirely in terms of the parentage of the believer undercut the rational authority to which such belief would otherwise lay claim.  The belief is supposed to be sensitive to its semantic content (and its inferential involvements), not to pragmatic features having to do with the believing rather than what is believed.  And it is natural to try to address that issue by bracketing commitments with similar suspect genealogies—it being no help with the general problem to appeal as reasons to other commitments one contingently acquired due to causes not sensitive to their truth.  But if the parochial character of the contents of beliefs in the vicinity is sufficiently ubiquitous, the attempt at such bracketing may leave one empty-handed.  
Of course not every way in which the content of a concept or belief can be dependent on contingent matters of fact bears on the intelligibility of the norm as binding or the attitude as authoritative.  If the melting-point of copper had been different, what it is correct to say about the melting-point of copper, and so the content of the concept, would have been different.  If there were not a cat in my study, the content of my current belief about the question of whether there is a cat in my study would be different.  If I had not read the right book, or looked in the right direction, I would not know the melting-point of copper, or that there is a cat in my study.  Had our eyes been constructed so as to be sensitive only to portions of the electromagnetic spectrum beyond the ultraviolet, we would not be able to deploy the observational concept red as we do.  All of these are contingent matters of fact, and had they been different, the contents of our concepts or attitudes would have been different.  But they concern what contents would be true, or what we would have reason to believe.  The last case is the closest, but it, too, can be thought of as a contingent epistemological constraint: a constraint on what beliefs we can acquire in the form of a constraint on what concepts we can deploy.  The worry about genealogy undercutting justification is of a different sort.  
The strategy of the genealogical argument is to find some fact f such that f is not evidentially related to p—there are no true or plausible auxiliary hypotheses which, when conjoined to f, yield an argument for p.  If one can then show that S’s believing that p is sensitive to the obtaining of f—ideally, that f’s obtaining provides a sufficient explanation for S’s believing that p (thought of as an event)—then one can argue that the belief is not rational, for it does not show the requisite sensitivity to the truth of p, via evidence for p.  S cannot claim to have been acting according to the norm, to have her belief governed by the norm, to be acknowledging the norm (even though her belief may well be correct, and so be as the norm would dictate)—she cannot claim to be applying or assessing according to the norm, to be sensitive to the norm—if she can be shown to be sensitive to f.  The genealogical (aetiological) realization saps the rational credibility or credence of the belief in question.  The authority it would otherwise have as an application of a conceptual norm is thrown into doubt.

The clearest illustration of how a genealogy of content can undercut normative force is found in the principal model I have suggested throughout for Hegel’s account of conceptual content: the way concepts of common law develop through the decisions of judges to apply them or withhold application of them in particular cases.  I originally invoked this example (in Chapter Two) as a model of the way in which a process of applying conceptual norms in making judgments and practical decisions can also serve to institute conceptual norms and determine their contents.  The key point in the present context is that there is nothing outside the previous judges’ decisions to determine the contents of the concepts each judge must apply in a new case.  Those prior cases are the only source of reasons for the current judge to apply or not apply the concepts in question to the new set of facts.  Here, too, a genealogical characterization of the process is possible.  For in each of the prior cases appealed to in justifying a contemporary judgment it may be possible to explain the earlier decision by appealing to what caused the judgment, rather than what reasons there were for it.  One may be able to account for the precedential decision by looking at, in the slogan of jurisprudential theory, “what the judge had for breakfast.”  Less fancifully, such a genealogical explanation might invoke the nature of the judge’s training, the prejudices of his teachers, the opinions of his culture circle, his career ambitions, the political emphases, issues, and pressures of the day, and so on.  Playing the moral valet to the judge is offering such a genealogical account of a judgment: revealing it as not a response to reasons properly provided by precedent and principle, not a matter of acknowledging as binding the content of an antecedent norm, but as the product of extra-judicial, rationally extraneous motives and considerations.  
Such genealogical accounts reveal the contingency of the conceptual content a later judge inherits from the tradition.  For they make clear that had various judges happened to have had different “breakfasts” (had the contingencies the Kammerdiener appeals to as causes been different), the current content of the concept would have been different.  Different decisions would have been made in the past, and would accordingly have provided a different field of possible precedents.  In fact, it is a commonplace of jurisprudential genealogy that another sort of contingency infects the process.  For it is often clear that the order in which various difficult cases arose crucially affects the contents that emerge from the process.  In such situations, the present state of the law would be very different had the case that happened to arise for adjudication later had to be decided before the one that in fact came up first.  Similar contingencies affecting the content of concepts handed down as precedents derive from the happenstance of what particular jurisdiction a particular set of facts arises in.  The issue I am focusing on is how the availability of such a contingency-riddled genealogical explanation for why the concept currently has the content that it does affects the intelligibility of the norm embodied in that concept as rationally binding, as providing genuine reasons for the current decision to go one way or the other.  This is the issue of the relation between genealogy and justification.  There is a temptation, indulged and fostered by the genealogical tradition that stretches from Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud in the nineteenth century through Foucault at the end of the twentieth, to take it that explanations in terms of causes trump explanations in terms of reasons, showing the latter to be appeals to illusions (or the result of sinister delusions).  Exhibiting the contingent features of things, not addressed by a conceptual content or commitment, that caused it to be as it is, unmasks talk of reasons is irrelevant mystification.  Niederträchtig explanations take precedence over edelmütig ones.  
Why should that be?  The answer lies in ways of thinking about reason that are deeply rooted in the philosophical tradition.  Both the ancients and the moderns defined reason in part by what it excludes.  The Greeks introduce the notion of reason in terms of the contrast between rational persuasion and sophistical ways of producing attitudes:  the distinction between what ought to convince and what merely in fact does convince.  One explains the advent of the first sort of attitude by rehearsing an argument.  One explains the advent of the second sort of attitude by producing a genealogy.  The Enlightenment notion of reason is similarly structured by the contrast between the rational authority of argument, and the merely habitual influence of tradition: between what we ought to believe and what we merely as a matter of fact have believed.  When Enlightenment offers a genealogy of religious belief in terms of interests of priests and despots, or describes the contingent processes by which scripture was transmitted, it understands itself as undercutting the rational authority of Faith.  Both the ancient and the modern conceptions of reason motivate a project of purifying reason, by extruding the alien, extraneous influence of what is merely in fact efficacious in bringing about beliefs.  On their conceptions, what merely as a matter of fact is or has been believed—the judgments (applications of concepts) that have in fact been endorsed—should be granted no rational weight or force, that is, authority.  Kant is only making fully explicit a way of thinking that is already fully in play in Descartes’ Meditations when he decisively separates causal from justificatory grounding, criticizing Locke for producing, in effect, a mere genealogy of empirical beliefs rather than an account of how they are rationally warranted.  Hegel thinks that reason as so purified is reduced to something empty, contentless, purely formal—and so inevitably set on a road that leads to skepticism.  Hegel’s notion of reason is not opposed to the authority of tradition; it is an aspect of it.  What merely is does have rational (defeasible) authority.  (“The actual [wirklich] is the rational; the rational is the actual.”)  How we have in the past actually applied a concept—from one point of view, contingently, because not necessitated by the norm antecedently in play—helps determine how it is correct to apply it.  Conceptual norms incorporate contingency, and only so can they be determinately contentful.  This is how they come to be about what there actually is, to represent it, not in an external sense, but in a sense that involves incorporating into the representing the reference to what is represented.

I think the later Wittgenstein worried about this issue.  I think he saw the temptation to see a demonstration of the parochiality of the content of a norm—its dependence on or reflection of certain kinds of contingent features of the practitioners and their practices—as undercutting the intelligibility of that norm as genuinely binding, as being a real norm, as having normative force.  Wittgenstein does not, as Hegel does, take it that to be determinately contentful at all a norm must have a conceptual content (though he does take the considerations about the dependence of the content of norms on contingent matters of fact to apply also to the case of the conceptual norms expressed by terms such as ‘rigid’).  The effect of the contingency of their content on the rational bindingness of our norms is accordingly not exactly the way to put Wittgenstein’s problem.  But he does worry about the thought that showing for instance that what counts as the right way to go on depends on a reproducible consilience in how practitioners actually would go on makes mysterious the sense in which there is a right way to go on, a difference between doing so correctly and incorrectly.  And I take it that he is concerned both to reject that inference and to diagnose it as the consequence of a traditional, but ultimately magical notion of normative force.  The effect of the demonstration of the parochiality and contingency of the practices in which our norms are implicit is not meant to be normative nihilism.  Rather, space is to be opened up for new ways of construing the relations between genealogy and justification.  

My concern here is not with expounding Wittgenstein, so I will not try to fill in these all-too-sketchy remarks.  My concern is with the way in which I see Hegel’s theory as directly (if less than explicitly) addressing a philosophical issue whose importance is perhaps underscored by thinking of it in the way Wittgenstein brought it (more or less) to light.  The issue arises for Wittgenstein because he sees both that there is nothing but the prior use of an expression that can be understood as determining the meaning that it has (the content it expresses), and that any such use is shot through-and-through by contingencies of all sorts that affect that content, while not providing reasons for it to be one way rather than another.  One consequence of that conjunction of a pragmatist insight with a genealogical insight is the concern with how any course of actual applications of a concept could suffice to give it a determinate content: the concern that motivates Kripke’s reading of Wittgenstein.
  (A central thread in my story in this work has been that Hegel’s project is driven by his appreciation of the need to develop a new metaconceptual framework that articulates a new sense in which conceptual content can be understood as determinate: the categories of Vernunft, supplanting those of Verstand.)  The other substantial consequence is the concern I have been sketching: how to understand normative force as compatible with the contingency of content.  It is not easy to say what Wittgenstein’s response is to this challenge presented by the content-dependence of norms on the contingent history of their actual application.  Hegel’s response is the final form of reciprocal recognition, the structure of confession and forgiveness Hegel elaborates in response to the Kammerdiener (that one far-off divine event towards which this whole creation—his and mine—has been moving).  
The issue of how to recover a sense in which conceptual norms can be understood as genuinely binding in the face of the revelation of the contingency of their content by a genealogical account of their origin and development is particularly pressing for Hegel because, as we saw in Chapter Two, his response to what he takes to be Kant’s uncritical attitude toward determinate conceptual contents is to offer a conception of experience as a single process that is at once the application and the institution of conceptual norms.  (That is what the common-law model is a model of.)  The slogan I suggested there was that in this regard, Hegel is to Kant as Quine is to Carnap.  Each replaces a two-phase story—according to which first meanings are specified, and then they are applied to make judgments (language first, then theory)—by a one-phase story in which the two functions are intermingled.  Kammerdiener genealogies pose a threat to pragmatists of this sort.  The possibility of a norm-free, niederträchtig account threatens the justifiability and even the intelligibility of norm-acknowledging, edelmütig ones.  And for Hegel, the issue concerns the rational force of conceptual norms: their capacity to provide real reasons for saying or doing one thing rather than another.  In situating edelmütig characterizations of our discursive practice with respect to niederträchtig ones, Hegel will be explaining how we should understand what the normative force of a reason consists in.  To repeat the earlier observation: the stakes are high.  
This challenge encompasses the one Hegel raised at the very beginning of his Introduction in connection with Kant’s problematic: How can one understand us as getting a cognitive grip on—understand our experience as genuinely revelatory of—how things objectively are (how they are in themselves) once one has seen how our faculties make unavoidable contributions to how things appear to us (how they are for us)?  This question is enforced by Kant’s commitment to apportion responsibility for various features of our experience between the subject and the object—to say what in our knowledge the world as it is apart from our interactions with it is responsible for, and what we are responsible for (a project that is radically transformed if one construes authority and responsibility according to the categories of Vernunft rather than those of Verstand).  For Hegel, the question of how to see conceptual norms as rationally binding, and as presenting an objective (attitude-independent
) world are two sides of one coin.  He offers one answer to both.  And we’ve already considered most of the pieces of his answer as it bears on the issue of objectivity.  For it is a question about how to get together the Hegelian notions of sense and reference, phenomena and noumena.  It is senses that—according to each successive Whiggish, rationalist, representational-realist retrospective story—develop by (Fregean) determination, which is the development-by-expression of the referents (those referents becoming expressed more and more explicitly by senses).  And it is their referents that objectively bind and set standards for the normative assessment of the objective correctness of the whole process.  So the question of objectivity is the question of how the Hegelian biperspectival semantics can be understood as hanging together.  Laying out the final, transformative form of reciprocal recognition will permit us to understand the rational force of the norms that develop through this process, and to understand the nature of the expressively progressive recollection that is reason’s march through the world.
Section XI: Four Meta-Meta-Normative Attitudes to the Two Meta-Normative Attitudes

In order to see what the Hegelian account of the relation between normative pragmatic force (articulated by the distinction between norm and attitude) and semantic content adds to the story about the Hegelian version of the Fregean semantic distinction between sense and reference rehearsed at the end of the previous chapter, it is important to be clear about the nature of the distinction between the two meta-attitudes towards the relations between norms and attitudes: Niederträchtigkeit and Edelmütigkeit.  There are four different ways of thinking about that distinction—four different statuses it can be taken to have.  They are progressively more insightful and sophisticated, representing an expressive progression—the cumulative emergence into explicitness of implicit features of the relations between norms and attitudes—that corresponds to the stages by which Hegel sees Spirit as a whole developing its self-consciousness.  
The first way of understanding the relation between the edelmütig normativist and the niederträchtig naturalist is as a cognitive disagreement about a matter of objective fact.  They disagree about the correct answer to the question: Are there norms, or not?  If one makes an exhaustive catalogue of the furniture of the universe, will one find norms on it, or only normative attitudes?  On this way of construing it, the issue is put in a box with the question of whether there are leprechauns, and whether there is a bird in the bush.  One or the other party to the dispute is wrong.  Who is right and who is wrong is settled by an attitude-independent matter of fact—in the sense of that whether there are norms or not is not reference-dependent on the meta-attitudes of the normativist or the naturalist.  (The normativist could be correct if it turned out that there are norms, but they are reference-dependent on normative attitudes.)  On the side of epistemology, rather than ontology, the normativist takes it that normative attitudes are themselves cognitive attitudes, and that at least when things go right, they involve knowledge of norms.  The hero may in fact know what his duty is and do it because it is his duty.  The objectivist meta-meta-attitude to the issue takes it additionally that both the normative and the naturalist attitudes are themselves cognitive attitudes, only one of which can be right about what there really is.  

This objectivist way of understanding the status of the two meta-attitudes towards norms and normative attitudes is not the only one available, however.  It is possible to adopt instead an almost diametrically opposed subjectivist meta-meta-attitude.  According to this way of thinking, the normativist and the naturalist employ different vocabularies in describing the world.  Using one rather than the other is adopting a stance.  The two stances are incompatible; one cannot adopt them both.  One either uses normative vocabulary or one does not.  But both of them are available, and both of them are legitimate.  
Just as every action is capable of being looked at from the point of view of conformity to duty, so too can it be considered from the point of view of the particularity [of the doer].  [PG 665]  
As for the legitimacy of the reductive, niederträchtig attitude, Hegel acknowledges that the Kammerdiener is not wrong.  “No action can escape such judgement,” 
there is no action in which it could not oppose to the universal aspect of the action, the personal aspect of the individuality, and play the part of the moral valet towards the agent. [PG 665].  
Every intentional action is “charged with the aspect of particularity,” in that the agent must have had some motive for performing it, some attitude that was efficacious in bringing it about.  Norms are efficacious only through attitudes towards them, so one can always short-circuit explanations that appeal to the norms the attitudes are directed towards (what the agent ought to do, her duty), appealing only to the attitudes themselves.  In the broader reading, I take it that Hegel is acknowledging the possibility of purely naturalistic descriptions of the world, including human actions.  
Now to admit only that it is possible to offer a description of things in some particular, restricted vocabulary is not much of a concession.  For it is only to admit that one can say some true things using that vocabulary, while being noncommittal on what gets left out—what truths cannot be expressed in the impoverished vocabulary.  Thus one can describe the world using only the predicates “….has a mass of greater than 10 grams,” and “…does not have a mass greater than 10 grams,”—but there is a lot that one cannot say in such an expressively impoverished vocabulary.  To be substantive in this context (the context, recall, of a response to Kant’s Third Antinomy), the concession must allow further that the vocabulary in question permits an account that is explanatorily complete in its own terms.  In this case, that means that all naturalistically specifiable events and features of things can be causally accounted for by appealing only to other naturalistically specifiable events and features of things.  This is the sense in which, as Kant puts it, “everything in the world takes place solely in accordance with laws of nature.”
A vocabulary can be explanatorily complete in this sense without being expressively complete, however.  The behavior of a Turing machine is completely predictable and explicable in a very restricted vocabulary that suffices to specify the finite number of token-types it can read and write, the types of the tokens that appear in every square of the tape, the expression-triplets that appear in every cell in its two-dimensional state-table, and the current position of the read-write head.  This remains true for a realization of (a finite-tape version of) the Turing machine, so long as it is working properly.  But it will have many properties that are not specifiable in the restricted vocabulary used to specify Turing machines: a mass, a location, a shape, a physical constitution, and so on.  There remain lots of truths about the device that can only be expressed in other vocabularies.  
Just so, “every action is capable of being looked at from the point of view of conformity to duty,” that is, in the edelmütig normative vocabulary.  What shows up in the causal-psychological vocabulary of the Kammerdiener is nature, natural beings, and natural processes: the world of desire.  What shows up in the normative vocabulary of the hero is Spirit, geistig beings, and discursive practices: the world of recognition.  The realm of Spirit comprises experience and agency.  It is a structure articulated by relations of authority and responsibility, of commitment and entitlement, of reasons and concepts with the obligations and permissions that they involve and articulate.  This normative, discursive realm of Spirit is Hegel’s topic.  (The book is called “Phänomenologie des Geistes”, after all.)  It, too, is real.  According to the stance stance (meta-meta-attitude), the reductive naturalist is wrong to take it that the explanatory completeness of the naturalistic-causal vocabulary in its own terms indicates its expressive completeness—so that any claims it cannot express cannot be true.  For it must leave out concept-use as such (and hence the whole geistig dimension of human activity), even though every application of concepts in judgment and action can be explained in naturalistic terms, if it is described in naturalistic terms of noises and motions.  But the normative vocabulary is also sovereign and comprehensive within its domain, and can achieve a corresponding explanatory equilibrium.  For it is a vocabulary for describing the use of vocabularies—including the vocabulary of natural science.  Everything the scientist does, no less than the activities and practices of other discursive beings, can be described in the language of judgment, intentional action, and recognition.  The Kammerdiener’s attitude, too, is a discursive attitude.  
One of the great questions of modernity—transposed into a new key by Kant’s normative reconceptualization—concerns the relation between Spirit and Nature.  As Hegel says at the end of the Lectures on the History of Philosophy: “Nature and the world or history of spirit are the two realities…The ultimate aim and business of philosophy is to reconcile thought or the Notion with reality.”
  One strategy for doing that is to see the naturalistic and normative vocabularies as incommensurable, but as each providing a legitimate, valid, in some sense comprehensive perspective on things.  They are understood as just expressing different features of things.  The choice of which to employ in any particular case can then be understood to be pragmatic in the classical sense: a matter of what best conduces to securing the ends and interests motivating the subject making the choice of vocabulary at the time.  Rather than disagreeing about an objective matter of fact, the naturalist and the normativist are seen as expressing different subjective preferences, adopting different attitudes, which reflect different interests.  Whichever vocabulary one adopts makes possible genuine knowledge of some aspect of how things really are.    
There is something right about this pragmatic, perspectival way of construing the relations between what is expressed by normative and naturalistic vocabularies.  But the conception of Niederträchtigkeit and Edelmütigkeit as still basically cognitive stances misses something essential to Hegel’s approach.  When he introduces it, Hegel says that the niederträchtig attitude “clings to the disparity between the two essentialities” [PG 501]—the distinction that action and (actual) consciousness involve.  The edelmütig attitude seizes instead on the complementary moment of unity or identity.  We have seen various ways of conceptualizing these formal aspects of discursive activity, corresponding to different ways of thinking of what is distinguished or united.  Judging and acting are species of concept-application.  So they involve a distinction between a universal and a particular to which it is applied, and their unity in an individual: a particular as characterized by a universal.  The universal is the concept being applied, what sets the standard of correctness of the judgment or action.  On the broad construal, the niederträchtig attitude does not admit that there are standards of correctness (norms) in play at all.  The particulars are actual and real, the universals are illusory.  There are no genuine individuals that really unite universals and particulars.  The issue comes up explicitly for intentional action; the Kammerdiener does not admit that what is done can be acknowledgments of the bindingness of a norm, can be simply an application of it to a particular.  There are just particular performances, but no question of them genuinely falling under norms according to which they can be assessed.  Judgments and actions as such are visible only from the edelmütig point of view, which discerns the unity, and hence the content, of consciousness and action.  

