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Notes for Self-Consciousness lecture:
1) Structure of the discussion:
A) Transition from Consciousness to Self-Consciousness
B) The simultaneous social synthesis of individual self-conscious selves and their recognitive communities, by reciprocal recognition, and the peculiar structure of reciprocal authority and responsibility (independence and dependence).
C) Life

D) From Desire to Recognition
E) Pride

F) Mastery

G) Metaphysical Irony: the causality of fate.
H) Slavery

I) Stoicism, Skepticism, and the Unhappy Consciousness

J) Transition to Reason
A:  The transition from Consciousness to Self-Consciousness

2) Claim: We are not going to understand either how to get from Consciousness to Self-Consciousness, or the conception of self-consciousness that is put in place in the latter section, by staring at the text.  We have to think about the large philosophical issues that are being addressed, and try to impute the big philosophical moves that are being made, returning to the text with hypotheses to test against it.
3) 163. Infinity, or this absolute unrest of pure self-movement, in which whatever is determined in one way or another, e.g. as being, is rather the opposite of this determinateness, this no doubt has been from the start the soul of all that has gone before; but it is in the inner world that it has first freely and clearly shown itself. Appearance, or the play of Forces, already displays it, but it is as 'explanation' that it first freely stands forth; and in being finally an object for consciousness, as that which it is, consciousness is thus self-consciousness. The Understanding's 'explanation' is primarily only the description [Beschreibung] of what self-consciousness is. It supersedes the differences present in the law, differences which have already become pure differences but are still indifferent, and posits them in a single unity, in Force. But this unifying of them is equally and immediately a sundering, for it supersedes the differences and posits the oneness of Force only by creating a new difference, that of Law and Force, which, however, at the same time is no difference; and, moreover, from the fact that this difference is no difference, it goes on to supersede this difference again, since it lets Force be similarly constituted to Law. But this movement, or necessity, is thus still a necessity and a movement of the Understanding, or, the movement as such is not the Understanding's object; on the contrary, in this movement the Understanding has as objects positive and negative electricity, distance, force of attraction, and a thousand other things which constitute the content of the moments of the movement. The reason why 'explaining' affords so much self-satisfaction is just because in it consciousness is, so to speak, communing directly with itself, enjoying only itself; although it seems to be busy with something else, it is in fact occupied only with itself.
4) BB:  
a) “Infinity” [die Unendlichkeit] is the holistic constellation of elements whose determinateness consists in their relations of material incompatibility (exclusion) and consequence (inclusion) to one another.  It is a unity constituted by the differences of the members into which it is articulated.

b) It is as explanation [Erklären] that infinity is first clearly grasped.

c) Infinity is also the structure of the self.

d) So, although phenomenal consciousness does not yet know this, in grasping the nature of infinity through its activity of explaining, consciousness is really grasping for the first time the nature of itself.  It is a form of consciousness as self-consciousness.

e) That is why in [164] “self-consciousness is the truth of consciousness.”  It is why in [165], “Understanding experiences only itself,” and why the two extremes of the syllogism of which sensuous appearance is the middle term, the world as revealed by theory (inference) and “the inner being gazing into this pure inner world” coincide.

f) The key claim, that infinity is the structure of the self, is not something that the Understanding itself has come to understand.  That is something that Hegel throws in, a claim for us.  He just claims it.  That it is true is something we will have to come to see (cf. [164]), by following a different movement of phenomenal consciousness, this one articulating and developing its understanding of selves.
g) The structure of the self-conscious self (it turns out that to be a self requires being self-conscious, and the converse is obvious) is a social structure. Selves and their communities are synthesized by reciprocal recognition.  [See the sociality passages below.]  One of the big issues raised by this is the following.  Hegel has a pretty good argument, I think, that the “process of recognition” is the context in which conceptual norms are instituted and applied, and that it is responding to those norms in experience that constitutes grasping the laws expressible using modal vocabulary.  But he also claims, as far as I can see, that this social practice constitutes the model on which we should understand the conceptual, in its holistic “infinity”—that the conceptual and the social-recognitive share a distinctive structure.  The issue I am pointing to is how the connection between these two sorts of claim should be understood and justified.  (I address this in “Some Pragmatist Themes in Hegel’s Idealism”.)
5) 164. In the contrary law, as the inversion of the first law, or in the inner difference, it is true that infinity itself becomes the object of the Understanding; but once again the Understanding falls short of infinity as such, since it again apportions to two worlds, or to two substantial elements, that which is a difference in itself—the self-repulsion of the selfsame and the self-attraction of the unlike. To the Understanding, the movement, as it is found in experience, is here a [mere] happening, and the selfsame and the unlike are predicates, whose essence is an inert substrate. What is, for the Understanding, an object in a sensuous covering, is for us in its essential form as a pure Notion. This apprehension of the difference as it is in truth, or the apprehension of infinity as such, is for us, or in itself [i.e. is merely implicit]. The exposition of its Notion belongs to Science; but consciousness, in the way that it immediately has this Notion, again comes on the scene as a form belonging to consciousness itself, or as a new shape of consciousness, which does not recognize in what has gone before its own essence, but looks on it as something quite different. Since this Notion of infinity is an object for consciousness, the latter is consciousness of a difference that is no less immediately cancelled; consciousness is for its own self, it is a distinguishing of that which contains no difference, or self-consciousness. I distinguish myself from myself, and in doing so I am directly aware that what is distinguished from myself is not different [from me]. I, the selfsame being, repel myself from myself; but what is posited as distinct from me, or as unlike me, is immediately, in being so distinguished, not a distinction for me. It is true that consciousness of an 'other', of an object in general, is itself necessarily self-consciousness, a reflectedness-into-self, consciousness of itself in its otherness. The necessary advance from the previous shapes of consciousness for which their truth was a Thing, an 'other' than themselves, expresses just this, that not only is consciousness of a thing possible only for a self-consciousness, but that self-consciousness alone is the truth of those shapes. But it is only for us that this truth exists, not yet for consciousness. But self-consciousness has at first become [simply] for itself, not yet as a unity with consciousness in general.