So far, this characterization is compatible with a purely cognitive reading of the two meta-attitudes.  But immediately after the Kammerdiener passage, Hegel says of the moral valet:  

The consciousness that judges in this way is itself base [niederträchtig], because it divides up the action, producing and holding fast to the disparity of the action with itself.  [PG 666].
Adopting the niederträchtig meta-attitude not only “holds fast” to the “disparity of the action with itself,” but “divides up the action” and “produces” the disparity.  This sounds much more practical than cognitive—a matter of making something, rather than finding it.  But in what sense does the moral valet produce the disparity?  It cannot be that what he produces is the “distinction that action implies” [PG 400].  For that distinction—between achievement and intention, between the context of assessment and the context of deliberation, between particular performance and universal conceptual norm that sets a standard for correctness for it—is a ubiquitous and essential part of the metaphysical structure of action.  That distinction is not a product of modern alienation.  Alienation is only one structure that a practical conception of that distinction can take.  Indeed, that alienated structural practical conception of agency is what the Kammerdiener produces by adopting the reductive niederträchtig attitude, which denies that knowers and agents are genuinely sensitive to conceptual norms.     
The claim is that adopting the niederträchtig normative meta-attitude institutes a kind of normativity that has a distinctive, defective structure.  To say that is to say that Niederträchtigkeit is in the first instance a kind of recognition, rather than of cognition.  After all, recognition in general is taking someone to be a subject of normative statuses and attitudes (hence a knower and agent), and specific recognition is attributing particular normative statuses and attitudes.  The magnanimous historian, who takes the hero to be genuinely sensitive to and acknowledging norms beyond his own desires, recognizes the hero in a very different sense than does the one who plays the moral valet to him.  Just so, Enlightenment’s taking Faith to consist in a simple cognitive mistake is taking up a recognitive stance to Faith.  It not only makes a cognitive mistake when it takes Faith’s defining commitments to be cognitive rather then recognitive (belief in the existence of a peculiar kind of thing rather than instituting a community of trust), it also commits a recognitive injustice:
Faith… receives at [Enlightenment’s] hands nothing but wrong; for Enlightenment distorts all the moments of faith, changing them into something different from what they are in it. [563]

To faith, [Enlightenment] seems to be a perversion and a lie because it points out the otherness of its moments; in doing so, it seems directly to make something else out of them than they are in their separateness….[564]

Its ungenerous, niederträchtig failure to recognize Faith’s recognitive achievement changes that achievement, making it less than it would be if properly acknowledged.  By adopting that attitude, playing the moral valet to Faith, refusing proper recognition, Enlightenment rejects community with Faith, makes impossible the reciprocal recognition that would institute a community exhibiting the structure of trust, and pushes the corresponding sort of self-consciousness out of reach.  
The moral valet does not just notice or point out the disparity that action and consciousness involve, he identifies with it.  For his recognitive act is also a recognitive sacrifice.  What the Kammerdiener gives up is the possibility of a certain kind of self-consciousness: consciousness of himself as genuinely bound by norms.  The principled grounds he has for refusing to recognize the hero as a norm-governed creature apply to himself as well.  His position is that the idea of someone practically acknowledging a norm as binding is unintelligible.  This characterization may seem wrong, at least for the narrow, literal construal of the Kammerdiener story.  After all, he does attribute practical reasoning, and hence concept-use to the hero—just nothing that is not immediately self-serving, the satisfaction of some actual, contingent, motivating desire.  So he does in some sense recognize the hero as a discursive being.  But the claim will be that this is an unstable kind of recognition.  If all anyone can do is fulfill felt desires, then concept-use is not in the end intelligible as such.  The argument is the one rehearsed for the conscientious consciousness.  A notion of duty showing some sort of independence from attitudes is needed to give content to the idea of assessing performances accordingly as they were or were not performed out of a conviction that they were what duty demanded.  Normative attitudes are not in the end intelligible as contentful apart from the norms that identify and individuate their contents.  What the Kammerdiener is doing by adopting the niederträchtig recognitive stance is making his own and others’ performances and practices into something that is unintelligible as discursive.
The third construal of the niederträchtig and edelmütig meta-attitudes toward norms and normative attitudes is then that they are recognitive attitudes that have the effect of practical commitments.  Adopting the edelmütig stance of spirit is committing oneself to making what we are doing being binding ourselves by conceptual norms, so acknowledging the authority of such norms, by practically taking it that that is what we are doing—by recognitively treating ourselves and our fellows as doing that.  On this view normativity (which, because the norms in question are for Hegel all conceptually contentful, is the same phenomenon as rationality) is not feature of our practices independent of our meta-attitude toward it.  “To him who looks at the world rationally, the world looks rationally back,” Hegel says.
  Normativity and rationality are products of our edelmütig meta-attitudes, of our practically taking or treating what we are doing (recognizing each other) as acknowledging rational commitments.  Spirit exists insofar as we make it exist by taking it to exist: by understanding what we are doing in normative, rational terms.  We make the world rational by adopting the recognitively structured constellation of commitments and responsibilities I have—following Hegel’s usage in connection with the community Faith is committed to instituting—denominated trust.  As we will see, this means that Spirit is brought into existence and sustained by our commitment rationally to reconstruct the tradition of experience in Whiggish terms—finding trajectories through it that are monotonically expressively progressive, that exhibit what we have been doing as the unfolding into explicitness of norms that were all along implicit.  

This third understanding of the meta-attitudes of Niederträchtigkeit and Edelmütigkeit, as practical, recognitive, hence community- and self-constitutive, like the second, still presents them as options available for the subject freely to choose between.  It is up to us whether to make ourselves into merely natural or genuinely normative beings.  On this account, Hegel might be urging us to not to make the Kammerdiener’s choice, but he is not claiming we are compelled to do so.  There is, however, a fourth way of understanding the status of these two stances.  Its leading thought is that we have always already implicitly committed ourselves to adopting the edelmütig stance, to identifying with the unity that action and consciousness involve, to understanding ourselves as genuinely binding ourselves by conceptual norms that we apply in acting intentionally and making judgments.  For we do judge and act, and we cannot avoid in practice taking or treating those judgments and actions as being determinately contentful—as materially incompatible with certain other judgments and actions, and as materially entailing still others.  We count some judgments as reasons for or against others, and some intentions and plans as ruling out or requiring others as means.  Even the Kammerdiener and his resolutely reductive naturalist generalization offer contentful accounts of our doings (performances and attitudes), accounts that aim to satisfy the distinctive standards of intelligibility, adequacy, and correctness to which they hold themselves.  If the determinate contentfulness of the thoughts and intentions even of the niederträchtig is in fact intelligible only from an edelmütig perspective, then anyone who in practice treats what he is doing as judging and acting is implicitly committed thereby to Edelmütigkeit.  The semantic theory that I have been extracting from the Phenomenology has as its conclusion the antecedent of that conditional.  
If that is all right, then the apparent parity of the two meta-normative stances is an illusion.  No genuine choice between them is possible.  By talking (engaging in discursive practices) at all, we have already implicitly endorsed and adopted one of them, whether we explicitly realize that or (like the Kammerdiener) not.  On this reading, what Hegel is asking us to do is only explicitly to acknowledge theoretical and practical commitments we have already implicitly undertaken just by taking part in discursive practices—which is to say, by being acculturated [gebildet].  Our explicitly adopting the edelmütig practical-recognitive attitude is accordingly just achieving a certain kind of self-consciousness: realizing something that is already true of ourselves.  So the issue is, in the end, a broadly cognitive one: a matter of finding out how things in some sense already are.  But the achievement of this definitive kind of self-consciousness is also, as must be so according to Hegel’s social account of what self-consciousness consists in, the adoption of a distinctive kind of recognitive relation to others and to oneself.  

The realization that Edelmütigkeit simply consists in doing explicitly what one has implicitly committed oneself to do by adopting discursive attitudes and engaging in discursive practices also exhibits that recognitive attitude as a moral necessity, in a sense that develops a Kantian idea.  (This is part of the reason Hegel’s expository development of his novel positive account of the shape of an explicitly edelmütig reciprocal recognitive relation closes the section titled ‘Moralität’).  Kant seeks to ground moral imperatives in the presuppositions of rationality and discursivity, hence of normativity and the sort of positive freedom that consists in being able to bind oneself by conceptual norms.  His thought is that whatever can be shown to be a necessary condition of being a knower and agent at all is thereby shown to have a grip on us that is unconditional in the sense of not being relative to any particular endorsement or commitment of ours, whether theoretical or practical.  Hegel tells a different story than Kant does about the relations between treating others as one minimally must in order to be treating them as rational, discursive, norm-governed, free beings (that is, recognizing them), on the one hand, and one’s self-consciousness as oneself rational, discursive, norm-governed, and free.  But he takes over the idea that specifically moral norms are to be derived from the presuppositions of discursivity in general.  Self-recognition, recognizing oneself, treating oneself as a discursive being, able to undertake determinately contentful commitments, exercise determinately contentful authority and so on, requires recognizing others: attributing that kind of responsibility and authority to them.  Any practical or theoretical presupposition of that is a structural presupposition of one’s own self-consciousness.  That is the source of moral requirements on how we treat others.  Transposed into the key of Hegel’s expressive idiom, edification concerning what is necessary shows up as the making explicit (für sich) of what it is already implicitly (an sich) committed to.  Doing that always has both a cognitive aspect of finding out how things already really were (in themselves), and of recognitive self-transformation and constitution of oneself as a new kind of self-consciousness.    

There are two places in this argument for the cognitive, practical-recognitive, and moral necessity of adopting the edelmütig meta-normative attitude—that doing that explicitly is just acknowledging what one has always already done implicitly—at which the convinced anti-normative reductionist could object.  First, of course, is to the claim, grounded in Hegel’s complex semantics, that only an edelmütig recognitive structure can make or find determinate conceptual contents.  In the next section of this chapter we’ll look more closely at the story that backs up that claim by connecting hermeneutic magnanimity with the Hegelian process of extracting representational content from inferential content by recollection.  The other locus for a possible objection is the claim that the naturalist is implicitly committed, just by speaking and acting intentionally, to the determinate contentfulness of his attitudes in some sense that brings into play a semantics at all.  (The sort of naturalist who acknowledges that semantic normativity must be underwritten, but seeks to do that in wholly naturalistic terms falls under the first heading rather than this one.)  This is not true of the Kammerdiener on the narrowest, most literal construal, since he attributes contentful attitudes, just exclusively self-interested ones, ones that more or less immediately express particular desires of the sort whose paradigm is bodily wants.  But on the broader reading, a determined naturalist might insist that exactly what he wants to deny is that we must give intentional specifications of our performances and attitudes (that is, ones that identify or individuate them in terms of their conceptual contents) at all.  If he is willing to describe even his own doings entirely in the restricted language of noises, marks, and the motions of bodies, why does not talk of “implicit commitments” just beg the question against his view?  There is, of course, nothing to keep this sort of naturalist from making what he says true of himself.  He is also a desiring organism, and he can make himself into nothing more than that.  For he can just stop talking—though only, as Sellars remarks—at the cost of having nothing to say.  But if he does keep talking, then whatever else he is doing, he is responding to reasons as reasons, drawing inferences and offering accounts.  For his performing speech acts that have the significance, regardless of his view of the matter, of claiming conceptually articulated authority and undertaking conceptually articulated responsibility.  And that is enough for him also to be incurring the implicit commitments that Hegel sees as made explicit by confession, forgiveness, and trust.  
In much of this chapter, I have deliberately been using ‘norm’ in a loose and apparently ambiguous way.  I’ve been doing so to mirror, more or less, Hegel’s use of ‘necessity’.  That use is intended to combine (successor versions of) the two notions that Kant distinguished under the headings of “subjective necessity” and “objective necessity.”  From Hegel’s point of view, these are ‘einseitig’ construals of aspects of a single notion, which stand to one another in complex relations.  The conceptual apparatus needed to talk in a less ambiguous way has already been put on the table.  The first, subjective aspect of normativity refers to social normative statuses of subjects: commitments and entitlements, responsibility and authority.  These are the objects of recognitive attitudes that individual subjects adopt toward other individual subjects.  The second, objective aspect refers to the conceptual structure of the objective world: the material incompatibility and (so) consequence relations that articulate that world into determinate properties-and-objects, facts, and laws.  These are the objects of cognitive attitudes that individual subjects adopt toward the objective world.  The existence of normative statuses is not reference-independent of the existence of subjective normative attitudes.  The existence of objective conceptual norms is reference-independent of the existence of subjective normative attitudes (and hence of normative statuses).  The Hegelian thesis that normative statuses and objective conceptual norms are reciprocally sense-dependent is what in Chapter Five I called “objective idealism”.  
It is important to keep this complex structure of various kinds of dependence and independence in mind when thinking about the relation between the third and fourth construals of Niederträchtigkeit and Edelmütigkeit.  According to the final one, normative statuses are made by (reference-dependent upon) normative attitudes (including the meta-normative attitudes of Niederträchtigkeit and Edelmütigkeit), while conceptual norms are found (reference-independent of normative attitudes, including the meta-normative ones).  Because objective conceptual norms are (reciprocally) sense-dependent on the normative statuses of subjects (objective idealism), the niederträchtig reductive naturalist is wrong to think that he can deny the intelligibility (his reason for denying the existence) of normative statuses and still be entitled to treat the objective world as a determinate object of potential knowledge.  “No cognition without recognition!” is the slogan here.  Because normative attitudes and normative statuses are both reciprocally sense-dependent and reciprocally reference-dependent, the attempt to entitle oneself to talk about determinately contentful normative attitudes while denying the intelligibility and (so) existence of normative statuses is bound to fail.  We saw Hegel make arguments to the effect that normative attitudes must be thought of as contentless if normative statuses are taken out of the picture, at various places in the text, such as the discussion of skepticism, of the honest consciousness, and of the conscientious consciousness.  Denying the intelligibility of normative statuses—denying that genuine authority and the bindingness of commitments can be made sense of—is alienation.  Asserting the sense- and reference-dependence of normative statuses on normative attitudes—in this dual sense denying that normative statuses are independent of normative attitudes—is the core insight behind the modern rise of subjectivity.  We are accordingly now in a position to see how that insight can be reconciled with the overcoming of alienation.  
Niederträchtigkeit is a pure expression of alienation, while Edelmütigkeit shows a way forward from the impasse of modernity.  The progression through the four, ever more sophisticated, meta-meta-normative ways of understanding these meta-normative attitudes track the principal stages in the development of Spirit.  The first, objective/cognitive construal runs together normative statuses and conceptual norms by in effect assimilating the former to the latter.  They are either just there, independently of our (meta-normative) attitudes toward them, or they are not.  This corresponds to the traditional, pre-modern attitude toward norms.  The stance stance, which sees a free choice between two ways of talking, with either meta-normative attitude available for adoption by subjects as a theoretical commitment corresponds to the modern, subjectivist attitude toward norms, as that attitude is epitomized by Enlightenment.  This second rendering runs together normative statuses and conceptual norms by in effect assimilating the latter to the former by seeing conceptual norms as instituted by normative attitudes in the way normative statuses are (the principle of utility).  Understanding the stances and the choice between them as a matter of adopting a practical commitment, as producing the unity it discerns, hence ultimately as a recognitive matter of community- and self-constitution corresponds to the response Hegel makes to Enlightenment’s misunderstanding of the nature of the community of trust, on Faith’s behalf.  That is, these two construals correspond to the two alienated institutional forms of characteristically modern understandings of norms, statuses, and attitudes.  Understanding the edelmütig attitude as a practical-recognitive commitment that has always already implicitly been undertaken as a pragmatic condition of semantically contentful cognition and agency (of determinate subjective attitudes) then corresponds to breaking through the confines of alienated modernity into the form of self-consciousness Hegel calls “Absolute Knowing”.  At the first stage, in which necessity is construed as objective necessity, the norms are found.  For normative statuses (duty, propriety, what one is committed to do, what one is responsible for doing) reflect and are determined by objective (attitude- and practice-independent) norms.  In the middle, modern stage, in which necessity is construed as subjective necessity, normativity and reason must be made by our attitudes and practices, rather than being found.  At the projected post-modern third stage, finding and making show up as two sides of one coin, two aspects of one process, whose two phases—experience and its recollection, lived forward and comprehended backward, the inhalation and exhalation that sustain the life of Spirit—are each both makings and findings.  In experience, error is found and a new phenomenon is made.  In recollection, a rational selection and reconstruction of an expressively progressive trajectory of experience is made, and an implicit noumenon is found.  Senses are made, and referents found.  The unity, the identity of content, that consciousness and action involve must be made, and the complementary disparity is found.  Absolute Knowing is comprehending the way in which these aspects mutually presuppose, support, complement, and complete one another.  
Section XII:  Confession, Judgment, and Forgiveness