6) 165. We see that in the inner world of appearance, the Understanding in truth comes to know nothing else but appearance, but not in the shape of a play of Forces, but rather that play of Forces in its absolutely universal moments and in their movement; in fact, the Understanding experiences only itself. Raised above perception, consciousness exhibits itself closed in a unity with the supersensible world through the mediating term of appearance, through which it gazes into this background [lying behind appearance]. The two extremes [of this syllogism], the one, of the pure inner world, the other, that of the inner being gazing into this pure inner world, have now coincided, and just as they, qua extremes, have vanished, so too the middle term, as something other than these extremes, has also vanished. This curtain [of appearance] hanging before the inner world is therefore drawn away, and we have the inner being [the 'I'] gazing into the inner world—the vision of the undifferentiated selfsame being, which repels itself from itself, posits itself as an inner being containing different moments, but for which equally these moments are immediately not different—self-consciousness. It is manifest that behind the so-called curtain which is supposed to conceal the inner world, there is nothing to be seen unless we go behind it ourselves, as much in order that we may see, as that there may be something behind there which can be seen. But at the same time it is evident that we cannot without more ado go straightway behind appearance. For this knowledge of what is the truth of appearance as ordinarily conceived, and of its inner being, is itself only a result of a complex movement whereby the modes of consciousness 'meaning', perceiving, and the Understanding, vanish; and it will be equally evident that the cognition of what consciousness knows in knowing itself, requires a still more complex movement, the exposition of which is contained in what follows.
Sociality passages
Note: discuss here (in connection with these passages) the simultaneous social synthesis of individual self-conscious selves and their recognitive communities, by reciprocal recognition, and the peculiar structure of reciprocal authority and responsibility (independence and dependence) HERE.
1. A self-consciousness exists for a self-consciousness. Only so is it in fact self-consciousness; for only in this way does the unity of itself in its otherness become explicit for it… 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'. It is in self-consciousness, in the Notion of Spirit, that consciousness first finds its turning-point, where it leaves behind it the colourful show of the sensuous here-and-now and the nightlike void of the supersensible beyond, and steps out into the spiritual daylight of the present.  [177]

2. Self-consciousness exists in and for itself when, and by the fact that, it so exists for another; that is, it exists only in being acknowledged… The twofold significance of the distinct moments has in the nature of self-consciousness to be infinite, or directly the opposite of the determinateness in which it is posited. The detailed exposition of the Notion of this spiritual unity in its duplication will present us with the process of Recognition. [178]

3. Now, this movement of self-consciousness in relation to another self-consciousness has in this way been represented as the action of one self-consciousness, but this action of the one has itself the double significance of being both its own action and the action of the other as well. For the other is equally independent and self-contained, and there is nothing in it of which it is not itself the origin…Thus the movement is simply the double movement of the two self-consciousnesses. Each sees the other do the same as it does; each does itself what it demands of the other, and therefore also does what it does only in so far as the other does the same. Action by one side only would be useless because what is to happen can only be brought about by both. [182]

4. It is aware that it at once is, and is not, another consciousness, and equally that this other is for itself only when it supersedes itself as being for itself, and is for itself only in the being-for-self of the other. Each is for the other the middle term, through which each mediates itself with itself and unites with itself; and each is for itself, and for the other, an immediate being on its own account, which at the same time is such only through this mediation. They recognize themselves as mutually recognizing one another. [184]

5. We have now to see how the process of this pure Notion of recognition, of the duplicating of self-consciousness in its oneness, appears to self-consciousness.  At first, it will exhibit the side of the inequality of the two, or the splitting-up of the middle term into the extremes which, as extremes, are opposed to one another, one being only recognized, the other only recognizing. [185]

6. [T]he 'other' is also a self-consciousness; one individual is confronted by another individual. …Each is indeed certain of its own self, but not of the other, and therefore its own self-certainty still has no truth. For it would have truth only if its own being-for-self had confronted it as an independent object, or, what is the same thing, if the object had presented itself as this pure self-certainty. But according to the Notion of recognition this is possible only when each is for the other what the other is for it, only when each in its own self through its own action, and again through the action of the other, achieves this pure abstraction of being-for-self. [186]

7. [The “smoking gun” passage:] In Scepticism, consciousness truly experiences itself as internally contradictory. From this experience emerges a new form of consciousness which brings together the two thoughts which Scepticism holds apart. Scepticism's lack of thought about itself must vanish, because it is in fact one consciousness which contains within itself these two modes. This new form is, therefore, one which knows that it is the dual consciousness of itself, as self-liberating, unchangeable, and self-identical, and as self-bewildering and self-perverting, and it is the awareness of this self-contradictory nature of itself.