The final movement of Spirit is discussed in the concluding eleven paragraphs of this long chapter.  It is here that Hegel sketches the way forward out of modernity to a more adequately self-conscious structure of recognition, and so of selves, norms, and communities.  This discussion is the culmination of the substantive development of the whole book.  It is true that the Spirit chapter is succeeded by two more: Religion, and Absolute Knowing, but in a real sense they comment on a development that has already been completed by the end of Spirit.
  Absolute Knowing is an account of where we have arrived, after our phenomenological recollection of the development of different shapes of consciousness, self-consciousness, and reason—that is, of the cognitive, recognitive, and practical dimensions of conceptual activity—and of the stages of Spirit as a whole.  When Absolute Knowing begins, we are supposed to have already achieved the sort of self-consciousness it concerns itself with.  And the point of the Religion chapter is that the insights we have achieved philosophically, by the end of the Spirit chapter, can be seen to be those that religion, too, seeks to express—albeit not conceptually, but in the form of sensuous immediacy.  (Recall the symbolic-expressive role of what is immediately observable in revealing an underlying unobservable reality, as introduced late in Force and Understanding, discussed at the end of Chapter Four above and filled in by the treatment of phenomena and noumena at the end of Chapter Seven.)  Religion is to provide a different point of view on a lesson already presented in more perspicuous form.  It is to the substantive work completed in Spirit what Kant’s Religion Within the Bounds of Reason Alone is to the presentation of his practical philosophy in the 2nd Critique.  The lesson we are to have learned from the rehearsal of the history of Spirit will be restated in Absolute Knowing, and again, in somewhat different terms, in the Preface.  But its emergence from the ultimately incompatible structural commitments characteristic of modernity is chronicled in these few concluding paragraphs of Spirit.  It is here that we are to achieve the state Hegel calls “absolute knowing,” the end of our spiritual journey.    
The text that describes the transition to the third stage in the development of Spirit is gnomic, dark, and allegorical.  It takes the form of a parable, a narrative recounting sequential stages in the relationship between an “evil consciousness” [PG 661] and a “hard-hearted judge” [PG 669-70]: evil [PG 661-62], judgment [PG 662-66], confession [666], refusal of reciprocal confession [PG 667-68], the breaking of the hard heart and confession by the judge [PG 669], forgiveness [PG 669-71], and the achievement of a new kind of community (“The reconciling Yea, in which the two 'I's let go their antithetical existence, is the existence of the 'I' which has expanded into a duality.” [PG 671]).  Our task, as it has so often been, is to read the allegory—in this case, so as to understand the nature of this final form of mutual recognition as reciprocal confession and forgiveness.  Unlike the earlier stories, this one outlines something that hasn’t happened yet: a future development of Spirit, of which Hegel is the prophet: the making explicit of something already implicit, whose occurrence is to usher in the next phase in our history.  

The two parties to this morality tale, the judged and the judging consciousness, personify the two social perspectives on the application of concepts in judgment and agency familiar to us from our consideration of Hegel’s theory of agency.  These are the first-person context of deliberation (Vorsatz-Handlung) and the third-person context of assessment (Absicht-Tat).  The one judged makes himself responsible, by applying a concept, and the judge holds him responsible for that application.    What we are eventually to comprehend—thereby achieving “absolute knowing”—is the way in which a process of negotiation involving the normative attitudes of the self-conscious individuals occupying the two perspectives is intelligible as instituting a normative status: a cognitive or practical commitment resulting from the application of a conceptual norm whose determinate content is expressed, clarified, and developed in that very process.  

The adoption of normative attitudes towards one another (the attribution and acknowledgment of normative statuses) is recognition.  So the relations between the judging and the judged individuals are recognitive ones: the relations that articulate their self-consciousness and structure their community.  As our story begins, the recognitive attitudes in virtue of which the acting consciousness is denominated ‘evil’ or ‘wicked’ [böse], and the judge “hard-hearted” are niederträchtig ones.  

The consciousness that judges in this way is itself base [niederträchtig], because it divides up the action, producing and holding fast to the disparity of the action with itself. [PG 666]
What is wrong with Niederträchtigkeit is that such attitudes institute alienated recognitive structures.  In a social structure of self-consciousness of this kind, an individual’s judgments and actions are not intelligible as such, to himself or to others.  For what he does cannot be practically understood as the application of (the binding of himself by) determinately contentful conceptual norms.  We need to be clear about the relations between:

1. Niederträchtigkeit, as a practical attitude of identification with, hence sacrifice for, the disparity that action and consciousness involve, which produces that disparity in a distinctively alienated form;

2. Alienation, as a recognitive structure that is defective in making incomprehensible the normative dimension of the activities of individuals and the practices of communities that exhibit that structure (a failure of self-consciousness); and 

3. Asymmetry of recognition as its characteristic structural defect, and as resulting from practically applying categories of immediacy or independence (the conception of authority and responsibility epitomized by the Master).    

The first observation to make is that one way recognition can be non-reciprocal or asymmetric is if the norms that are applied by the people who are deliberating about what to do and justifying what they are doing are not the same norms that are applied by the people attributing those doings and assessing those justifications.  As we have seen, that is just the criticism that Hegel makes of the meta-normative attitudes—both the theoretical ones and the recognitive ones that result from relying on those theoretical attitudes in practice—that he discusses under the heading of ‘Moralität’ in the first two subsections of the third part of the Spirit chapter.  The inevitable difference that action involves (because of the difference between the two social recognitive perspectives on it) is produced (by being practically construed) by these meta-attitudes in the form of a disparity between the norms that are available for individuals to use in the context of deliberation and acknowledgment of commitments, on the one hand, and the norms that are available for individuals to apply in the context of assessment and attribution of commitments, on the other.  The successor meta-conception, conscience, Hegel portrays as succeeding in getting the same norms to apply in both contexts.  But that desirable result is achieved only at the cost of losing the content of the common norms.  For what is right is identified by both parties, both the acting and the assessing consciousness, with whatever the agent takes to be right.  And that means (as another philosopher would later point out) that on that conception there ultimately is no question of right or wrong.  For there is nothing left that the agent can intelligibly be taking an application of a concept to be, when he takes it to be correct.  If norms are simply identified with normative attitudes (what is correct with what is taken to be correct), the latter become unintelligible.  

One of Hegel’s most fundamental ideas is that the notion of content is intelligible in principle only in terms of the sort of friction between normative attitudes that shows up in cognitive experience in the collision of incompatible commitments acknowledged by one knower, and which we have come to see is rooted in the social-perspectival collision of commitments acknowledged and those attributed in practical experience of the disparity of Handlung and Tat.  Any attempt to remove the distinctions that consciousness and action involve by immediately identifying the two sides with one another necessarily discards raw materials essential for making sense of the notion of determinate conceptual content.  The conscientious consciousness’ characteristically alienated attempt to replace norms by attitudes is merely the latest in a sequence of targets of this generic criticism that Hegel has rehearsed, beginning with the conception of immediate sense certainty, in Consciousness, including both the discussions of mastery and of stoicism and skepticism, in Self-Consciousness, and the honest consciousness (which identified doings with willings, construed as a kind of minimal doing that is immediately realizable because identical with the mere adoption of an attitude) in Reason.  All are accused of putting themselves in a position from which the contents of their attitudes are incomprehensible.  The niederträchtig judge does not, like the conscientious consciousness, elide the distinction that action and consciousness involves.  But, as we’ll see he does have the same self-defeating meta-attitude that unless the agent’s motivating attitude (purpose) and the norm according to which it is to be assessed are immediately identical, then there is no common content in play at all.  And without that notion of a content that can (at the very least, in favored cases) be understood as common to what is intended and what is achieved, the notion of a normative status—of what the agent is doing as committing himself, in action and judgment, the object of both sorts of normative attitude, of a commitment as what can be both acknowledged (oneself) and attributed (by others)—together with the notion of the norm one is binding oneself by in adopting such a status, necessarily goes missing.  In order to overcome the problems that are part and parcel of the one-sided construals of the unity of action by the conscientious consciousness and of its disparity by the judge who plays the moral valet to other agents, what is needed is to move beyond the categories of immediacy they apply in their theoretical and practical understandings of normativity.  Then, and only then can the distinction that action and consciousness involve show up as two forms in which one content can appear.
Against this background, let us look at what Hegel says about how the judging consciousness applies different standards to the assessment of action than does the agent himself.    “The consciousness of an act declares its specific action to be a duty.”  [PG 665]  This is how the agent justifies his action: by saying (here using Kantian terminology) that it falls under a norm, that it correct or required.  Doing this is exhibiting a normative attitude, portraying what is done as an acknowledgment of a norm as binding.  In a certain sense, this attitude is the end of the matter for the agent.  He can only do what he takes to be his duty.  When he has settled that, he has settled what to do.  His normative attitude, his acknowledgment of a commitment, is the form in which his normative status, what he is really committed to, shows up for him.  ‘Conscience’ [Gewissen] is Hegel’s term for the metanormative conception according to which that attitude ought also to settle things (be authoritative for) those who assess the correctness of what the agent does.  As long as he did what he took to be his duty, he acted conscientiously (i.e. out of respect for duty), and that is supposed to be the only basis on which he can be assessed.  Having seen the fatal structural flaw in this strategy—the way the notion of duty goes missing in it—we (the phenomenological ‘we’, Hegel’s readers) are moving on to consider a successor strategy that does retain a difference between the context of assessment and that of appraisal.  
Now the judging consciousness does not stop short at the former aspect of duty, at the doers knowledge of it that this is his duty, and the fact that the doer knows it to be his duty, the condition and status of his reality.  On the contrary, it holds to the other aspect, looks at what the action is in itself, and explains it as resulting from an intention different from the action itself, and from selfish motives. Just as every action is capable of being looked at from the point of view of conformity to duty, so too can it be considered from the point of view of the particularity [of the doer]…No action can escape such judgement, for duty for duty's sake, this pure purpose, is an unreality; it becomes a reality in the deed of an individuality, and the action is thereby charged with the aspect of particularity....Thus, for the judging consciousness, there is no action in which it could not oppose to the universal aspect of the action, the personal aspect of the individuality, and play the part of the moral valet towards the agent.  [PG 665]
It is from the point of view of such a judging consciousness, assessing the conformity of a performance to duty, that the performance—any actual performance—shows up as wrong, and the acting consciousness as bad.  The concept of evil in play here is of actions that disregard what the agent ought to do, what it would be right to do, and respond only to the agent’s personal wants and desires.  In this case, assessing the doing as evil is taking it not to have been performed out of a pure respect for duty, that is, application of a norm, acknowledgement of a commitment.  We know enough by now to see that the problem is going to be with the “purity” required of the purpose, that the action stem from “duty for duty’s sake” alone.  An insistence on those characteristics expresses an understanding of authority on the one-sided model of independence (mastery): unless only the norm is authoritative, unless it is wholly authoritative, it cannot be understood as authoritative at all.  But what, exactly, is the content of the indictment delivered by the judging consciousness and, at the next stage in the parable, confessed by the acting consciousness?  
I think we should understand it as comprising two related, but distinct claims.  First, and most obviously, it is always possible to offer a reductive, Kammerdiener’s account of the aetiology of an action in terms of attitudes rather than norms, inclinations rather than obligations, causes rather than reasons (“selfish motives”, “particularity”, “the personal aspect”).  We need not accept the agent’s claim to be sensitive to norms, reasons, the standards of correctness for the application of concepts.  In place of a kantian explanation in terms of what are often called “external reasons”, we can always give a humean explanation in terms of what are correspondingly called “internal reasons”:  appeal to the subjective desires of the agent as motives instead of to the agent’s obligations as reasons.  From this point of view the agent shows up not only as bad, in the sense of not really responsive to norms, but also as hypocritical [PG 663-64], for the agent claims to be responsive to norms, but in fact—according to the niederträchtig assessment—is really responsive only to its own inclinations and attitudes.  Counterfactually, if the norms determining the content of one’s real commitments were different, but one’s attitudes and inclinations were the same, one would act in the same way.  So what should one count as sensitive to?  Since norms are only actually efficacious via attitudes, it is always possible to see agents as sensitive only to their own attitudes.  Construing that fact as meaning that those attitudes are not properly to be understood as acknowledgments of commitments, as applications of (bindings of oneself by) conceptual norms, is Niederträchtigkeit.  
Second, Hegel characterizes the niederträchtig judge as holding to the moment of disparity that action necessarily involves, looking “at what the action is in itself,” what is actually achieved, rather than what it is for the agent, “and explains it as resulting from an intention different from the action itself.”  (Hegel uses ‘Absicht’ here, but he has not yet made the technical distinction between ‘Absicht’ and ‘Vorsatz’ that he will later explain and enforce in the Philosophy of Right, as discussed in Chapter Seven.  In those later terms, ‘Vorsatz’ would be better here.)  For what is seized on is the disparity between the norm the agent claims to be answering to (the concept he is applying) and the actual performance produced.  It is part of the basic metaphysics of agency that one can never merely fulfill a purpose.  Whatever one does admits of an indefinite number of specifications.
  The niederträchtig assessor and attributor of the doing rejects the authoritativeness of the agent’s privileging of one of these (indeed, often, as we’ve seen, one that is not even true of what was done, but stands to those that are true only in a much weaker, retrospectively discerned, broadly anaphoric relation) as what he was trying to do.  The judge exercises his own authority, attributing and holding the agent responsible for the action under a different kind of description, seeing it not as the acknowledgment of a norm but only the evincing of a desire or inclination.  By acting this way, the judge in fact adopts an asymmetric recognitive stance toward the agent.  For he insists on his own authority over action-specifications, while not acknowledging any corresponding authority on the part of the agent.  And that asymmetry is the direct result of understanding authority and responsibility on the model of independence: as precluding any kind of reciprocal dependence (taking authority to be incompatible with any correlative responsibility).  
The Kammerdiener’s sort of assessment is always possible, and in the parable of confession and forgiveness, the agent himself eventually comes to assess his own actions this way.  He confesses to being evil—confesses that his apparent respect for the norms (universals) is a guise for the pursuit of personal (particular) ends.  Adopting this reductive naturalistic characterization of his own doings is the ne plus ultra of alienation.  For the self-consciousness that makes this confession (recognizing itself in niederträchtig terms) becomes unintelligible to itself as a creature and creator of norms, hence as a knower and agent at all.  The reductive stance acknowledges only attitudes.  It is not just that the indefinite multiplicity of unique circumstances accompanying every particular candidate for application of a conceptual norm make it impossible to be sure whether it is correct to apply the universal to that particular, what one’s use of that term commits one to do, and so what attitude one would be justified or entitled to adopt by the norms in play.  It is rather that the very idea of a norm that settles the question one way or another for novel cases (the idea of normative “rails laid out to infinity”) seems unintelligible—a metaphysical, rather than an epistemic problem.  What there really is—instead of genuine conceptual norms, which, when applied by adopting an attitude toward them, institute genuine normative statuses, paradigmatically commitments—is just cases where a term has been applied in the past (by oneself and by others), cases where such application has been withheld, and the inclinations and dispositions that various practitioners have as a matter of fact acquired in response to those prior uses, in the context of how they are all wired-up and trained.  Using a term in some cases and not others is expressing a practical attitude.  But on this reductive conception, it is not a normative attitude.  There are no norms in play that could determine what one was really committing onself to by doing so (what normative status one had undertaken by adopting that attitude).  

Again, the counterfactuals also point to the reality and explanatory sufficiency of attitudes rather than norms.  Had individual practitioners, as a result of their own particular, contingent motivations, applied terms differently in the past, their heirs would be disposed to apply them differently now.  (This counterfactual matter of fact provides the grip that genealogy gets on norms.)  Current attitudes (uses) are sensitive to past attitudes (uses).  No notion of normative necessity (what one has reason) to do emerges from this picture of massive contingency, in which current applications are explicable in terms of “what the judge had for breakfast.”  In this sense it is attitudes “all the way down.”  This reductive naturalism is the culmination of modern alienation.  In it, what was all along the dark side of the implicit core of modernity—its discovery of the constitutive significance of individual attitudes—comes into the explicit light of day.  
As Hegel tells the story, the acting consciousness, which “declares its specific action to be duty,” and both the judging and confessing consciousness, which explain actions in terms of non-normatively characterized motives (attitudes), see the issue about which they disagree as a cognitive one: a matter of who is right about an objective fact.  Is the agent in fact acknowledging the bindingness of a norm (being sensitive to a normative necessity), or merely responding to other attitudes (so the performance belongs in a box with other phenomena explicable by appeal to contingent matters of fact)?  Is naturalism about motives true?  If it is, then it applies in the context of assessment just as much as in the context of deliberation, and so to the judge who assesses and attributes actions as much as to the agent who produces them.  If the agent cannot intelligibly be supposed to be undertaking commitments, acknowledging norms as binding, binding himself by norms, trying to do what is right, then neither can the judge.  Or again, if the fact that one can adopt the Kammerdiener stance means that one must (that that is the right way to think of things) in the case of the consciousness being assessed, why does not the same thing apply to the consciousness doing the assessing?  