In Stoicism, self-consciousness is the simple freedom of itself. In Scepticism, this freedom becomes a reality, negates the other side of determinate existence, but really duplicates itself, and now knows itself to be a duality. Consequently, the duplication which formerly was divided between two individuals, the lord and the bondsman, is now lodged in one. The duplication of self-consciousness within itself, which is essential in the Notion of Spirit, is thus here before us, but not yet in its unity: the Unhappy Consciousness is the consciousness of self as a dual-natured, merely contradictory being. [210]

B:  Life: 
a) Brief discussion of why we start with Life.  The account does not have to be construed as reductively naturalistic (not starting from physics, but biology) in order to count as a story about how the normative develops out of and recruits biological abilities.  Starting with practical intentionality in the sense of AII 6, and elaborating the normative (SDR) and self-conceptions as essential (Pride), on the way to full discursive intentionality.  Do the bit from my old notes on the organic as an image of the conceptual, thus saying what is right and what is wrong about the Romantic valorization of the category of the organic.  

b) Set up the questions to which SDR is an answer.  Say that what I’ll be doing is seeing if there is any path from the raw materials (Desire) Hegel has allowed himself, to something like the conclusion I see him getting to.
7) Here is a characteristic passage:

Thus the simple substance of Life is the splitting-up of itself into shapes and at the same time the dissolution of these existent differences; and the dissolution of the splitting-up is just as much a splitting-up and a forming of members...

The fluid element is itself only the abstraction of essence, or it is actual only as shape; and its articulation [sich gliedert] of itself is again a splitting-up of what was articulated into form or a dissolution of it.  It is the whole round of this activity that constitutes Life...

Life consists...in being the self-developing whole which dissolves its development and in this movement simply preserves itself.  [171]

8) Reading:

a) A species exists only in its members.  This is its "splitting itself up into shapes".  

b) The "dissolution of the splitting up" is the fact that it is of the essence of the species that it survives the death of each of the members into which it is split up.  

c) The preservation of the species is the coming to be and the passing away of its individuals.  

d) Thus the species has the identity it does because of its relation to its diverse individual instances, and each of those instances has the identity it does because of its relation to the rest of the species, from which it has arisen and into which it will pass as its posterity.  This process is the life of the species and of the individuals. 

e) Again, life as a whole is split up into individual species, and is nothing apart from the collection of these, though it preserves itself across those differences.  But the species survive by consuming one another, and so are what they are by their differences from one another.  As differences between individuals are essential to the process of reproducing the species by mating, so differences between species are essential to reproducing life via the food chain.  Here is a kind of holistic identity-in-diversity, one that depends on a process.  

f) Hegel will claim that Life is implicitly what Spirit is explicitly.  So the Romantics, with their organic models, weren't exactly wrong, but only penetrated halfway: they mistook the image (life) for what it is an image of (the Concept, Spirit):

Spirit...this absolute substance which is the unity of the different independent self-consciousnesses which, in their opposition, enjoy perfect freedom and independence...,  

C:  Desire and the transition to normativity via recognition:

9) “The Structure of Desire and Recognition.” 
a) The Historicity of Essentially Self-Conscious Creatures (=pride):
· Call a creature “essentially self-conscious” if what it is for itself, its self-conception, is an essential element of what it is in itself.  How something that is essentially self-conscious appears to itself is part of what it really is.  Below, I will identify this as the proud consciousness.
· Essentially self-conscious creatures accordingly enjoy the possibility of a distinctive kind of self-transformation: making themselves be different by taking themselves to be different.  
· Because what they are in themselves is at any point the outcome of such a developmental process depending on their attitudes, essentially self-conscious beings don’t have natures, they have histories.  
· Rehearsing such a historical narrative (Hegel’s ‘Erinnerung’) is a distinctive way of understanding oneself as an essentially historical, because essentially self-conscious, sort of being.  To be for oneself a historical being is to constitute oneself as in oneself a special kind of being: a self-consciously historical being.  Making explicit to oneself this crucial structural aspect of the metaphysical kind of being one always implicitly has been as essentially self-conscious is itself a structural self-transformation: the achievement of a new kind of self-consciousness.  It is a self-transformation generically of this sort that Hegel aims to produce in us his readers by his Phenomenology.  

b) Identification, Risk, and Sacrifice
· The elements of one’s self-conception that are essential to one’s self (i.e. that one’s self-conception has those features is essential to what one actually is), we may say, are those that one identifies with.

· One identifies with what one is willing to risk and sacrifice for.
c) Creatures Things Can Be Something For:  Desire and the Tripartite Structure of Erotic Awareness
Erotic awareness has a tripartite structure, epitomized by the relations between hunger, eating, and food.  

· Hunger is a desire, a kind of attitude.  It immediately impels hungry animals to respond to some objects by treating them as food, that is, by eating them.  

· Food is accordingly a significance that objects can have to animals capable of hunger.  It is something things can be for desiring animals.  

· Eating is the activity of taking or treating something as food.  It is what one must do in order in practice to be attributing to it the desire-relative erotic significance of food.  