But at this stage in the parable, the judging consciousness “is hypocrisy, because it passes off such judging, not as another manner of being wicked, but as the correct consciousness of the action.”  [PG 666]  The judge takes it that though the acting consciousness is evil, responding to the particular rather than the universal, the contingencies of his subjective situation and dispositions rather than acknowledging what is normatively necessary, he himself is responsive to the universal, to norms.  What the judge says is correct, the right way to describe what is going on, the way one is obliged to think about it.  The judge still takes it that he can “oppose to the universal aspect of the action, the personal aspect of the individuality,” because he still perceives that universal aspect.  So the assessor and attributor of actions applies quite different standards to his own activities than he does to those of the ones he assesses.  This is an asymmetric recognitive relation.  

The first step toward a symmetric, genuinely reciprocal interpersonal recognitive relation is taken by the individual who is judged, who confesses its particularity and the contingency of its attitudes.  [PG 666]  Confessing is acknowledging and accepting the correctness of the indictment of the niederträchtig judge.  It is a speech act, because “language as the existence of Spirit…is self-consciousness existing for others,” [PG 652], “it is the self which as such is actual in language, which declares itself to be the truth, and just by so doing acknowledges all other selves and is acknowledged by them.” [PG 654]  The content of the confession is accordingly something like: 
“I confess that my judgments and actions have not been just what I was obliged or permitted (committed or entitled) to do by the norms implicit in the concepts applied therein; they were not simply responses acknowledging the normative necessity embodied in those concepts.  They also express, reflect, and are sensitive to my subjective attitudes—the doxastic and practical commitments, the particular contingent course of experience I have undergone, the beliefs that I have contingently acquired and rejected or retained during this historical-experiential process of development, my contingent practical ends, projects, and plans and their evolution—everything that makes me the distinctive individual I am.  They are, in the end, my commitments, my attitudes, shot through and through with particularity that is not a mere reflection of the universals I took myself to be applying.”  

To say that is to express the structural distinction and disparity that cognition and action involve.  That is the distinction between what things are for consciousness and what they are in themselves.  What is confessed is that what things are for consciousness is not just whatever they are in themselves.  What things are for me is influenced not only by what they are in themselves, but also by considerations particular to my actual, embodied subjectivity: the residual effects of the contingent trajectory of my training and experience, collateral attitudes, inclinations, concerns, and emphases of attention (class, individual level of ressentiment, role in the Family Romance…).  Indeed, my decision to apply or not to apply a given concept in some actual circumstances can be explained by appeal to such contingencies concerning prior applications of concepts, quite apart from consideration of the true content of the conceptual norm being applied: the norm I in fact bound myself by in the sense that makes it relevant to assessments of correctness and success.  On the cognitive side, this is the structural distinction between the Hegelian versions of sense and referent, phenomena and noumena, conception and concept.  On the practical side, it is the structural distinction between purpose and achievement.  

Making such a confession is practically identifying with that structural disparity that knowing and acting consciousness involves.  For it is sacrificing the claim to entitlement for or justification of the judgment or action by appeal to the content of the conceptual norm being applied.  It is identification with one’s own attitudes (particularity), rather than with the normative statuses (individuality) that are adopted in virtue of applying concepts, binding oneself by norms (universals).  That universal dimension is no longer acknowledged as being in play—only attitudes.  So the confessor, too, adopts a niederträchtig attitude, now toward his own commitments.  Like the judge, he “opposes to the universal aspect of the action, the personal aspect of the individuality.”  Doing that is a step toward the achievement of mutual, symmetric recognition, because the confession consists in adopting the standards of assessment deployed by the judging consciousness, ceasing to insist on his own.  And that means that the same standards are brought to bear by the agent as by the assessor—even though they are niederträchtig ones, basely identifying with the disparity of form that cognition and action involve, rather than nobly identifying with their identity of content.  

But there is a residual asymmetry.  For if the Kammerdiener’s reductive naturalism is correct, then it applies to the judge too.

Perceiving this identity and giving utterance to it, he confesses this to the other, and equally expects that the other, having in fact put himself on the same level, will also respond in words in which he will give utterance to this identity with him, and expects that this mutual recognition will now exist in fact. [PG 666]
Yet the judge need not (though he ought) acknowledge this identity.  He can persist in applying different standards to the concrete actions of others than he does to his own assessments: understanding what they do genealogically, as the result of peculiarities of their particular cognitive-practical experiential trajectory, while understanding his own judgments just as correct applications of universals, whose determinate contents necessitate those applications.  The details of his own breakfast, he insists, are irrelevant to his assessment.

The confession of the one who is wicked, 'I am so', is not followed by a reciprocal similar confession. This was not what the judging consciousness meant: quite the contrary. It repels this community of nature, and is the hard heart that is for itself, and which rejects any continuity with the other. [PG 667]

At this stage, the judge does not appear as impartially applying universals, simply responding appropriately to their normative demands.  What he is doing shows up as adopting a stance, rather than just cognitively apprehending how things objectively are.  For he decides to adopt a different stance towards his own sayings and doings than he does to those of others.  This is an optional attitude on his part.  Further, in “rejecting any continuity with the other” he is adopting a recognitive stance: rejecting an offer of reciprocal recognition.  That is a further kind of doing, for which he is responsible.  So as the allegorical narrative develops, Hegel is describing a sequence of shifts in ways of understanding what is going on that follows the four meta-meta-normative attitudes discussed in the previous section.  It follows a trajectory whose endpoints are the two attitudes attributed by James Hogg in his celebrated aphorism: “To the wicked, all things are wicked; but to the just, all things are just and right.”
  

As a result, the situation is reversed. The one who made the confession sees himself repulsed, and sees the other to be in the wrong when he refuses to let his own inner being come forth into the outer existence of speech, when the other contrasts the beauty of his own soul with the penitent's wickedness, yet confronts the confession of the penitent with his own stiff-necked unrepentant character, mutely keeping himself to himself and refusing to throw himself away for someone else. [667]
The hard-hearted judge is doing what he originally indicted the other for.  He is letting particularity affect his application of universals: applying different normative standards to doings just because they happen to be his doings.  And in doing so, he is producing a recognitive disparity, allowing his particular being-for-self (attachment to his own attitudes) to disrupt the achievement of a community (universal) by reciprocal recognition.  
It is thus its own self which hinders that other's return from the deed into the spiritual existence of speech and into the identity of Spirit, and by this hardness of heart produces the disparity which still exists.  [PG 667]
What is normatively called for—in the sense that it would be the explicit acknowledgment (what things are for the judge) of what is implicitly (in itself) going on—is a reciprocal confession.  That would be the judge’s recognition of himself in the one who confessed.  (“We’re all bozos on this bus.”)  For “The breaking of the hard heart, and the raising of it to universality, is the same movement which was expressed in the consciousness that made confession of itself.”  [PG 669]  The judge’s acknowledgement that his judgments, too, can be explained as resulting from contingent features of his experience, that everybody is in the same boat in this regard, would be a sacrifice of his particularity—his attachment to his own prior attitude of privileging himself over others in the standards of assessment he applies—that is an identification with and production of a symmetric recognitive unity or identity, rather than a recognitive disparity.  That sacrifice need not be thought of as “throwing himself away for someone else,” but as identification with the universal, rather than the particular aspect of his individuality (the recognized instead of the recognizing aspect).  

Reciprocal confession is not yet the achievement of absolute Spirit [PG 670], “the true, i.e. the self-conscious and existent, equalization of the two sides” [PG 669], however, so long as what is achieved is just reciprocal Niederträchtigkeit.  Having a whole community of knowers and agents symmetrically and even-handedly playing the moral valet to each other—reciprocally confessing the justice of assessments of the sort originally made by the hard-hearted judge—does not yet abolish alienation, but only raises it to the level of universality.  For norms are still invisible.  And since they are, so are normative statuses.  What one is doing is not intelligible as acknowledging and attributing commitments, binding oneself and taking others to be bound by norms.  So the reciprocal niederträchtig recognitive attitudes are not intelligible as normative attitudes either, but only as natural states of individuals (inclinations, dispositions), causally brought about by and bringing about other such states.  From this point of view, the performances individuals produce cannot be seen as intentional doings or claims to knowledge, nor the individuals as agents or knowers, hence not really as self-conscious selves.  What they are for themselves is accordingly not yet what they are in themselves.  

The stage is set for the transition to the next and final stage in the development of self-conscious Spirit, by the judge traversing the four meta-meta-attitudes laid out in the previous section:

a) First, the judge acknowledges that he is adopting a stance, rather than simply acknowledging a fact;

b) Second, the judge acknowledges that the stance is a recognitive one;

c) So, the judge acknowledges that which stance he adopts produces a community of a certain kind;

d) Next, the judge must acknowledge that acting and judging (acknowledging and attributing, deliberating and assessing) implicitly presuppose (are intelligible only in the context of) edelmütig recognitive stances.

e) Finally, the judge must explicitly adopt such a recognitive stance and institute an edelmütig recognitive community.

Edelmütigkeit—generosity or magnanimity, the noble recognitive stance that contrasts with Niederträchtigkeit, mean-spiritedness or pusillanimity, the base recognitive stance—consists in treating oneself and others in practice as adopting normative statuses, rather than just changing natural states.  Achieving the kind of self-consciousness that overcomes the alienation distinctive of modernity and moves us decisively into the post-modern phase in the development of Spirit requires: first realizing that in taking or treating ourselves and each other as selves, as able to make claims expressing beliefs and pursue plans expressing intentions, we are implicitly adopting edelmütig recognitive attitudes, and second, explicitly adopting such attitudes.  

Doing that demands more than confession, even reciprocal confession.  In Hegel’s allegory, what it requires is forgiveness.  He introduces this notion in the penultimate paragraph of Spirit:

The forgiveness which it extends to the other is the renunciation of itself, of its unreal essential being which it put on a level with that other which was a real action, and acknowledges that what thought characterized as bad, viz. action, is good; or rather it abandons this distinction of the specific thought and its subjectively determined judgement, just as the other abandons its subjective characterization of action. The word of reconciliation is the objectively existent Spirit, which beholds the pure knowledge of itself qua universal essence, in its opposite, in the pure knowledge of itself qua absolutely self-contained and exclusive individuality—a reciprocal recognition which is absolute Spirit. [PG 670]

Forgiveness [Verzeihung] is a recognitive attitude that practically acknowledges the complementary contributions of particularity and universality to individuality—both the way the application of the universal raises the particular to the level of the individual, and the way application to particulars actualizes the universal in an individual.  It is a practical, community-instituting form of self-consciousness that is structured by the meta-conceptual categories of Vernunft, rather than Verstand.  It is sittlich, rather than alienated, in understanding the complex interdependence of norms (universals, on the side of content, necessity, on the side of force) and attitudes and the process by which together they institute and articulate normative statuses (commitments).  It is, in short, what ushers in a post-modern form of community characterized by the form of self-consciousness he calls “absolute knowing.”  That form of understanding is what the whole Phenomenology has been aiming at: “that one far-off divine event, toward which the whole creation moves.”  
So what is forgiveness?  Forgiving, like confessing, is a speech act, something done in and with language.  It is doing something by saying something.  That is why Hegel talks about it in terms of the “word of reconciliation [Versöhnung” [PG 670].  Indeed, all the recognitive relations discussed in the last part of Spirit are linguistic performances—from the distinctive language by which the lacerated consciousness gives utterance to its disrupted state to the warrant of sincerity and conviction that is the core of the conscientious consciousness’s claim to justification for what it does.  “Here again, then, we see language as the existence of Spirit.  Language is self-consciousness existing for others.” [PG 652]  That forgiveness necessarily takes a linguistic form can tempt one to suppose that it is an easy speech act to perform: that it consists just in saying “I forgive you,” uttering the word of reconciliation.  But that cannot be right, given what is at stake here, the weight this concept must bear in Hegel’s project.  The form of reciprocal recognition that consists of confession, forgiveness by the judge of the confessor for what is confessed, and confession on the part of the judge, is the final form of recognition Hegel envisages.  On the practical side it is to be the overcoming modern alienation, re-achieving Sittlichkeit in a higher, self-conscious form.  On the cognitive side, it is the social and institutional framework for bringing to bear the meta-conceptual categories of Vernunft, so for achieving the final, adequate form of understanding of the relation between the normative and the natural that Hegel calls “absolute knowing.”  For a form of words to accomplish that simply by being pronounced, it would have to be a magic formula.  

If the speech act of forgiving is not to be construed in this way as the casting of a spell, what one does by producing it must be hard—at least in the sense that one can try to do it and fail.  By way of comparison, consider the speech act of demonstrating that some mathematical proposition is true, that is, exhibiting or producing a proof of it.  That is doing something (proving a claim) by saying something, but the question of whether the words produced succeed in performing the speech act in question is the topic of serious assessment.  Proving something in this sense is hard, even though pronouncing the words is not.  We want to know what standards of assessment are appropriate to determine whether the speech act someone performs in response to a confession succeeds in qualifying it as expressing forgiveness for what is confessed.  
We can also be confident that the answer is not that what is required is that the words of reconciliation not just be pronounced, but be uttered sincerely, or with the intent of forgiving.  That would be applying the meta-normative conception of the conscientious consciousness to the present case.  As such, it would suffer from the same defect.  It makes sense only in the context of some independent notion of what forgiveness consists in—what one is intending to be doing by one’s words, what effect is sincerely aimed at.  So, for example, if one wants to impose a sincerity condition on what counts as a speech act of assertion, one must couch it in terms of antecedent notions of belief and intention to express one’s belief, rather than in terms of intent to assert (intent to do what, exactly?).  What we are looking for is an answer to the question: what is it that one is intending to do in intending to forgive, and what counts as succeeding in carrying out that intention?   
The key question we must ask in order to extract the point of the allegory then is: what is it one must do in order to qualify as forgiving an individual for an action—the application of a concept?  As a way of thinking about what could count as an answer to this question, think by analogy of the corresponding question asked in Chapter Six about another key concept, that of identification.  What, we asked, must one do in order to count as identifying with some aspect of what one is for oneself, rather than with something one actually is, in oneself (paradigmatically, with something normative rather than natural, oneself as authoritative and responsible, rather than as alive)?  And the answer was: one must be willing to risk and if need be sacrifice the one for the other.  Appealing to this model, a more specific way of putting the question before us now is:  What is to forgiving as sacrificing for is to identifying with?

Hegel says surprisingly little explicitly about it at this crucial point in the text.  After the long passage quoted above, in which forgiveness is introduced, there is only a single concluding paragraph by way of explanation, and it is the final paragraph of the Spirit chapter.  Given the momentous significance of the lesson we are to learn from the parable of confession and judgment, and the breaking of the hard heart in forgiveness and reciprocal confession, the only conclusion to draw from the extreme brevity and concision of Hegel’s discussion of it is that he understands it as having to serve the function only of a template, as providing a framework on which to assemble lessons we have already learned from the developments expounded in the body of the book.  All the elements of the resolution of the cognitive, recognitive, and practical problems of modernity that have been expounded in the account of the stages of development of Spirit in this chapter must have been provided in previous chapters, requiring only to be properly deployed according to the model presented in these final, concluding paragraphs.  
Section XIII:  Trust: Forgiveness as Recollection, Magnanimity as the Final Form of Recognition

The most important clues concerning the nature of forgiveness are contained in a few gnomic, aphoristic sentences:

Spirit, in the absolute certainty of itself, is lord and master over every deed and actuality, and can cast them off, and make them as if they had never happened.” [PG 667]

The wounds of the Spirit heal, and leave no scars behind. The deed is not imperishable; it is taken back by Spirit into itself, and the aspect of individuality present in it, whether as intention or as an existent negativity and limitation, straightway vanishes. [PG 669]

The invocation of mastery indicates that the forgiving that accomplishes this healing is the exercise of some sort of constitutive authority: the capacity of making something so by taking it to be so.  The ‘wounds’ are the contingent particular attitudes (“the aspect of individuality”) and the errors and failures they bring about (“existent negativity and limitation”), which are confessed.  The question is what one must do in order to “cast them off and make them as if they had never happened,” to heal the wounds, “leaving no scars behind,” what the forgiving individual must do in order to count as having successfully exercised that constitutive healing authority.  

I think the answer is that forgiveness is a kind of recollection (Erinnerung—cf. [PG 808]).  What one must do in order to forgive the confessor for what is confessed is to offer a rational reconstruction of a tradition to which the concept-application (theoretically in judgment or practically in intention) in question belongs, in which it figures as an expressively progressive episode.  Telling such a story is a substantive undertaking, one that the magnanimous (edelmütig) would-be forgiving assessor may well not be able to accomplish.  Indeed, what the assessor confesses, in his turn, is his subjective inability successfully to forgive everything he is committed to forgiving.