Eating is the activity that is instrumentally appropriate to the desire of hunger.  It is subjectively appropriate, in that it is the activity hungry animals are in fact impelled to by being in the desiring state of hunger.  It is objectively appropriate in that it is an activity, a way of responding to environing objects, that often (enough) results in the satisfaction of the desire.  

d) From Desire to Recognition: Two Interpretive Challenges:
i. How are we to understand the transition from the discussion of the concept of desire to the discussion of the concept of recognition?  This corresponds to the shift from consideration of particular merely biological creatures impelled wholly by natural impulses, in relation to their species, on the one hand, to consideration of genuinely social self-conscious individuals motivated by normative relations of authority and responsibility within their communities, on the other.

ii. Why should it be the case that reciprocal (that is, symmetric) recognition is a necessary condition of reflexive recognition (that is, self-consciousness, awareness of oneself as a self)?

e) Simple Recognition: being something things can be something for being something things can be for one
f) Robust Recognition: Specific Recognition of Another as a Recognizer
g) Self-Consciousness
D: Pride:
10) Pride.  The struggle unto death.  Identification as risk-and-sacrifice.  

a) A crucial part of the discussion of proud consciousness (=essentially self-conscious being, in the sense that what one is for oneself is an essential feature of what one is in oneself) must be my first discussion of allegory in the PhdG.  What happens in the allegory, and what it is an allegory for.  I have never laid out very clearly what is involved in this crucial methodological move.  But my claim is that all the stories in the PhdG are allegorical stories about (that is, whose point is to teach us about) the conditions of determinate conceptual contentfulness, the relations between normative attitudes and normative statuses, discursiveness, knowers-and-agents, self-consciousness, and the process that is Erfahrung.  

b) Proud consciousness (=essentially self-conscious being, in the sense that what one is for oneself is an essential feature of what one is in oneself) taking the form of independence-as-mastery.  This conception is a deformed version of the essentially modern insight that normative statuses are instituted by normative attitudes.  It is the topic of the rest of the book.

c) Recall that my overall strategy is to offer a semantic reading of Hegel.  What the various allegories are allegories for is an account of the presuppositions of determinate conceptual content, in any of our intentional states or doings.  By the time we reach the final form of reciprocal recognition, confession and forgiveness (the structure I, picking up some of Hegel’s usage earlier in the book, call ‘trust’) we will have before us an edifying semantics: one that can make us better people, by underwriting a hermeneutics of magnanimity.  

11) Consciousness is born of Desire, but humanity is the offspring of Pride. [Hegel doesn't give us special terms for the consciousness that counts as 'staking its own life' [187], so I have supplied this one.]  The desiring animal is merely accidentally conscious.  Consciousness is a by-product or epiphenomenon of Desire.  To reach the level of humanity, one must become essentially conscious.
The presentation of itself, however, as the pure abstraction of self-consciousness consists in showing itself as the pure negation of its objective mode, or in showing that it is not attached to any specific existence, not to the individuality common to existence as such, that it is not attached to life. [187]

12) For pride, then, a new element is required.  One must identify oneself with an ideal or desired state of oneself rather than with the actual desiring state. The identification with the ideal is expressed as the willingness to risk one's biological life rather than relinquish the pursuit of that self-conception.  This is the attempt to become in oneself (actually or in truth) what one is for oneself (ideally, or merely certainly).
According to this requirement, proud consciousness must take the element of ideality which Desire has introduced and identify itself with an ideal (merely thought or desired) self rather than with the actual (thinking or desiring) self. That one identifies with that ideal rather than with the actual self is shown by one's willingness to risk one's life in the pursuit of that ideal.  

It is only through staking one's life that freedom is won; only thus is it proved that for self-consciousness, its essential being is not [just] being, not the immediate form in which it appears, not its submergence in the expanse of life, but rather that there is nothing present in it which could not be regarded as vanishing moments, that is only pure being-

for-self. [187] 

Here the claim is that in taking someone to be essentially something more than merely biological (ultimately, something spiritual, someone rather than something), one takes it that there is something toward which its desire is directed that it is committed to being willing to risk its life for.  An extreme example is the classical Japanese samurai code of Bushido, which required ritual suicide under a daunting variety of circumstances.  To be samurai was to identify oneself with the ideal code of conduct.  In a situation requiring seppuku, either the biological organism or the samurai must be destroyed.  Failure to commit biological suicide in such a case would be the suicide of the samurai, who would be survived only by an animal.  The animal had been a merely necessary condition of the existence of the samurai (like the presence of oxygen in the atmosphere, which is important to us, but which we do not for that reason identify ourselves with).  No doubt even good samurai must have hoped that such situations would not arise.  But when and if they do, failure to act appropriately according to samurai practices shows that one never was a samurai, but only an animal who sometimes aspired to be one.  One would thereby demonstrate that one was not, in oneself, what one had taken oneself to be, what one was for oneself.  The decision as to whether to risk one's life or to surrender the ideal self-conception is a decision about who one is.  

In such a case one not only finds out who one is (animal or samurai) by one's performance, but constitutes oneself as animal or samurai by it.  One can turn oneself into something higher than an animal simply by valuing something more than one values one's biological existence. By such an expression of preference one becomes a new kind of thing, a thing whose biological existence is not its essence, but merely a necessary condition.  Henceforth one's self-conception, what one is for oneself, becomes essential to what one actually is, what one is in oneself.  The taking of oneself to be, e.g., samurai, is, like all takings, a matter of responsive dispositions.  The response which defines such self-takings is the willingness to risk life. Being willing to risk life for various features of one's self-conception makes those features essential to what one really is.  It is by this means that desiring animals lift themselves by ideal bootstraps to a new plane of existence where the actual is governed by the ideal.  That for this very special case consciousness appears to constitute its object, that these practical self-takings are self-makings, exhibits a crucial feature of consciousness.  That feature is misunderstood, however, by the first form of proud consciousness, and becomes the conception of consciousness as independent, that is as sovereign or constitutive of its objects, discussed below.  

13) The claim here is not that one identifies oneself with whatever object of Desire one is prepared to risk one's life in continued pursuit of.  Crazed animals may risk their lives in pursuit of the objects of all sorts of desires.  A predator who overcomes accustomed fear and plunges into dangerous rapids pursuing prey it will not starve without does not thereby identify itself with the object of the Desire which leads it to that act.  
a) To count as Pride, willingness (or commitment) to risk one's biological life must be in the service of a self-conception.  The object of the Desire for which one will risk all must be one's self, the very subject of Desire.  It is only risk for such an object of Desire that shows that one is not essentially a living being that only happens to exhibit consciousness-as-Desire, but essentially a conscious being who happens to require life as a merely necessary condition of existence.  
b) For the object of Desire for which one is willing to risk life to be a self-conception is for it to be a conception of a taker, one for whom things are something, a subject.  One must thus take oneself to be a taker.  If one is disposed to risk one's life to make that self-taking true or actual, then the taking becomes constitutive of a new kind of being.  
c) One may not become essentially or in oneself a taker simply by so taking oneself (though independent consciousness does not understand this). But one at least becomes something which essentially takes itself to be a taker.
d) That an ideal element, a self conception, can become in this way essential to what something actually is enforces a distinction between creatures with histories and creatures that merely have natures:  what they are for​-themselves is essential to what they are in-themselves, so that they can develop (not merely change), by altering (through experience [in a somewhat broader sense than that in play in the Introduction  and Consciousness]) what they are for themselves.  What makes what one is for oneself (but not yet in oneself—so we are talking about something ideal, something one is committed to) an essential part of what one is in oneself is one's willingness to risk what one is in oneself in pursuit of that ideal, in fulfilling that commitment.  It is this practical feature of one's commitment that gives one this sort of self-constitutive authority.  But notice that one cannot make oneself be in oneself just what one is for oneself simply by taking oneself to be that (even in this very strong sense of 'taking', which involves risk of what one already is/has).  That strong sort of commitment makes one into something different, something for which that commitment is (in the sense given to the term by that practical significance and investment in it) essential to what one is in oneself.  But what one becomes is still in general different from what one is committed to being.  That disparity is what drives development.  (We see many forms of this in Reason, and throughout the Phenomenology.)

e)   I think this sort of thing happens at all levels in the development of creatures with histories.  That is, at each stage, whatever recognitive status one has achieved—what one is in one oneself, the self of which one is more-or-less conscious, which is more or less explicit to one—is what one must be prepared to risk for what one is at that stage for oneself, for what one is in that very strong sense committed to being.  When one exhibits this sort of pride, by identifying oneself with one's commitments through willingness to risk what one is in oneself (prior recognitive status) for what one is for oneself (a current recognitive petition, as yet not reciprocated), one alters what one is in oneself.  So at these later stages, it need not be one's life that one is prepared to stake.  That there be something normative, some commitments (fulfilment of some responsibilities, exercise of some sort of authority—for instance, in agency) for which one is willing to risk one's biological life is still a necessary condition of being an essentially normative creature, and not just accidentally one.  (This might be called 'generic' or 'constitutive' pride, by contrast to the more specific commitments that at any stage may be invested with the special sort of identificatory strength that marks one as specifically proud.)

f) Notice that at every stage, identification of oneself in this sense involves resolving a conflict of commitments.  The struggle that Hegel describes allegorically is an allegory for the experience of being confronted with incompatible commitments: in the allegory, to safeguarding one's life, on the one hand, and securing recognition as a constitutive taker (as one whose commitments are as such binding on others), on the other.  But once normative practices are an up-and-running enterprise, it is a matter of deciding when one will relinquish commitments (authority, responsibility) that one is already acknowledged as having, in favor of incompatible ones that one is determined to undertake.  It is in deciding in practice how to resolve these incompatibilities that one becomes who one is.  Acknowledging such conflicts of commitments and resolving them proudly is being aware or conscious of oneself as a self: as a locus of determination, as an undertaker of commitments.  This is self-consciousness in the sense we bring out of the discussion of Consciousness.  (See the story culminating in (3) above.)  

[Entre-Acte (D) and (E): Need a discussion of reciprocal recognition and its unique structure of authority and responsibility here.]

E: Mastery and Independence:
14) The particular lessons of Herrschaft und Knechtshaft.  Reading the allegory: what happens inside the allegory, and what the lessons of the allegory are for us.