By way of a model, think once again of the situation of the judge at common law, which was suggested in Chapter Two as helpful for understanding Hegel’s way of thinking about the development of concepts, and has been appealed to at various points since.  The judge is charged with deciding whether a novel set of facts warrants the application of a concept, according to the norm implicit in the tradition of prior applications of it and its inferential relatives that he inherits from previous judges.  What a judge who makes such a decision confesses is that his decision could be explained by what he had for breakfast—or, less figuratively, by attitudes of his that are extraneous to the facts at hand and the law he is applying, by features of his training, reading, or mood, by the cases he happens to have adjudicated recently, the political climate, and so on.  More generally, he confesses that the Kammerdiener would not be wrong about him, in that his decision to apply or not to apply the universal (concept) to these particulars can be explained by appeal just to factors that are contingent in the sense that they are not acknowledgments of the necessity that is the normative force articulated by the actual content of the concept.  He confesses that one need not see his decision as suitably responsive to the content of the norm he is supposed to supply, which is what would justify the decision.  For one can instead see it as caused by various extraneous circumstances.  The decision is infected with “the aspect of individuality.” (‘Particularity’ would be a better expression of what Hegel is after here, but he is not as careful in his diction on this point in the Phenomenology as he later will be in the Science of Logic.)  For collateral attitudes that just happen to be acknowledgments of commitments by the same individual affect his decision as to whether to apply the concept in each new case.  In making such a confession the judge need not admit (and for the confession to be in order it need not be true) that he was not trying or intending to apply the norm (universal, concept) he inherited correctly in the new case.  Rather, what is confessed is that the result of doing that expressed what the content of the concept was for him, rather than what it was in itself, an appearance to him rather than the reality.  What drives a wedge between the two is precisely that his decisions are responsive to contingencies of his particular subjective attitudes, circumstances, and prior experience.  It follows that the confession is also an acknowledgment of the necessity and ubiquity of the distinction that consciousness and action involve, the “negativity” that shows up when one finds oneself with incompatible commitments, an acknowledgment that concept application necessarily has the shape of the experience of error and failure (“limitation”).  
For a later judge concretely to forgive the earlier judge is to incorporate the decision that was the subject of confession into a retrospective rational reconstruction of the tradition of applying the concept in question, as having precedential significance.  Doing that is recharacterizing and re-presenting the content of the concept (what it really is, what it is in itself) as gradually emerging into the daylight of explicitness through a sequence of applications of it to novel cases, each of which reveals some hitherto hidden feature of it, and exhibiting the forgiven judge’s decision as having played that role.  From the point of view of such a reconstructive recollection, though the decision might have been caused by contingent subjective attitudes and justificatorily irrelevant circumstances, what was so caused was an application that was both correct and expressively progressive.  That is, it was just what was needed for us to find out more about the real content of the concept.  The experience of incompatibility is exhibited in its capacity as the engine of conceptual, cognitive, and practical progress, rather than in its capacity as the mark of error and failure.  
To say that the forgiving recollection reconstructs the tradition so that the forgiven concept application shows up as a correct application of the concept that is then seen as all along setting the normative standard for such applications does not mean that there is not and can be no residual disparity, according to the forgiving judge, between what things are for the one forgiven and what they are in themselves.  Rather, the rational reconstruction focuses on the identity of (Hegelian) reference—the underlying conceptual norm—that is shown to unify and tie the tradition together, rather than the disparity between the elements of the sequence of (Hegelian) senses by which, according to the forgiving Erinnerung, what the concept is in itself is gradually unveiled.  This forgiving recognitive (individual-constituting) attitude is not simply the complement of the Kammerdiener’s one-sided, niederträchtig focus on the disparity between the particular and the universal.  For the identity of noumenon that is recollectively found to lie behind the sequence of disparate phenomena is not a simple, immediate unity.  As was foreshadowed already in the Introduction and emerged in fuller detail by the end of Reason, the very idea of objective reality, what things are in themselves, cannot be understood apart from consideration of the relations between subjective appearances of it, what things are for consciousness, selected and arranged so as to be visible as phenomena gradually expressing more and more adequately and explicitly the underlying, initially merely implicit noumena.  That Hegelian reference is intelligible only in terms of the two-phase process of experience—prospectively in terms of the sequential development of senses, driven by acknowledged incompatibilities of commitments, and retrospectively in terms of the recollective rational reconstruction of that development as expressively progressive—manifests a sense dependence relation that ensures that the kind of identity that unifies the disparate senses is complex and thoroughly mediated by the relations of incompatibility among them that drive the prospective phase of the process and by the relations of monotonically increasing explicitness that must be found to structure the retrospective phase.  The unity of the conception of Ansichsein that emerges from a forgiving recollection of the experience of partial errors and failures is one that incorporates and is articulated by the determinate differences between (what that recollection exhibits as) ways it can show up for consciousness.  

The combination of incorrectness and correctness in every judgment, of failure and success in every action is the same one discussed in Chapter Seven—the one that was ultimately explicated in terms of Hegelian notions of sense and reference.  The disparities of sense, made obtrusive and urgent by the experience of acknowledging incompatible commitments, are what are confessed.  The identity of reference underlying those various developing senses is revealed by doing the recollective-reconstructive work that is forgiveness.  Consider an example.  When Aristotle says that a hand detached from a human is not (is no longer) a human hand, and Moore says that he has two hands, their conceptions of what a hand is are incorrect.  Aristotle thinks that the hand is not controlled by the brain via nerves, since he thinks that the function of the brain is to cool the blood.  Moore thinks that his hand is made of Rutherford atoms: tiny solar systems in which spherical electrons with definite boundaries orbit nuclei that are clumps of spherical protons and neutrons.  They are both wrong about these things, and so have false conceptions of hands.  What hands are for them is not what hands are in themselves.  Nothing is or could literally be a hand in the senses they give to the term.  (In Aristotle’s case, of course, not ‘hand’, but ‘(((((’.)  Their subjective conceptions are not correct expressions of the objective concept, for they do not express what is really incompatible with what, and so what really follows from what.  There is a genuine and important sense in which one cannot express truths by applying such defective concept(ion)s.  This is the sense in which when Aristotle and Moore say that they have two hands, what they say is false.  They do not have two of what they mean by ‘hand’, nor does or could anyone else.  Similarly, on the practical side, one cannot really intend to raise one’s hand, in the senses in which they mean ‘hand’.  This is the (einseitig) sense in which all claims are false and all actions are failures, the sense in which what things are for consciousness is never what they are in themselves.  In this sense, every conception will eventually turn out to be inadequate, as evidenced by its correct application (according to the norm determined by the content of the conception) leading to incompatible commitments.  Having a conception that, because of contingent causes and particular subjective attitudes of the concept-user, is in this sense false is what the niederträchtig judge accuses agents and knowers of (recognizes them as), and what they confess.  
But we have also seen that there is another genuine and important sense in which all claims are true and all actions successful.   (Because this sense is compatible with the possibility of what in Chapter Seven I called ‘vulgar’ error and failure, it would be less misleading to say “potentially true and successful.”)  For if we focus on what they are talking and thinking about, rather than what they say and think about them—about the referents, rather than the meanings of their terms—then Aristotle and Moore are right that they have two of those, and they were quite capable (at least for most of their lives) of raising them.  This is the sense of concept, referent, or content that persists through changes in conception, sense, or form.  Aristotle and Moore not only succeeded in making true claims and forming successful intentions regarding their hands, in doing so they genuinely were responsive to the underlying concept (which we have a much better handle on—conception expressing—than they do).  The distinction between sense and reference equips us to see how that is compatible with their nonetheless systematically misapplying the concept—by, for instance, accepting incorrect inferences to and from it—with having a faulty conception, a conception that we can see retrospectively as infected with the subjective contingency of the experiential trajectory of particular self-conscious individuals and of their times.  

We saw in Chapters Four and Five that one of the central theses developed in the Consciousness chapters of the Phenomenology concerns the essentially holistic character of the determinate conceptual contents of our cognitive attitudes.  Quine, one hundred and fifty years later—and substantially influenced by the holistic metaphysics of the British Idealists inspired by Hegel, which saw all relations as internal, (think of Quine’s remark in “Two Dogmas of Empiricism”: “Meaning is what essence becomes when it is detached from the thing and attached to the word,”)—similarly espoused a holistic theory of meaning.  Wrestling with some of the same issues and difficulties that Hegel had, Quine concludes that talk of truth, or even of content shared sufficiently for agreement and disagreement to be intelligible, requires staying at the level of reference rather than meaning.   Of course, where Quine was working with roughly Fregean notions of meaning (sense) and reference, Hegel, as we saw at the end of Chapter Seven, is working with his own distinctive notions corresponding to sense and reference.  We saw there, too, how the two one-sided views of action and cognition—one seeing all actions as failures and all cognitions as false, the other seeing them all as successes and truths—are partial expressions of, legitimate but incomplete perspectives on, one process.

Forgiving is the recollective labor of finding a concept that is being expressed (now less, now more fully and faithfully) by the conceptions endorsed by those whose judgments and actions are being forgiven.  For it to be fully successful, a forgiving recollection must not only exhibit Aristotle and Moore as succeeding in making claims and forming intentions concerning their hands (securing a reference, a noumenon showing up in the phenomena as they grasp them), but also show that in doing so they were doing things that furthered the cause of our finding out more about what hands really are, something that expressively developed our conception of hands, something that moved that conception in the direction of the concept.  For that is what is required for them to count not only as having subjected themselves to (bound themselves by) the norm, which determines under what circumstances what they say is true and what they do is successful, but also as showing themselves to be sensitive and responsive to that norm, to have been acknowledging its force (necessity).  

One might wonder: what sense does it make to talk about “the concept”, or “what really follows from (or is incompatible with) what”, when it is also claimed (and has been since Chapter One) that no set of determinate concepts (conceptions) can be finally adequate, permanent, or ultimately coherent, in the sense that correct applications of them in empirical/practical situations will never lead to incompatible commitments?  The answer is that this is just what the story of the recollective reappropriation of past conceptions, arranging and organizing them into an expressively progressive tradition of applications of a concept that is seen as having been all along already in play as the norm users of that concept were binding themselves by in making judgments and endorsing purposes is meant to answer.  This forgiving, retrospective phase of experience is the practical doing that makes sense of the notion of there being some way things are in themselves, of noumena being revealed (if only darkly) by the phenomena.  It is the making that is a finding.  It is the activity that makes intelligible the relation of representation, by exhibiting the evolution of defective senses as the gradual revelation of underlying referents, hence as representings of something represented.  (This is the asymmetric sense-dependence relation that underlies conceptual idealism—the final component in absolute idealism—as we will see in Chapter Nine.)  Having started with an account of ‘that’-intentionality (the conceptual contents grasped and applied in judging and acting intentionally) in terms of material incompatibility and inference (determinate negation and mediation), Hegel uses the notion of recollection to extract from the way conceptions change in response to the acknowledgment of incompatible commitments an account of the representational dimension implicit in those conceptual contents, that is, of ‘of’-intentionality.  

Within each necessarily triumphalist forgiving recollective story, some late-coming sense or conception plays the role of the reference or concept: a way things can be for consciousness that is also the way they are in themselves.  But no such story is final.  None anoints as concepts conceptions whose correct (according to the norms they are taken by their users, including the ones producing the retrospective rational reconstruction, to embody) application will not lead to incompatible commitments, the experience of error and failure showing the disparity between what things are for consciousness and what they are in themselves that must be confessed and forgiven anew.  Each such story will itself eventually turn out to have crowned a defective conception with the label: what things are in themselves, the real concepts.  The sense in which there is and can be no finally adequate set of determinate concepts (or conceptions) is visible prospectively, in the space between recollections, in the need of each forgiving judge himself to be forgiven in turn.  It is this difference of perspective—retrospective and prospective, within recollections and between them—that makes it possible to say both of the concept application of the one who confesses that he did not get things right, that what things were for him is not what they are in themselves, and that from a complementary, equally valid point of view, there is no such thing as getting things (stably, permanently, finally) right.  The process of experience is making judgments and performing actions, finding oneself with incompatible commitments, and recollectively making sense of that by finding a new, better candidate for the concept that has all along been implicitly governing one’s judging and acting.  All these phases and aspects are equally essential and ultimately intelligible only in terms of one another.  
The unity that the imputation of a referent (a concept articulating the content of a belief or intention) brings to a sequence of senses is a higher unity, in Hegel’s sense, because it incorporates and is built out of the determinate differences and material incompatibilities between the senses that it exhibits as different forms in which that content is expressed.  Recollection is from one perspective the production and from another the revelation of that unity.  Forgiving presupposes something to forgive, something confessed: the disparity of sense and reference, conception and concept.  Forgiving is, in Hegel’s image, the healing of a wound.  So there must be a wound first, which is only afterwards, through successful recollective rational reconstruction made as if it had never occurred.  Forgiving overcomes the disparity that is confessed, achieving a new unity that includes and presupposes the disparity, as part of its internal structure—revealing what is confessed as a retrospectively necessary phase of the process of more adequately expressing the concept now seen to have been all along setting the standard for assessing the correctness and success of cognitive and practical commitments.  

Characterizing recollecting as forgiving emphasizes that it is not only a cognitive and practical enterprise—reconstruing judgments and actions—but also the adoption of a recognitive stance toward the ones whose judgments and actions are so construed.  As a recognitive relation, the edelmütig stance is an identification with that higher unity.  By contrast, the niederträchtig stance is identification with the moment of disparity that consciousness and agency necessarily involve: the collision of incompatible commitments that eventually shows the inadequacy of each set of cognitive and practical commitments and the conceptions that articulate them.  Speaking of the relation between the individual who confesses and the individual who forgives, Hegel says:

But just as the former has to surrender its one-sided, unacknowledged existence of its particular being-for-self, so too must this other set aside its one-sided, unacknowledged judgement. And just as the former exhibits the power of Spirit over its actual existence, so does this other exhibit the power of Spirit over its determinate concept [seinen bestimmten Begriff
]. [PG 669]

What is “surrendered” or “set aside” is sacrificed.  What the one who confesses gives up is his “particular being for self,” his “actual existence.”  That is to say that he ceases to assert the authority of his actual attitudes, acknowledging that he has bound himself by an objective conceptual norm that differs from his subjective conception of it.  For that authority was not recognized or acknowledged [nicht annerkanntes].  What the judge relinquishes is his insistence on the authority of his hard-hearted assessment, which, as a one-sided assertion of disparity was also not reciprocally acknowledged.    Sacrificing the authority of these one-sided, subjective attitudes—what things are for one—is identifying with what one has sacrificed for: what things are in themselves, the content that unifies the disparate forms in which it was expressed (showed up for individual consciousnesses).  Both sides acknowledge that what recollectively shows up as what was really being talked or thought about (the objective concept) has authority over their attitudes and applications of the concept (subjective conceptions).  Unlike the attitudes that each sacrifices, this authority is acknowledged by both.  Recognition as confession and forgiveness is reciprocal.  

The one who confesses “exhibits the power of Spirit over its actual existence” by acknowledging that in adopting particular attitudes—contingent and explicable by causes or non-normatively characterizable impulses and motives though they may be—he has nonetheless succeeded in binding himself by (making himself responsible to) objective conceptual norms, and so instituted normative statuses (undertaken commitments, both cognitive and practical, by applying those norms) whose content outruns his subjective conceptions of them.  The forgiving judge “exhibits the power of Spirit over its determinate concept” by recollectively reconstruing the content of that concept, so as to show it as authoritative over subjective conceptions and attitudes.  Magnanimous forgiving recollection is the exercise of the power of Spirit over the determinate concept.  Hegel summarizes, in the penultimate paragraph of Spirit:

The forgiveness which it extends to the other is the renunciation of itself, of its unreal essential being which it put on a level with that other which was a real action, and acknowledges that what thought characterized as bad, viz. action, is good; or rather it abandons this distinction of the specific thought and its subjectively determined judgement, just as the other abandons its subjective characterization of action. The word of reconciliation is the objectively existent Spirit, which beholds the pure knowledge of itself qua universal essence, in its opposite, in the pure knowledge of itself qua absolutely self-contained and exclusive individuality—a reciprocal recognition which is absolute Spirit. [PG 670]

Forgiveness is a “renunciation” of the previous identification of the hard-hearted judge with the disparity between his “subjectively determined judgment [fürsichseiendes bestimmendes Urteil]” and the “determinate thought [bestimmten Gedanken]—that is, of the distinction between what things are for the judge and what they are in themselves, the subjective conception or attitude and the objective concept or thought.  Through forgiveness—the “word of reconciliation”, which is not just saying that the other is forgiven, but actually going through the recollective labor of making it so—the judge brings about the unity that he identifies with.  On the cognitive and practical dimensions of activity it is the unity of actual particularity (the causally explicable and efficacious attitudes and behavior of subjects) and universal essence (the conceptual norms whose application in attitude and act institute normative statuses) visible when what is said and done by subjects is understood as applying, binding themselves by, making themselves responsible to concepts or conceptual norms.  On the recognitive dimension, it is the unity of particular, acting subjects and the normative community they synthesize by reciprocal recognition.  Explaining forgiveness as recollection displays the fine structure underlying the general claim made in Chapter Two that recognition serves both as the model of and as the context within which the application of conceptual universals to actual particulars is to be understood.  
What is confessed is that applications of concepts respond to contingent features of subjective conceptions and attitudes, not just to the normative necessity determined by the content of the objective concepts.  Necessity is infected with contingency.  The result of the recollective labor of the recognitively generous forgiver is to give contingency the form of necessity.  For the forgiving rational reconstruction is successful just insofar as it exhibits the judgments and actions that resulted from particular contingent circumstances, conceptions, motivations, and attitudes as correct applications of the concepts that were applied, according to the account of the contents of those conceptual norms that the forgiving consciousness supplies.  Generously reconstruing the conceptual contents so as to make it the case that, for instance, Aristotle generally succeeded in his intention to raise his hands and knew that lightning could cause fires, and Moore truthfully observed that he had two hands and correctly inferred that they contained electrons, is building the contingencies of the actual use of terms into the norms understood as governing their correct use.  Hegel’s account of the two phases of experience—the passive finding of oneself with incompatible cognitive or practical commitments, which is the experience of error and failure, of the disparity that consciousness and action involve, and the active remaking of conceptual contents so as to unify a course of experience by recasting it as expressively progressive—specifies a mechanism by which what in Chapter Two were called the actual application of terms and the institution of conceptual norms governing such applications reciprocally interact (mediate one another) as aspects of one process, thereby filling in the details in the broadly Quinean outline sketched there.  In doing that, the story about how generous recollective reconstruals of the content of a concept respond to and incorporate contingent details of actual applications of concepts responds to the worry sketched in Section X above concerning the threat that the parochiality of conceptual contents (their responsiveness to the vagaries of individual’s use of terms expressing them) can seem to offer to their normative force: the threat that genealogy offers to justification construed in terms of the semantic categories of Verstand.  For from the perspective provided by Hegel’s account of semantic contents as derived not just from the ground-level use of expressions, but also and equally from the recollective reconstruals of that use, far from undercutting the rational, normative force of conceptual norms, the incorporation of contingencies of use in the contents of concepts is of the essence of their determinateness, which is a necessary condition of the intelligibility of that force (the possibility of being bound by those norms).  
That same model of cognitive and practical experience as a two-stroke engine—in which confession of error or failure is followed by forgiveness through recollective reconstrual—the achievement of an always only temporary conceptual equilibrium that will prove itself, too, to be unstable, to lead to error and failure, repeating the cycle—describes the process, the activity by subjects, that makes intelligible the way the determinate contentfulness of concepts is to be understood according to the categories of Vernunft, which supersedes the Enlightenment’s Verstand conception that Kant still deploys, and which is continued later by Frege.  The Verstand version understands empirical and practical concepts as having to be determinate in the sense of having static, stable boundaries, and as standing in fixed, unchangeable inferential and incompatibility relations to other similarly determinate concepts.  We saw in Chapter Two that Hegel thinks Kant is uncharacteristically uncritical about the presuppositions (conditions of the intelligibility) of taking concepts to be determinate in this sense.  This is recognizably a relative of Wittgenstein’s later concerns about common ways of misconstruing what we are doing in using linguistic expressions that make it seem mysterious that prior uses of terms could “lay out rails to infinity” determining the correctness or incorrectness of all possible future applications, for instance in the way required for notions of mathematical proof to have the normative force we attribute to them.  The two-stroke model of experience provides the larger context in which Hegel thinks these traditional conceptions are intelligible.  For it is the job of each Whiggish retrospective story to find concepts with concepts that are determinate in the Verstand sense.  But determinate content in that sense must also be understood as the product of the activity of forgiveness, by which contingencies of the actual application of concepts are incorporated into the contents of our conceptions, so given the form of necessity.  Each experience of error or failure, each acknowledgment of commitments incompatible by our own lights, teaches us something about how things really are, about what really follows from and is incompatible with what.  Successful recollection incorporates those lessons into the contents of our conceptions: what things are for us, a new candidate for how things are in themselves.  Verstand’s understanding of the state of determinateness is a constitutive ideal of cognition and agency.  Commitment to finding conceptual contents that are determinate in this sense is an essential element of concept use, so of the intelligibility of consciousness in both its theoretical and practical dimensions.  But, Vernunft teaches us, it is only one aspect of the process of determining conceptual contents, which is incorporating the contingent particularity of actual episodes of concept application into the contents of the universals whose application has the normative force of necessity—the authority by which we bind ourselves, make ourselves responsible to, by applying them.  

Forgiveness is the process by which immediacy is mediated, by which the stubborn recalcitrance of reality is given conceptual shape, acknowledged in what things are for consciousness.  The semantic holism consequent upon understanding conceptual content in the first place in terms of relations of material incompatibility (determinate negation), and hence material inference (mediation) among such contents means that getting one determinate concept right requires getting them all right.  And the interdependence of what follows from and is incompatible with what, on the one hand, and what we take to be true, how we take things to be, in themselves, on the other, means that rectifying our concepts and rectifying our beliefs and judgments are complementary aspects of one enterprise, neither completable apart from the other.  In the conceptual setting provided by those overarching semantic commitments, the inexhaustibility of immediacy entails the ultimate instability of any set of Verstand-determinate empirically-and-practically contentful concepts.  No matter how much we have studied the matter, there will always be a course of possible experience that would result in someone’s being in the same position with respect to our concept of hands that we are with respect to Aristotle’s or Moore’s.  But the notion of there being a way things determinately are, in themselves—that is independently of what they are for us, indeed, in which how things are for us is on the contrary dependent on how they are in themselves, in the sense that the latter is authoritative for, sets normative standards for, the former—is, Hegel thinks, an essential element of the concept of both theoretical and practical consciousness (and, indeed, is an essential part of what binds them together).  Apart from the idea that our conceptually articulated attitudes are about something in the normative sense of having made ourselves responsible to it, that it settles what we have made ourselves responsible for, the actual content of the normative status we have undertaken, what we have bound ourselves by, we cannot make the concepts of consciousness and action intelligible.  Any adequate an account of the determinate contentfulness of thought must make sense of the realistic, representational dimension of intentionality.  The two-phase model of finding (old) referents retrospectively, within each recollective story, and making (new) senses prospectively by coming up with such stories in response to the felt and acknowledged inadequacy of the previous ones, is Hegel’s account of how these two demands on the notion of determinate conceptual content can both be satisfied.  The Verstand conception of determinate conceptual contentfulness is important, and it is right as far as it goes.  But it is one-sided and incomplete, leaving out elements of the larger context that are essential to its intelligibility.

What the Verstand version of the determinateness of concepts leaves out is the crucial contribution made by the cycle of confession (the acknowledgment of error and failure, of the distinction that cognition and agency involve, between what things are in themselves and what they are for consciousness), forgiveness (recasting the previous actual applications of concepts so as to exhibit them as a cumulative, expressively progressive revelation of the contents of Verstand-determinate concepts that show up as having been always already all along the ones knowers and agents were binding themselves by), and confession of the ultimate inadequacy of that forgiveness (the residual difference between what things are for that forgiving consciousness and what they will turn out to be in themselves).  On Hegel’s picture, then, a proper understanding of the nature and origin of the determinateness of thought—of the conditions of both its intelligibility and its actuality—requires acknowledging the crucial role played by edelmütig attitudes of confession and forgiveness.  Adequate semantic self-consciousness, articulated by the holistic, pragmatic meta-concepts of Vernunft rather than the one-sided meta-concepts of Verstand, is accordingly intimately bound up with the final form of reciprocal recognition described at the end of Spirit.  (Of course, that there are intimate connection between forms of self-consciousness and forms of recognition is a central Hegelian theme, which has been with us since it was introduced in Self-Consciousness.  So the only surprise here lies in the details of these culminating forms of each.)  In particular, once one understands what it is for thought to be determinately contentful, one sees that in taking or treating one’s judgments and intentions as having such contents one is implicitly committed to adopting generous, forgiving, edelmütig attitudes towards one’s own and others’ commitments.  For only such attitudes can make or find (we now see that these are not exclusive alternatives, but different perspectives on one activity, seen now from the point of view of senses, now from the point of view of referents) determinate conceptual contents.  
Recall the four meta-meta-attitudes to the two normative meta-attitudes of Niederträchtigkeit and Edelmütigkeit discussed in Section XI above.  The first way of understanding them was objectivist and cognitivist: there is a fact of the matter about whether or not there really are norms over and above the causes of behavior, the impulses and attitudes of individuals, and one or the other parties is right about that matter of fact and the other is wrong.  The second approach saw them as optional, equally available and potentially valid, still broadly cognitive, stances or vocabularies one could choose to adopt or employ.  The third takes them to be practical recognitive attitudes, which institute different kinds of communities and self-conscious individual selves, but which are still both in principle available, with no attitude-independent facts forcing one choice over the other.  We are now in a position to put meat on the bones of the fourth alternative.  It acknowledges that the attitudes are recognitive ones, hence practical in the sense of making something be so, not just taking it to be so.  But it recaptures, at a higher level, versions of the objectivism and cognitivism of the first attitude.  There is a kind of fact involved, which one would be ignoring if one adopted the niederträchtig, reductive attitude.  That fact is the conceptual fact that determinate conceptual content and the practical-recognitive attitudes that constitute Edelmütigkeit in the form of confession and forgiveness are reciprocally sense-dependent concepts.  Becoming explicitly aware of this fact is achieving the kind of self-consciousness characterized by sittlich Vernunft rather than alienated Verstand.  Realizing it is realizing that in treating one’s own thoughts and intentions as being determinately contentful, as binding one in the sense that only certain ways the world could be would count as making one’s beliefs true and one’s intentions successful, is implicitly committing oneself to understanding oneself in terms of a community whose constitutive recognitive structure is that of reciprocal confession and forgiveness.  Commitment to Edelmütigkeit is implicit in being a discursive being.  Alienation is having one’s explicitly acknowledged commitments be incompatible with this implicit structural commitment of consciousness and agency.  

I take it that this point is the punchline of the Phenomenology, the final lesson he has organized the whole book to teach us:  semantic self-consciousness—awareness of the transcendental conditions of the intelligibility of determinately contentful attitudes, of thinking, believing, meaning, or intending anything—consists in explicitly acknowledging an always-already implicit commitment to adopt generous recognitive attitudes of reciprocal confession and recollective forgiveness.  For that recognitive structure is the background for cognition and action, the context in which alone they can be made sense of.  The two-phase account of experience in terms of error and recollection explains what it is we must do in order thereby to make objective conceptual norms available to bind ourselves by in judgment and action, so as to make the way the world is in itself available as something for our consciousness.  Responding to the acknowledgment of error by undertaking the labor of forgiveness of those errors, both others’ and our own, is exhibiting the sense in which conceptual norms have been efficacious with respect to attitudes, which show up in such recollections as both sensitive to and expressive of them.  The answer to the challenge of the pusillanimous Kammerdiener—both in the narrower form that eschews explanation in terms of norms and the normative statuses that result from binding ourselves by them in favor of mere attitudes, and in the wider, more stringently reductive form that finds no explanatory work for norms to do in a natural world of causes—comes in three parts.  The first part is the account of recollective forgiveness as the practical-recognitive process that reveals (and in terms of which alone we can make sense of the very idea of) both objective conceptual norms and (thereby) what things are in themselves, and shows why and in what sense these two notions form an indissoluble package.  The second part is the presentation of a new conception (articulated by the holistic, developmental categories of Vernunft rather than the atomistic, static ones of Verstand) of what the determinateness of conceptual contents consists in, according to which it is the exercise of generous recollection that at each stage incorporates more of how things are in themselves into how they are for consciousness (because such rational reconstructions must be expressively progressive), gives contingent features of attitudes actually adopted the form of necessity in that the contents of the norms discerned are sensitive to the details of the circumstances under which terms expressing them are actually used, and mediates (making explicit as features of conceptual contents) the immediacies whose stubborn eruption in non-inferential observation reports is what ultimately obliges knowers and agents to acknowledge their error and failure (the confession that calls for forgiveness).  The third part is then the observation that because it is only insofar as we adopt generous recollective recognitive attitudes (part one) that our thought has determinate conceptual content (part two), therefore in treating ourselves in practice as undertaking determinately contentful cognitive and practical commitments (having beliefs and intentions that are true or fulfilled in some potential novel circumstances, and not others) we are implicitly committing ourselves to adopt that sort of recognitive attitude, to take part in that sort of recognitive community, to be the sort of individual self whose self-consciousness is articulated by that kind of social recognitive relation.  

The basic form of this argument is both simple and familiar.  Against the background of an understanding of discursivity and intentionality that sees it as consisting in the capacity to bind oneself by conceptual norms, which Hegel adapts from Kant by transposing the operative notion of normativity into a social key via his account of recognition, any theory that denies the existence or intelligibility of conceptual norms and normative statuses, of discursive authority and responsibility, whether in favor of the inclinations and attitudes of individuals, or of some other range of natural causes, must stand condemned of being unable in the end to make sense of cognitive and practical discursive activity, including what one is doing in putting forward such a theory.  Anyone who adopts meta-attitudes of this sort is enacting what Apel would call a “pragmatic contradiction”—what Hegel thinks of as a failure of self-consciousness, in that what he is in himself, what he is actually doing, is not expressed in what he is for himself.  What he implicitly commits himself to by what he does is not what he explicitly acknowledges.  The contents of the status and of the attitude are incompatible with one another.  Their structure ensures that arguments of this form will only be as good as the understanding of conceptually articulated activity on which they are premised.  (After all, according to a theory which takes the capacity of intentional states to represent states of affairs outside themselves to presupposes the existence of God—a venerable line of thought, which appears in various forms in various places in the work of Descartes, Spinoza, Leibniz, and Berkeley—then so much as entertaining atheistic hypotheses entangles one in this sort of difficulty.)  Hegel’s distinctive philosophical contribution seems to me to lie precisely in the details of his semantic theory: in his account of the nature of normativity, of conceptual content, and of their relation to the activities of individuals and the kind of recognitive relations that structure their communities (hence the subtitle of this work).     

Determinately contentful concepts have been in play throughout the history of Spirit, because not only the acknowledgment of error and failure but also the recollective rational reconstrual of conceptual contents that is forgiveness has been ubiquitous.  Both are essential phases of our actual experience.  At ground level, we really do perform the generous recollective labor on our ordinary empirical and practical concepts (including theoretical ones) that is characteristic both of the judges at common law we have taken as a model, and of the forgiving judge whose hard heart has been broken in Hegel’s own jurisprudential parable.  This is an empirical, descriptive claim.  And on the normative side, we’ve seen that Hegel thinks that as geistig beings (that is, as concept users) we are all always already implicitly committed to adopting semantically magnanimous attitudes towards each others’ uses of concepts in forming actual beliefs and intentions.  The new step required to move decisively beyond the alienation that is a structural characteristic of modern individual self-consciousnesses and their recognitive communities alike is explicitly to acknowledge and embrace both the fact and the commitment by theoretically and practically structuring our recognition, and hence our cognition and action, according to the meta-conceptual categories of Vernunft rather than those of Verstand.  It is relatively clear what it is to understand things theoretically in terms of Vernunft: we must embrace the account of concepts, norms, and selves that Hegel has been developing throughout the book.  But what of the practical side of instituting the new kind of recognition (hence normative statuses and selves)?  

We can be sure on general grounds that the kind of recognition that moves us beyond alienation must be reciprocal and symmetric.  Recollection, however, is at base an asymmetric relation, since it incorporates a temporal relation in which the recollecting comes essentially later than what is recollected.  Just so, forgiveness is essentially a later phase in a sequence.  In the parable, that is the sequence: crime, confession, forgiveness.  Indeed, lining up these temporal-developmental dimensions is one of the motors of the reading of forgiveness as expressively progressive recollective reconstrual of the content of conceptual norms.  So: whence the symmetry?  

Even though the recollecting event of forgiving must, in the paradigmatic case, come later than the recollected event forgiven, forgiving as a recognitive relation between agents could still be symmetric and reciprocal.  You and I might simultaneously forgive each other’s earlier confessed transgressions.  As William Blake has it: “Through all eternity, / I forgive you, and you forgive me.”  But recognition need not be synchronic in order to be symmetric.  As we saw in outline already in Chapter Two, a conceptual tradition can exhibit a symmetric recognitive structure of reciprocal authority and responsibility diachronically too.  In our model of judges determining conceptual contents by developing case law, the present judge exercises authority over past applications of a legal concept, assessing their correctness by accepting (or rejecting) them as precedential, which is acknowledging them as having genuine normative authority over future applications.  Finding a way to construe the conceptual content in such a way that an earlier ruling—even one that can be explained perfectly well by what the judge had for breakfast—is displayed both as correct according to the binding norm the earlier judge inherited and as revelatory of some hitherto obscure aspect of the concept is, of course, the paradigm of a forgiving recollection and magnanimous specific recognition.  But that authority of the present judge to recognize is balanced by his responsibility to the past.  For his entitlement to that authority derives wholly from his claim not to be innovating (clothing contingencies of his own attitudes in the guise of necessity), but only applying the conceptual norms he has inherited.  The quality of his recollective rational reconstrual of the tradition is the only warrant for the authority he claims for his own assessments and applications of the concept.  And that responsibility of the present judge to the past—to the actual content of the concept in question—is administered by future judges, who will assess in turn the precedential authority of the present judge’s construal of precedent, in terms of its fidelity to the content they recollectively discern as having been all along implicitly setting the standards of correctness of applications and assessments of applications of the concept.  So the recognitive authority of the present judge with respect to past judges is conditioned on its recognition in turn by future ones.  This diachronic, historical structure of reciprocal recognition, I have been claiming, is the central original (even from our retrospective perspective) element in Hegel’s semantic account of conceptual content, of the relations between phenomena and noumena, what things are for consciousness and what they are in themselves, sense and reference, representing and represented, subjective attitude and objective conceptual norm.  

The reciprocal recognitive structure of confession and forgiveness is of this diachronic, historical type.  When concept users have fully achieved the sort of semantic self-consciousness that Hegel gives us the metaconcepts for (the philosophical categories of Vernunft), we will each confess that our applications of concepts and assessments of such applications are no doubt influenced by contingencies of our collateral subjective attitudes and stray causal factors of which we are not aware or not in intentional control.  (“No doubt,” “not aware,” and “not in control” because any specific such influences of which we are aware and have control over, we are obliged to take account of, altering our particular applications of concepts in belief and intention accordingly.)  And we will each acknowledge our (edelmütig) commitment to find ways concretely and specifically to forgive in the judgments and actions of others what first shows up as the confessed disparity between what things are for those concept users and what they are in themselves—ways to display their applications of concepts as precedential.  This is acknowledging commitment to a new kind of specific recognition of others, which is what the new kind of general recognition consists in.  And we will also confess that this recognitive commitment, too, exhibits the disparity that consciousness and action involve: the disparity between what we are committed to do and what we actually do.  That is, we confess that we have not succeeded in fulfilling this recognitive commitment.  We are not capable of retrospectively bringing about the unity of norm and actual performance in each case we are committed to forgive.  Our recollective reconstrual of the contents of the concepts involved inevitably fails to exhibit every use as correct and expressively progressive.  We confess that though our generous, forgiving recognitive spirit is willing, our flesh is weak.  We have not fully healed the wounds of the Spirit, have not made the aspect of individuality present in every actuality wholly vanish, have not made the disparity of all the deeds as if it had never happened.  

Those confessions—both of residual ground-level disparity of norm and actual attitude, and of the higher-level recognitive failures adequately and completely concretely to forgive the confessed failures of others—at this level of self-consciousness and Spirit, themselves have the practical-recognitive significance of petitions for recognition, petitions for forgiveness.  The focus of the parable of the hard-hearted judge and the breaking of his hard heart, with which Hegel closes Spirit, is the normative expectation by the one who confesses, of forgiveness from those who judge him.  Indeed, confession is not just a petition for recognition as forgiveness, it is the assertion of a right to recognition through forgiveness.  It creates a responsibility to treat the one who confesses generously, and not meanly, not to play the moral valet.  This is the responsibility to reciprocate recognition.  By using forgiveness as the axis around which revolves the parable he uses to introduce the final form of reciprocal recognition, Hegel is intentionally invoking the central concept of Christianity, and depending on its epitome in the petition of the Lord’s Prayer: “Forgive us our debts, as we forgive our debtors.”  (That is the King James version.
  Luther’s rendering of this part of the Unservater is “vergib uns unsere Schuld, wie auch wir vergeben unseren Schuldigern.”  Perhaps the sense of obligation, of what is owed, of the failure to fulfill a commitment is clearer with ‘Schuld’.  ‘Schuld’ is also guilt, and crime, in the sense of what is confessed—cf. Schuld und Sühne, crime and punishment.  The proper English translation has always been a point of contention among religious confessions, with ‘trespasses’ and “those who trespass against us”, and ‘sins’ and “those who sin against us” being popular alternatives to ‘debts’ and ‘debtors’.)  