15) Mastery I: The Slave-to-be is anyone who won't risk her life for this self-recognition.  The Master-to-be is anyone who will.  For the Slave must repress desire.  She pursues not her own desires and ideals, but those of her Master.  The Slave's consciousness-as-Desire is not hers but her Master's. The Slave does not desire her own desiring enough to risk life for it.  Things are to be for the Slave what they are for her Master, so only the Master takes himself to be a taker, and, by being willing to die for that taking, initially only the Master is one.  Human history separates itself from the accidental and flickering self-feeling of merely desiring animals with the advent of Mastery as the first form of proud consciousness.  

16 bis)   Independence is the concept of consciousness that initially corresponds to Pride.  Proud consciousness makes itself more than merely a desiring animal simply by taking itself to be more, in its practical willingness to risk its animal existence.  The attitude that understands consciousness as independent generalizes this achievement to all possible objects of consciousness.  For phenomenal (self-)consciousness to understand itself according to the conception of independence is for it to take consciousness as constitutive of its objects.  Everything is taken by this concept of consciousness to be in-itself exactly what it is for consciousness.  Thus, independent consciousness is consciousness that takes itself to be constituting consciousness, consciousness that makes things so by taking them so.  As is apparent already from the discussion of the independence of the object of desire, no consciousness can be  in itself independent in this sense.  The independence consists rather in how consciousness takes itself to be, that is, how it is for itself. 

17)  The independent consciousness, then, insists on the sovereignty of its takings.  Descartes formulated and developed an old tradition that finds the boundaries of the self by tracing the extent of cognitive and practical sovereignty.  For him, the mind consists of that which we cannot mis-take. Cognitive mental activity (cognition) is that which is whatever it is for the mind i.e. whatever it seems or is taken to be.  Practical mental activity (volition) is that over which we have total dominion, where no means are necessary to satisfy one's desires.  As there is no gap between seeming and being in our cognitive sovereignty over our mental states (seemings or takings), there is no gap between trying and succeeding in our practical sovereignty over our volitions (minimal tryings).  (We will see Hegel explicitly arguing against the practical part of this theory in his discussion of action in the Reason section.)  In this context the independent consciousness can be seen as extending sovereignty over self to sovereignty over everything, to be expanding in its self-conception the boundaries of itself until they are all-inclusive.  It is important to realize that the "independence" of independent consciousness is not compatible with the existence of other beings that are independent in the same sense.  The insistence on being a constitutive subject (a sovereign taker) precludes the recognition of others as being subjects in the sense one is oneself.  This is imperial rather than pluralistic independence, where everything else must depend upon the sovereign subject.  This ultimately unworkable demand follows inexorably from the self-concept by which independent consciousness understands and defines itself (unto death).  If independent consciousness took itself to be just a taker rather than a constitutive taker, something things are for without the addition that things just are whatever they are for that taker, then that consciousness could be what it takes itself to be compatibly with others taking and correctly taking themselves to be subjects of the same kind, and with objects retaining some independence in the form of resistance to desire.  But for independent consciousness as consciousness conceiving itself as constitutive this is not possible, for structural reasons rehearsed below.

18)  Why does proud consciousness take the form of independent consciousness? Pride requires only that one be willing to risk death in preference to relinquishing one's concept of oneself as essentially a taker, someone for whom things are something.  What is the origin of the additional and ultimately self-defeating condition of the sovereignty of the subject in those takings? The process of pride by which humanity arises exhibits two important aspects. Independent consciousness fastens on one of them, and learns a mistaken lesson from its self-formative process.  One can constitutively take oneself to be essentially a taker, by being willing to risk one's life for that self-conception. In this self-constitution, the self appears both as subject and as subject-as-object, the (constitutively) taking self and that which is taken to be that self.  Independent consciousness fastens on the constitutiveness of itself as taking taker (in this special self-taking), and assumes that constitutiveness characterizes itself as taken taker.  Since its taking of itself was constitutive, it takes itself to be a constitutive taker. The formal difficulties this taking engenders stem from the fact that while one can constitutively take oneself to be essentially a taker, one cannot constitutively take oneself to be a constitutive taker. One cannot even in general be a constitutive self-taker.  Some self-concepts one can constitutively attribute to oneself (e.g. being a taker) and others one cannot constitutively attribute to oneself (e.g. being a constitutive taker). Independent consciousness is the result of drawing an incorrectly generalized conclusion from the success of the project of pride. 

19)  Independent consciousness understands consciousness as independence—taking as constitutive taking.  For it to recognize something, to take it as a taker, is to take it as a constitutive taker.  A proud consciousness, even if it does not conceive of itself as independent cannot recognize another consciousness as independent (in the sense of sovereign).  For to do so is to take it that everything is whatever it is for that recognized sovereign taker, including oneself.  And the refusal to surrender one's self conception in this way is what pride is.  If the one who is recognized as sovereign (taken to be a constitutive taker) took the proud consciousness not to be a taker, then in virtue of its recognition of the constitutiveness of those takings, the proud consciousness is committed to not being a taker, either in itself (for it is in itself whatever it is for the constitutive consciousness) or for itself.  So a proud (self-)consciousness cannot recognize another as a constitutive taker. And since independent consciousness understands taking as constitutive taking, for it no one else can be recognized as a taker at all.  This does not show that it is impossible to constitutively take oneself to be a constitutive taker, only that if one does one must be careful not to take anyone else to be one as well.  So the independent consciousness must treat itself as the only subject (it understands "subject" to mean sovereign subject).  Everything must be object for it.  Further, the independence of objects, their resistance and recalcitrance to desire, must be cancelled in the objective realm. Independence (sovereignty) of taking and independence of things are each abstract moments.
  But independent consciousness (what Hegel for that reason calls an "abstract ego") identifies itself with only one of these abstract aspects, and cancels or denies the other.  Independent consciousness is committed by its self-concept to satisfying its desires without having to transform its world to overcome the absence of the desired object.  Its strategy is Mastery. 

19 bis)  Q:  Why is mastery, the idea that authority must be constitutive in order to be real, that independence (in my reading: authority) must involve no admixture of dependence (in my reading: responsibility), the first form of self-consciousness, the first way of understanding norms and their subjects, corresponding to sense-certainty on the side of consciousness?  A:  It is the origin of the obedience model of normativity, where authority and responsibility are derived from the relations between superior and subordinate.  We will see (in a course of experience that extends beyond the Self-Consciousness section of the book) how this gives rise eventually, when everything that turns out to be implicit in the idea of determinate conceptual norms is made explicit, to the successor autonomy conception of normativity, Hegel’s distinctive social version.  I sketch this progression from a different perspective in the second of my Woodbridge lectures.
20)  Mastery II:  The Master's self-conception, which he will not relinquish short of death, requires that he recognize no others but himself (that is, take no one else to be a taker or subject) and that he cancel in actuality the independence of objects which he has already cancelled in his conception of himself and them. The servitude of the Slave is meant to be a single solution to both of these problems, permitting the Master to realize his self-conception and be in himself what he is for himself, namely a constitutive taker who makes everything (himself included) be in itself whatever it is for him. The problem of the other as subject is solved by turning him into an object.  The problem of the recalcitrance of objects is solved by using subservient Slaves as objects to subdue objects which are less immediately obedient than the Slave (whose will is her Master's though her work is her own and only for the Master).  These may be other objects, or they may be human beings not yet subdued.  

21)  The Slave becomes an object for herself and for the Master by recognizing the Master under the same concept under which the Master recognizes himself, namely as constitutive taker.  Since the Master takes the Slave to be an object (without the pride required for humanity) and the Slave takes the Master's takings as constitutive of what things are in themselves, the Slave can conceive of herself only as object, not as subject.  To be even potentially a proud subject, one must at least conceive of oneself as a subject, so that one may acquire the courage to risk one's life for that conception.  What things are for the Slave is not determined by the Slave's desires, but by the Master's.  So what they are for the Slave is whatever they are for the Master. She is not a separate taker, either of self or of other things.  For herself she is what she is for the Master, an object.  Both she and the Master take this to be what the Slave is in herself as well, though they are wrong. 

22)  A putative consciousness is treated as an object by being used to cancel the independence of stubborn objects.  The Slave works so that the Master's desires can be satisfied without trouble or delay (for the Master).  The effect of the work is then that the stubbornness of objects in impeding satisfaction is nothing for the Master.  For him a desire expressed is a desire satisfied. But both the Master and the Slave take it that things are in themselves whatever they are for the Master.  So both take it that in the cancelling of the independence of things as it is for the Master, that independence has been cancelled in itself.  They are both wrong, of course.  The Master is wrong in an abstract way, since he simply ignores the independence of the objects the Slave works on.  The Slave is determinately wrong, since she still confronts the independence of objects that her concept of consciousness (the Master) and of herself (whom she takes not to be a consciousness) attempt to deny.  Out of this confrontation grows the rest of human history.  The independence of things (their recalcitrance to desire) has not been cancelled for the Slave in that the Slave must still work on them is taken by both to be of no significance.  For working is not taken by either to prove that things are something for the Slave (though it does and they are), and in any case would not show that she was a constitutive taker and hence a subject such that whether things are independent for her matters to whether things are independent in themselves.
F:  Metaphysical Irony, or the Causality of Fate:

23)  The causality of fate (“die Wirkung des Schicksals”), irony as a principle in the metaphysics of self-conscious selves.

a)    What is wrong with asymmetric recognitive structures is that one cannot become fully self-conscious, can never be in oneself what one is for oneself (and vice versa).  For one is always, from one side or the other, denying some countervailing authority or responsibility that is in fact essential to being what one is (in oneself), or would be essential to being what one takes oneself to be (is for oneself).  The Introduction told us about how the distinction between what objects are in themselves and what they are for consciousness can become something to consciousness.  To do that, it must talk about the process that is Erfahrung, the process by which what things are in themselves and what things are for consciousness involves changes in both elements, reciprocal changes that constitute a process with a distinctive structure.  We revert to consideration of that process as the result of the expressive development in F&U, culminating in the infinity (hence something dynamic) of the Concept.  The incipient discussion of the causality of fate (which first comes on the scene in the allegory of Mastery) is telling us how the distinction between what one is in oneself and what one is for oneself (once we have in view essentially self-conscious, that is, proud, selves) structures a corresponding, but differently structured process of self-development, as changes in what one is for oneself alter what one is in oneself (in essentially self-conscious creatures), and, by a different mechanism, conversely.