Confession and forgiveness are both at base performances that express backward-looking attitudes.  Hegel’s telling of his parable of recognition does not include an explicit term for the forward-looking attitude that is the recognitive petition for forgiveness, with its attendant institution of a corresponding recognitive obligation to forgive on the part of those to whom it is addressed.  I propose to use the term ‘trust’ for that purpose.  In confessing, one not only expresses retrospective acknowledgement of the residual disparity in one’s beliefs and actions between what things are in themselves and what they are for one, between norm and subjective attitude, one also expresses prospective trust in others to find ways of forgiving that disparity, forging/finding a unity of referent behind the disparity of sense, healing the wound.  Such trust is an acknowledgement of dependence on others for recognition in the form of forgiveness.  ‘Dependence’ here is used in Hegel’s normative sense.  What is acknowledged is the recognitive authority of those on whom one depends for forgiveness.   And what depends on the forgiveness of those to whom one has confessed is just the authority of one’s own concept applications (about which one confessed)—just as is the case with the precedential authority of an earlier judge’s adjudications in the legal case that is our model.  Trusting is both acknowledging the authority of those trusted to forgive and invoking their responsibility to do so.  Prospective trust that one will be forgiven for what one confesses is the recognitive attitude complementary to forgiveness.  Together these reciprocal practical attitudes produce a community with a symmetric, edelmütig recognitive structure.  The choice of the term ‘trust’ is motivated by Hegel’s use of it [Vertrauen/vertrauen] to describe what was progressive about Faith, in spite of the cognitive errors for which it stands condemned by Enlightenment: the reciprocal recognitive structure of the religious community. 

Whomsoever I trust, his certainty of himself is for me the certainty of myself; I recognize in him my own being-for-self, know that he acknowledges it and that it is for him purpose and essence. [PG 549]

I take it that this describes the recognitive ideal Hegel foreshadowed already when he first introduced the notion of reciprocal recognition in Self-Consciousness:

With this, we already have before us the Notion of Spirit. What still lies ahead for consciousness is the experience of what Spirit is—this absolute substance which is the unity of the different independent self-consciousnesses which, in their opposition, enjoy perfect freedom and independence: 'I' that is 'We' and 'We' that is 'I'.” [PG 177].

The kind of individual self-consciousness and community recognitively synthesized by prospective trust and recollective forgiveness are an ‘I’ and a ‘we’ that are identical in Hegel’s holistic, ‘speculative’ sense: distinct, but mutually presupposing elements whose relations articulate a larger unity, and which are unintelligible apart from the role they play in that whole.  This new sort of recognitive structure is unalienated, sittlich, in virtue of the division of normative labor it exhibits between the ‘I’ and the ‘we’.  The mistake characteristic of modernity was the practical conviction that justice could be done to the essential contribution of the actual activities and subjective attitudes of individuals to the institution of normative statuses—their authority over what they are responsible for—only if those individuals are conceived of as wholly independent: as fully and solely authoritative, as constitutively authoritative.  Within the confines enforced by the atomistic metaconceptual categories of Verstand, the sense in which what I believe and do is up to me could only be acknowledged by identifying practically just with whatever is entirely up to me.  For independence (authority) is so understood as to be incompatible with any and every sort of dependence (corresponding responsibility).  We have followed Hegel’s rehearsal, in the body of the Phenomenology, of how the logic of this defective practical and theoretical conception of the normative statuses of authority and responsibility requires a contraction strategy culminating in the self-conceptions and conceptions of agency epitomized by the honest consciousness and the conscientious consciousness.
  The only doings for which the former takes responsibility are pure acts of will: what it tries to do.  For these are the only ones over which it has total authority—the only things it cannot try to do and fail.  And the latter asserts its right to be judged only by whether it has acted according to its conception of duty, insisting that what it is responsible for is restricted to what it takes itself to be responsible for.  The alienation they express of the actual from the normative—their failure to make sense of the reciprocal effects of the norms on what actually happens (when we bind ourselves by conceptual norms in judging and acting), and of what actually happens on the norms (when the contents expressed by our words depends on how we use those words)—makes the ideas of knowing how things really are, acting so as to change how things really are, and so much as being able to entertain determinately contentful thoughts equally and in principle unintelligible.

By contrast, forgiveness and trust embody an expansion strategy, by which self-conscious individuals identify with actual goings-on [Taten] over which they exert some real, but always only partial authority, identify themselves as the seats of responsibilities that outrun their own capacity to fulfill.  Confession of the need for forgiveness and trust that it will be forthcoming both acknowledge the sense in which others are in a distinctive way also responsible for what I have done.  For the eventual significance of my performance, the content of the commitment I have adopted, practically as intention or cognitively as belief, is now left in their care.  In one sense, I as agent am responsible for what are in the ordinary sense my doings.  For it is my adoption of an attitude, my endorsement of a purpose (Vorsatz) that opens the process that proceeds and develops therefrom to normative assessment in the first place.  I must play the counter in the game for a move to have been made [Handlung].  But then, in another sense—visible from the point of view of Vernunft as a complementary sense—my fellow community members, those whom I recognize in the sense of trusting them to forgive my performance, are responsible for finding a way to make it have been a successful application of the concept expressed by the counter I played.  That is, they are responsible for the imputation of an intention (Absicht) that can be seen retrospectively as having been carried out as the sequence of consequential specifications of the doing unfolds.  That intention sets the normative standard for the success of the action and, as the content expressed by the purpose that is the actually efficacious attitude, is construed as guiding the process that is the execution of the plan.  Concretely forgiving the action is finding a way to reconstrue the content of the concept applied in the Vorsatz so that the resulting Absicht turns out to be successful.  

So the explicit acknowledgment of this sharing of responsibility for what is done between the confessing and trusting agent and the forgiving community expresses an expanded practical conception of how happenings qualify as doings.  The unity of actions (what defines their identity) that both the agent who trusts and the community who forgives identify with and produce by adopting these reciprocal recognitive stances (relinquishing claims to merely particular subjective authority not balanced by a correlative responsibility) is a complex, internally articulated unity that comprises both aspects of the disparity that action involves.  For it combines as essential, mutually presupposing aspects the action as something that qualifies as such only because it has both specifications under which it is intentional and consequential specifications in terms of actual effects that unroll unforeseeably to the infinite horizon.  Both the prospective exercise of authority by the agent and the retrospective exercise of authority by the forgiving community are required to bring about this unity: to make what happens into something done.  

Recall the immediate version of what by now has developed into an intricately mediated performance of concrete forgiving, introduced by Hegel in the opening movement of Spirit in the allegory in which something that naturally happens, death, is made into something done, the affirmation and development of a normative status of family membership, by burial.  Up to this point, I have emphasized the cognitive, retrospective character of the exercise of authority through forgiveness: the sense in which generous recollection is a necessary condition of the intelligibility of determinately contentful, objective concepts articulating how the things that are something for us are in themselves (that is, of the idea that there is some determinate way things objectively are, which we are trying to find out).  This dimension is absolutely crucial for understanding the deep conceptual connection between the intersubjective process of recognition as forgiving recollection (an exercise of authority on the part of those in whom conceptual trust is placed), on the one hand, and objectivity and actuality, on the other.  But invoking the practical recollective work that is the recovery of an intention as a concept-application that unifies the purposive and consequential aspects of action points to the way in which forgiveness on the practical side can be not only retrospective, in reconstruing what is taken to be the objective content of the concept toward which a practical attitude is adopted in endorsing a purpose, but also retroactive.  

For the consequential specifications of a doing are not something simply given, available only for theoretical re-interpretation.  Concrete practical forgiveness involves doing things to change what the consequences of the act turn out to be.  For example, one might trust one’s successors to make it the case that one’s inadvertent revelation, one’s sacrifice, or the decision to go to war, was worthwhile, because of what it eventually led to—because of what we made of it by doing things differently afterwards.  Something I have done should not be treated as an error or a crime, as the hard-hearted niederträchtig judge does, because it is not yet settled what I have done.  Subsequent actions by others can affect its consequences, and hence the content of what I have done.  The hard-hearted judgment wrongly assumes that the action is a finished thing, sitting there, fully-formed, as a possible object of assessment independent of what is done later.  The Kammerdiener’s minifying ascription of the hero’s action to low, self-interested motives rather than acknowledgment of a norm as binding in the situation depends on a defective atomistic conception of what an intention is.  
Recall the model of agency put in place in Chapter Seven.  Whether any particular event that occurs consequentially downstream from the adoption of a practical attitude (Vorsatz) makes an expressively progressive contribution to the fulfillment of an intention depends on its role in the development of a retrospectively imputed plan.  And the role of a given event in the evolving plan depends on what else happens.
As new consequences occur, the plan is altered, and with it the status of the earlier event as aiding in the successful execution of the plan.  That status can be altered by other doings, which, in the context of the earlier one, open up some new practical possibilities and close others off.  The significance of one event is never fully and finally settled.  It is always open to influence by later events.  The magnanimous commitment to concrete practical forgiveness is a commitment to act so as to make the act forgiven have been correct as the acknowledgment of a norm that can now be imputed as the content of the governing intention.  In a community with the recognitive structure of trust and forgiveness, there is a real sense in which everything is done by everyone.  For everyone takes responsibility for what each one does, and each takes responsibility for what everyone does.  (This is the Musketeer conception of agency:  “All for one and one for all.”)  This is what I meant by talking about an “expansion strategy” for edelmütig self-consciousness, by contrast to the “contraction strategy” of alienated self-consciousness.  The conception of the agent in the sense of the doer who is responsible for what is done is expanded so that the self-conscious individual is just one element in a larger constellation including those he recognizes through trust and who recognize him through forgiveness.  

The deed is not imperishable; it is taken back by Spirit into itself, and the aspect of individuality present in it, whether as intention or as an existent negativity and limitation, straightway vanishes. The self that carries out the action, the form of its act, is only a moment of the whole... [PG 669]
In the sphere of agency, the modern rise of subjectivity takes the form of the assertion of what Hegel calls the “rights of intention and knowledge.”  These are the rights of the individual self-consciousness to be held responsible for what it does only under the specifications under which it was intentional, together with consequential specifications it could foresee.  This modern notion of agency contrasted with the heroic conception of agency characteristic of traditional, pre-modern practical self-consciousness.  On that conception, the individual agent was responsible for what is done under all of its specifications, whether intended or envisaged or not.  (“I do what happens.”)  As we’ve seen, Hegel’s emblematic example is Oedipus, who is held responsible (and holds himself responsible) for committing the crimes of killing his father and marrying his mother, in spite of not having intended to do anything under those descriptions, and having no way of knowing that what he intended under other descriptions would have those consequences.  Those facts do not excuse or exculpate him.  They merely illustrate the tragic character of heroically taking responsibility for what one does in this extensive sense: that we do not and cannot know what we are doing, that any action opens us up to the vagaries of fate. (“The stone belongs to the devil when it leaves the hand that threw it.”)  

Hegel is clear that modernity’s acknowledgement of the rights of intention and knowledge is expressively progressive.  But by itself it leaves us alienated from our doings, unable satisfactorily to unify the various aspects of agency: the normative and the actual, the intentional and the consequential.  Working within the categories of independence, of Verstand, the modern view can attribute genuine responsibility only where the authority of the agent is complete.  The result is the contraction strategy, where our doings are contracted to mere willings.  What was lost is what the heroic conception of agency had right: the kind of responsibility that extends to our doings under all their specifications, including consequential ones that were not explicitly envisaged or endorsed.  The normative status one enters into by acting—what the agent makes herself responsible for, what she has committed herself to—outruns the subjective attitude in virtue of which it is her doing.  The traditional view is wrong in not acknowledging the sense in which the agent’s responsibility is limited by the rights of intention and knowledge.  The modern view is wrong in thinking that there is no responsibility for what was not part of the individual’s purpose or knowledge.  The recognitive structure of trust and forgiveness, in virtue of its division of normative labor, its sharing of responsibility between agent and community, incorporates versions of both the individual rights of intention and knowledge characteristic of modernity and the heroic conception of agency characteristic of traditional society.  The agent and the community together are responsible for the action under all its specifications.  The rights of intention and knowledge mark the sense in which the doing is the agent’s doing, expressing the fact that it is the attitudes of individual agents that are the source of actualizing any norm, adopting any normative status.  But what the agent has done—the content of the status entered into—is not understood as restricted by what is explicit in those attitudes.  This third view would just be the traditional heroic conception of agency, except that the fact that what the agent has done is understood not just as having made her responsible for the doing, but as having made us all responsible for it (has imposed a responsibility concretely and practically to forgive it) means that the re-achievement of the heroic conception now takes a higher form.  That higher form does not essentially involve the tragedy that is a confrontation with an alien destiny.  Though the agent cannot know what she does, others are committed to and responsible for its not turning out to be a crime.  She trusts that they will forgive, will exercise their power to heal the wounds of the Spirit inflicted by the stubborn recalcitrance of cause, contingency, actuality, immediacy, and particularity, by giving it the form of the conceptual, necessity, normativity, mediation, and universality.  Heroism is the genuine bindingness of norms on actuality: the agent’s being genuinely (but not wholly independently) authoritative over and responsible for what actually happens.  The sharing of responsibility between the confessing and trusting knower-and-agent and trusted forgiving and confessing assessors of claims and deeds, which articulates the historical-perspectival (prospective/retrospective) division of normative labor within the magnanimous recognitive community, is what makes subjective attitudes intelligible as the application (binding of oneself by) objective norms, so as the institution of normative statuses (cognitive and practical commitments) whose contents outrun the subjective conceptions of any of the participants.  Through his adoption of attitudes, the application of concepts, hence the acknowledgment of objectively determinately contentful conceptual norms as governing the assessment of the resulting performances, the agent both exercises real (though incomplete) authority over what happens and makes herself (though not herself alone) responsible for what actually happens, under all its specifications, consequential as well as intentional.  The sharing of responsibility that is the execution of the expansion strategy is what makes possible heroism (what no man is to his valet) without tragedy.  

This is the final story about the relation of norms to nature, concepts to causes, and statuses to attitudes.  Confession, forgiveness, and trust are what we must do, recognitively, in order to find objective, determinately contentful conceptual norms being applied cognitively in judgment and practically in action.  Magnanimous recollection constructs a conception (sense) that purports to express the objective concept (reference) articulating the content of the commitment (normative status) being undertaken in the form of belief and intention, so that the former is true and the latter fulfilled.  The activity that is in this sense successfully forgiven is exhibited as the conceptualizing of the actual and the actualizing of the conceptual: infusing the normative into the natural so as to make what actually happens subject to normative assessment, and infusing the contingent into the necessary so as to make concepts determinately contentful.  This sort of retrospective reconstrual and retroactive recontexting is reason’s march through history, the making that is the finding of reason as active in history.  “On him who looks at the world rationally, the world looks rationally back,” Hegel says
 (his Spiegelei conception of rationality).  What one must be doing in order to be “looking at the world rationally” is forgiving: rationally reconstructing a tradition so as to exhibit it as expressively progressive, as the becoming explicit of initially implicit concepts through the endorsement of what turn out to be true claims and successful intentions.  This shows our activities to be rational and rationally governed in the sense that they consist in our binding ourselves by and so making ourselves liable to assessments according conceptual norms that set objective standards for correctness (truth and success).  
Only as a rationally based succession of phenomena, themselves containing and revealing what reason is, does this history show itself as rational, as a rational event.
  
Showing history as rational in this sense, by producing a forgiving recollection, is what Hegel does in his Realphilosophie.  In an important sense, these applications are what the metaconcepts of his logic are for.  They are the tools he uses to display an expressively progressive developmental trajectory through the vast amount of empirical material he considers in those works.  So for instance, both the Lectures on Aesthetics and the Lectures on the Philosophy of Religion show how these forms of self-consciousness of Geist evolve ever more adequate expressions of what it is in itself.  Although both art and religion are doomed to fall short of the fully adequate understanding of Geist that Hegel takes philosophy to be able to achieve, because of the defining role that sensuous concepts play in each of those enterprises, they are shown nonetheless both to have a genuine grip on the truth as more adequately expressed by philosophy, and further, to have a monotonically improving grip on it.  I am impressed, too, by the pragmatic and experimental spirit in which Hegel seems to approach these undertakings.  Not only do later versions of the religion lectures incorporate further historical facts, as Hegel’s study of the topic progressed, but different strategies are tried out for using the conceptual apparatus of the Logic to organize them into sequences in which what turns out to have been implicit all along is made gradually more explicit.  In some versions, the largest progression is mapped onto that from Being, through Essence, to Concept, as in the Science of Logic.  But elsewhere roughly the same material is understood in terms of the progression from Ansichsein, through Fürsichsein, to An-und-Fürsichsein.  To be sure, there is an important relation between these two large structures.  But there are also important conceptual differences between them.  As I read him, Hegel was sure that his metaconcepts were the right tools with which to forge a forgiving recollection, to find a rational history, but was much less sure just how to apply them in any particular case so as best to achieve that end.  The fact that he tries out different recollective strategies is evidence of just how wrong it is to see Hegel as trying to offer a priori derivations of proprieties governing the application of ground-level empirical concepts from the concepts of his logic.  The job of the latter is expressive, as semantic metalanguage.  The attempt to find better ways to deploy those expressive resources, so as to achieve better recollections, exhibiting a more rational, more revelatory history, incorporating more of the earlier constellations of concepts and transformations of those constellations as making a progressive expressive contribution is an implicit confession of the only partial success of each particular exercise of generous recollection.  Such a confession is an invitation for us who come after him concretely to forgive him for the partial failure of his attempt to forgive, by telling a still better story.  He trusts us to continue the conceptually magnanimous enterprise. 

Much more central to Hegel’s project, however, is fulfilling this obligation of generous recollection to his specifically philosophical predecessors.  The Lectures on the History of Philosophy culminates in what he insists is not his system but the system of philosophy that he expounds in the Science of Logic, and applies in the Encyclopedia.  Each prior figure is presented from the point of view of what he understood, what his thought can retrospectively be seen to have revealed about how things actually are, which aspects of the philosophical concepts that articulate his current, adequate self-consciousness are expressed, however darkly, in his conceptions, and how the expressive inadequacies of those views can be seen to have served the progressive purpose of being necessary preconditions of the next stage, providing the experience of error and failure out of which a newer, better conception arises.  As Hegel says in the conclusion of his three volumes:

At this point I bring this history of Philosophy to a close.  It has been my desire that you should learn from it that the history of philosophy is not a blind collection of fanciful ideas, nor a fortuitous progression.  I have rather sought to show the necessary development of the successive philosophies from one another, so that the one of necessity presupposes another preceding it.  The general result of the history of Philosophy is this: in the first place, that throughout all time there has been only one Philosophy, the contemporary differences of which constitute the necessary aspects of one principle; in the second place, that the succession of philosophic systems is not due to chance, but represents the necessary succession of stages in the development of this science; in the third place, that the final philosophy of a period is the result of this development, and is truth in the highest form which the self-consciousness of spirit affords of itself.  The latest philosophy contains therefore those which went before; it embraces in itself all the different stages thereof; it is the product and the result of those that preceded it….It is my desire that this history of Philosophy should contain for you a summons to grasp the spirit of the time, which is present in us by nature, and—each in his own place—consciously to bring it from its natural condition, i.e. from its lifeless seclusion, into the light of day.

The aspiration is to offer a rational history: a reconstruction in which each element makes an essential contribution to what is finally revealed as having been all along implicitly the topic.  The progression is retrospectively necessary.  It is not the case that a given stage could have evolved in no other way than as to produce what appears as its successor.  Rather, that successor (and ultimately, the final—so far—triumphant, culminating conception) could not have arisen except as a development from the earlier ones.  The passage closes with Hegel’s expression of trust: his summons to the next generation to do for its time what he has done for his: to take on the forgiving recollective labor of explicitation that makes a rational history.  

The Phenomenology itself is, of course, an enterprise with just this shape.  It, too, takes as its task making it the case that nothing is for nothing, that all things happen for the best: Leibnizian optimism understood as a practical commitment rather than a mere statement what would be true anyway, without our labor.  Each shape of consciousness considered in the first five chapters of that book, each phase of Spirit considered in the sixth, plays an essential expressive role in the expository trajectory that takes us to the final vision of concepts, norms, and selves, each reveals some necessary aspect of how we should understand ourselves.  The whole narrative is an extended act of concrete forgiveness.  Its target is not all acts of concept application—all judgments and intentional actions.  What he is forgiving is rather something like all attempts to understand that ground-level discursive activity.  What is being forgiven is theoretical and practical ways (both individual and institutional) of understanding ourselves as creatures who bind ourselves by conceptual norms.  The metaconceptual view that finally emerges—the account of how commitment to the generous recognitive structure of confession, trust, and recollective forgiveness is implicit in ordinary cognitive and practical activity, a necessary condition of the determinate contentfulness and representational directedness of beliefs and intentions—is put forward not only as the implicit content expressed genuinely but imperfectly and incompletely by each of the inadequate theoretical and practical metaconceptions that finds a place in the body of the narrative, but also, given its specific content, as the explicit articulation of a structural recognitive commitment that is implicit in ordinary, ground-level concept use.  The Phenomenology is accordingly a paradigm instance of what it is a theory of: making a tradition have been about something, and have been a gradual but ultimately successful finding out about it.  What happens is turned into something done, by the retrospective, retroactive imputation of what amounts to a unifying unfolding plan-structured intention that can be seen to have been implicit in the various events that are thereby recollected and forgiven.  

What the Phenomenology does for our self-understanding as discursive creatures, we should do for it as a text.  That forgiving work invites, obliges (“summons”), and trusts us to forgive it: to find a content becoming explicit in it, to discern a governing intention guiding the unfolding of a plan-structured narrative.  As was pointed out in Chapter Seven, on Hegel’s conception of intention (“Absicht”), the question of whether Hegel changed his mind halfway through the writing of the Phenomenology (tacking on the long chapter on Spirit even though it was not part of the original plan), is one that should be responded to by finding a unified and unifying intention.  Of course, we may not be able to bring off that concrete labor of forgiveness.  But if not, insofar as there are bits of the text that remain indigestible, impossible to assimilate into a suitably expressively progressive recollective rational reconstruction, that is something to be confessed, trusting that those who come afterward will be able better to fulfill that responsibility.  

That is what I have been aiming for in this work: to do for Hegel what he did for his predecessors.  (Some would say: ‘to’ them.)  I have tried to present what I take to be Hegel’s understanding of the nature of concepts, norms, and selves, and the relations among them, to show how each of the strands in the final story emerges from the considerations introduced and developed in the different parts of the book, and how those strands are woven together into an ever richer and more intricate tapestry until the full picture emerges.  In constructing and articulating that recollection, I have not hesitated to use vocabulary that is not Hegel’s, which requires forging new inferential links with vocabulary that is Hegel’s, just as he did not hesitate to use his new philosophical vocabulary in expressing and placing the views of Aristotle, Descartes, and Kant.  On Hegel’s own semantic views, as here reconstructed, doing that is reconstruing the contents of the concepts, in the sense of offering a new conception, a new way of expressing the concept that is taken to be the one Hegel was expressing.  But that sort of prospective making of a new sense is what retrospective finding of a referent consists in, on that account.  Producing a new candidate conception (in this case, a content articulated by new inferential connections, to concepts that the text does not and could not explicitly connect the original to) is one essential aspect of the process of articulating the meaning that the text really has—in the only sense in which a text has a meaning or expresses a conceptual content.  This complex, two-phase account of the kind of making that is the finding of meaning is offered as a successor to the atomistic Verstand conception of meanings as crystalline, self-contained things (Quine: “the myth of the museum”), which stand there independent of their connection to each other, and as intelligible apart from their involvement in the processes and practices that are the evolving experience of those who use words to express them (as another later thinker would have it: the impossible conception of what sort of thing one would have to add to a sign-post, thought of as mere shaped wooden matter, as its significance, under the condition that that significance be intelligible apart from the practices of those to whom it is significant).  

Reasons, in the form of objective conceptual norms, shows up retrospectively as acknowledged in the attitudes of practitioners, hence as setting standards articulating the contents of the commitments they undertake and the authority they claim, within each generous, forgiving recollection exhibiting a progressive tradition of imperfect, but cumulative, ever more explicit, and ultimately successful expression of those concepts.  Particularity, contingency, and immediacy enter during the prospective phase of experience, making themselves felt as practitioners find themselves falling into error and failure by applying their current conceptions, find themselves with theoretical, practical, and indeed recognitive that are commitments incompatible by their own lights, which normatively call for the alteration of those conceptions and the reconstrual of that tradition.  What is, when it appears, still irrational (the moment of difference), the eruption of causes into the realm of concepts (the exercise by particulars of authority over universals), shows up in the breaks, the ruptures, the caesuras between the Whiggish Erinnerungen.  The first is the construction of concepts, the second is the incorporation into them of the initially non-conceptual immediacy and contingency in virtue of which those concepts are determinately contentful.  The recognitive cycle of confession, trust, and forgiveness, followed by confession of the inadequacy of that forgiveness, is what ties these phases together, articulating the internal fine structure of the relations between the moment of rational unity and the moment of determinate disparity.  Under the heading of Vernunft, Hegel is putting forward a new metaphysics of meaning and intentionality, a highly structured story about the pragmatics of semantics: about the sorts of doings that are the necessary background for saying or intending anything determinately contentful, and about the sense in which concepts can be thought of as having determinate contents.  That story informs his own practice: the way he thinks about the concepts of science, religion, art, and philosophy, his understanding and presentation of the views, accomplishments, and failures of his predecessors, and the shape of his own writings.  The generous hermeneutics he practices is an implicit expression of trust in us, his interpreters, to acknowledge and fulfill our obligation to perform the corresponding reconstructive recollective labor of producing what show up retrospectively as more adequate expressions of the very concepts he developed and deployed.  
Hegel’s story about how determinate conceptual content arises out of normative force—what it is to take objective conceptual norms to be acknowledged as binding in the attitudes of discursive practitioners, and thereby to make those attitudes properly intelligible as the adoption of normative statuses, the undertaking of commitments and responsibilities that outrun the conceptions of those whose statuses they are—is accordingly supposed to be at once a cognitive theory and a practical fighting faith for the first generation of moderns for whom intellectual history came to seem a central and essential undertaking.  It is, remarkably, a semantics that is morally edifying.  For properly understanding the conditions of having determinate thoughts and intentions, of binding ourselves by determinately contentful conceptual norms in judgment and action, turns out to commit us to adopting recognitive stances of a particular kind to one another.  The sort of Hegelian semantic self-consciousness that consists in understanding our discursive activity according to the categories of Vernunft accordingly obliges us to be a certain kind of self, and to institute certain kinds of communities.  In particular, the sort of theoretical understanding he teaches (the explicit acknowledgment of what he shows to be implicit in our discursive practice) obliges us in practice to forgive and trust one another: to be that kind of self and institute that kind of community.  Practicing the recognitive hermeneutics of magnanimity is not just one option among others.  A proper understanding of the kind of creatures we are obliges us to be forgiving and trusting: to see the world through rational eyes, not only because the world then looks rationally back, but because that rational world is the only mirror in which we can see ourselves.

The reconciling Yea, in which the two 'I's let go their antithetical existence, is the existence of the 'I' which has expanded into a duality, and therein remains identical with itself, and, in its complete externalization and opposite, possesses the certainty of itself: it is God manifested in the midst of those who know themselves in the form of pure knowledge. [PG 671]

End of Chapter Eight

�   As Pippin has argued at length, for instance in Idealism as Modernism [ref.]


�   This is an oversimplification.  In many places Hegel attributes more gross structure to history.  For instance, in the Philosophy of Right  (§§353-360) he identifies four stages in world history, putting the Oriental before the Greek, and interposing the Roman between the Greek and the modern (Nordic or German).  I think there is a point to his practice in the Phenomenology, of ignoring the first and treating the Roman as part of the extended transition to modernity.  


�   Recall the discussion of the relation between subjective processes and objective relations under the heading of ‘objective idealism’ in Chapter Five.


�   The Antigone passage is from lines 454-57, which Elizabeth Wycoff [ref.] renders as:


the gods' unwritten and unfailing laws.


Not now, nor yesterday's, they always live,


and no one knows their origin in time...


Hegel mentions this passage again in the Philosophy of Right [§144H] in the third paragraph of his introduction to Sittlichkeit: “Antigone proclaims that no-one knows where the laws come from: they are eternal.  That is, their determination has being in and for itself and issues from the nature of the thing [Sache].” 


�   Does Hegel think that all pre-modern societies are characterized by reciprocal recognition?  Not at all—as his remarks elsewhere about traditional Indian and Chinese societies show.  Thus at the end of the Philosophy of Right  he puts “Oriental world-historical realm”, which “originates in the natural whole of patriarchal society” as a stage more primitive than the epoch epitomized by the Greeks.  But he does seem to think that the sort of incompatible norms whose practical obtrusiveness triggers the transition to modernity arise only in this sort of recognitive context.


�   “A natural ethical community—this is the Family” [PG 450].


� “[C]haracter…that ethical consciousness…which, on account of its immediacy, is a specifically determined Spirit, belongs only to one of the ethical essentialities…” [PG 597].


�   F. H. Bradley summed up this view in the title of his book My Station and Its Duties.  


�  As Hegel says of the alienated, modern stage:  “Destiny is alien to this Spirit” [PG 492].


�  “Der sich entfremdete Geist”, from the title of Chapter VIB.  Alienation, like Sittlichkeit, is not a psychological attitude of individuals (though it can be reflected there), but a structure the whole of Spirit exhibits.  


�   Thus “by means of the self as soul of the process, substance is so moulded and developed in its moments that one opposite stirs the other into life, each by its alienation from the other gives it an existence and equally receives from it an existence of its own.” [PG 491].


�  Leibniz talks about us as creatures who can say moi, but he doesn’t worry about the contribution that the indexicality of those sayings is making to the constitution of selves.


�   Hegel has surely correctly diagnosed here a perennial strategy on the part of the representatives of wealth: to accuse the agents exercising state power of doing so not on behalf of the public welfare, but of their private bureaucratic interests.


�  The terminology is due to Isaiah Berlin, “Two Concepts of Liberty”, in Four Essays on Liberty [Oxford University Press, 1969].


�   Enlightenment completes the alienation of Spirit in this realm, too, in which that Spirit takes refuge and where it is conscious of an unruffled peace. It upsets the housekeeping of Spirit in the household of Faith by bringing into that household the tools and utensils of this world, a world which that Spirit cannot deny is its own, because its consciousness likewise belongs to it. In this negative activity pure insight at the same time realizes itself, and produces its own object, the unknowable absolute Being and the principle of utility. [PG 486]


�   Compare McDowell’s diagnosis of the oscillation between “frictionless spinning in the void” and the Myth of the Given, in Mind and World [Harvard University Press, 1994].  


�   The corresponding discussion in the Philosophy of Right is:


Since the subjective satisfaction of the individual himself (including the recognition which he receives by way of honour and fame) is also part and parcel of the achievement of ends of absolute worth, it follows that the demand that such an end alone shall appear as willed and attained, like the view that, in willing, objective and subjective ends are mutually exclusive, is an empty dogmatism of the abstract Understanding. And this dogmatism is more than empty, it is pernicious if it passes into the assertion that because subjective satisfaction is present, as it always is when any task is brought to completion, it is what the agent intended in essence to secure and that the objective end was in his eyes only a means to that.  What the subject is, is the series of his actions. If these are a series of worthless productions, then the subjectivity of his willing is just as worthless. But if the series of his deeds is of a substantive nature, then the same is true also of the individual's inner will… 


Z:  …Now this principle of particularity is, to be sure, one moment of the antithesis, and in the first place at least it is just as much identical with the universal as distinct from it. Abstract reflection, however, fixes this moment in its distinction from and opposition to the universal and so produces a view of morality as nothing but a bitter, unending, struggle against self-satisfaction, as the command: 'Do with abhorrence what duty enjoins.' It is just this type of ratiocination which adduces that familiar psychological view of history which understands how to belittle and disparage all great deeds and great men by transforming into the main intention and operative motive of actions the inclinations and passions which likewise found their satisfaction from the achievement of something substantive, the fame and honour, &c., consequential on such actions, in a word their particular aspect, the aspect which it has decreed in advance to be something in itself pernicious. Such ratiocination assures us that, while great actions and the efficiency which has subsisted through a series of them have produced greatness in the world and have had as their consequences for the individual agent power, honour, and fame, still what belongs to the individual is not the greatness itself but what has accrued to him from it, this purely particular and external result; because this result is a consequence, it is therefore supposed to have been the agent's end and even his sole end. Reflection of this sort stops short at the subjective side of great men, since it itself stands on purely subjective ground, and consequently it overlooks what is substantive in this emptiness of its own making. This is the view of those valet psychologists 'for whom there are no heroes, not because there are no heroes, but because these psychologists are only valets'.  [RP §124]


�   Gilbert Harman The Nature of Morality [Oxford University Press, 1977].


�   Beginning already in Chapter Three, and discussed with the greater detail made possible by the discussion of agency in Reason, at the end of Chapter Seven.  


�   Beginning already in Chapter Two, and discussed with the greater detail made possible by the discussions of recognition and agency, in Chapters Six and Seven.


�   The thread most penetratingly followed out in Pirmin Stekeler-Weithofer’s wonderful reading of the Science of Logic, Hegels Analytische Philosophie [ref.].


�   Saul Kripke Wittgenstein on Following a Rule [ref.].


�   We saw in Chapter Five that for Hegel, the kind of dependence on attitudes that objectivity requires the rejection of is reference-dependence.  The objective world is not sense-independent of our concept-applying activity.


�   vol III, p. 545 in the Haldane and Simpson translation of 1896, reprinted by Humanities Press, 1983.


�   Hegel enunciates this ‘Spiegeleier’ slogan in the Introduction to his Lectures on the Philosophy of History, published in English as Reason in History, Robert S. Hartmann (trans.) [Bobbs-Merill, 1953], p. 13. 


�    In this way the structure of the Phenomenology deserves comparison with the way in which the substantive work of the Science of Logic is done long before the text ends, and is followed by a methodological section that is not a substantive part of the system being presented—the picture of the Idea that we have completed 40 pages or so before.  I’ll discuss this point further in the next chapter, when considering the picture of the Idea that is completed 40 pages or so before the end of the Logic.


�   “Action, in virtue of the antithesis it essentially contains, is related to a negative of consciousness, to a reality possessing intrinsic being. Contrasted with the simplicity of pure consciousness, with the absolute other or implicit manifoldness, this reality is a plurality of circumstances which breaks up and spreads out endlessly in all directions, backwards into their conditions, sideways into their connections, forwards in their consequences.”  [PG 642]


�   The Private Memoirs and Confessions of a Justified Sinner.  [ref.]


�  I have altered the translation here.  Miller has: “over its specific Notion of itself” [emphasis added], reading “its concept” (or “his concept”), “seinem (bestimmten) Begriff,” as a concept of the forgiving judge in the sense of having him as its object, rather than its subject—that is, as an objective, rather than a subjective genitive.   


�   Mathew 6:9-13.  A variant is at Luke 11:2-4.


�   Discussed in this connection at the end of Section XI of Chapter Seven.


�   Reason in History (Introduction to Hegel’s Lectures on the Philosophy of World History), translated by Robert S. Hartman [Indianapolis, Bobbs-Merrill Publishing, 1978] p. 13.


�   Berlin Introduction to Lectures on the History of Philosophy, p. 23.


�   Hegel’s Lectures on the History of Philosophy, E. S. Haldane and F. H. Simson (trans.) [New Jersey: Humanities Press 1983] volume 3, pp. 552-53.
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