b)  The Master and the Slave, within the allegory, as two different way-stations in such a process.  Why the way forward (to greater self-consciousness) lies on the side of the Slave.  Reading this allegory.
23 bis)  The Master is for himself and the Slave the consciousness constituting himself, the Slave, and other objects. But the Master as he is in himself is not a constituting consciousness.  He is not in himself what he is for himself (namely constituting consciousness).  For such a gap to exist is for his consciousness not to be sovereign.  The Master fails even to be self-constitutive, by insisting on a self-concept requiring him to be constitutive of everything.  The Master accordingly is not what he thinks he is, he has failed to have his desire (as expressed in his self-concept) satisfied, though he doesn't know that.  To be a Master is to be just this combination of what one is in oneself and what one is for oneself.  As a (confused) form of proud consciousness, what it is in itself depends on (though it is not constituted by) what it is for itself.  It is by being what he is for himself (independent) that the Master is what he is in himself (dependent).  It is the Slave who makes him the Master.  It is the Slave's recognition of him as constitutive that permits the Master to cancel for himself the independence of objects, including the independence of the Slave.  The Slave's failure of pride (humility)—consisting in her acknowledgment of right motivated only by fear of power—is what constitutes the Slave as object to be used by the Master.  So both in relation to subjects used as objects and objects worked on by them and so cancelled as independent of Master's desire, the sovereignty of the Master is actually constituted by the Slave's recognition of the Master.  

Now no one can in fact be a constituting consciousness, for subjects and objects are in part independent (in a non-imperialistic sense).  But insofar as the independence of objects is cancelled, it is the Slave who cancels it, and insofar as the Master is a Master, it is the Slave who constitutes him. Insofar, then, as there is a constituting consciousness in this situation, it is the Slave rather than the Master.  The Master's sovereignty over subjects as objects and over objects as stripped of their impermeability to desire is constituted by the Slave's concrete recognition of the Master, as expressed in her practical discipline and work.  The Master is thus consciousness constituted by being recognized, rather than constituting by recognizing.  The Master's strategy of independence by dominion ensures that the Master will by pursuing that strategy achieve just the reverse of what he desires. 

24)  The "causality of fate" that enforces this reversal Hegel attributes to the nature of true recognition, which requires mutual recognition for the constitution of social substance, and of individuals who by being recognized and recognizing and understanding themselves as such have overcome the opposition of dependence and independence and passed over to freedom.  The Master wants to recognize himself (take himself to be a constitutive taker), and be recognized by no one else since he recognizes no one as competent to recognize him, takes no one else to be a taker and hence no one else to be a recognizer.  As we have seen, for Hegel, true recognition is always an equivalence relation – reflexive, symmetric, and transitive.  Recognition is to be de jure transitive.  It is required that one recognize those recognized by those one recognizes.  In order to make it de facto reflexive, for it to be possible to recognize oneself, it is necessary and sufficient that one make the relation de facto symmetric, that is, that one in fact be recognized (taken to be a taker) by everyone one recognizes.  For symmetry and transitivity entail reflexivity.  This is a prospective account of the recognitive structure of Geist, of which the Master has no inkling.  But the nature of the ideal is nonetheless active in even in the distorted actual approximation of recognition entertained by consciousness conceiving itself as independent.  It is this efficacy Hegel calls the "causality of fate".  What happens to the Master is the metaphysical version of what happens psychologically to someone who aspires to celebrity, acquiring along the way a contempt for the mass of admirers whose acknowledgement constitutes that celebrity.  Self-respect is difficult to achieve by regarding oneself as reflected in a mirror of morons.  The Master is who he is insofar as he is recognized as Master by those whom the Master is committed to regarding only with contempt.  He is no more than they can make him.  His low opinion of them is in fact a low opinion of himself.  The mechanism of reversal here is not mysterious.  It is just an absolutized version of what we already saw happen in discussing someone who seeks to recognize himself as a good chess player.  The less worthy those are whom one recognizes, the less worth does their recognition in turn establish.  It is combining this simple feature of mediated self-recognition with the peculiar structure of domination and submission that is metaphysically ironic, turning both the dominating and the submissive consciousness in themselves into the opposite of what they are for themselves.

25)  Recognition is taking to be a taker.  Independent consciousness understands taking as constitutive taking, and hence recognition as constitutively taking to be a constitutive taker.  We have seen how this mistaken conception arose from the original self-constitutive achievement of proud consciousness, which makes itself more than animal by taking (concretely and unto death) itself to be more.  But recognition for independent consciousness displays the two crucial formal features which lead to the requirement for true mutual recognition.  For taking to be a constitutive taker is de jure transitive, and it cannot be immediately reflexive.  It is transitive because if A takes B to be a constitutive taker, and B takes C to be a constitutive taker, then A must take C to be what the constitutive taker B took him to be, namely a constitutive taker.  So independent consciousness is committed to recognizing whoever is recognized by those it recognizes. And recognition is not immediately or de jure reflexive, because although one can constitutively take oneself to be a taker, one cannot constitutively take oneself to be a constitutive taker.  As we have seen, the independence of other subjects and objects must be cancelled if one is to take oneself to be a constitutive taker.  And this cancelling requires an other, the Slave, to mediate between independent consciousness and stubborn world.  Thus the Master can in fact only recognize himself insofar as he is recognized by the Slave. Understanding this is recognizing the Slave (taking her to be at least a taker).  As we have seen, the Master's self-concept and corresponding concept of recognition precludes his recognizing the Slave.  But the structure of that concept of recognition as transitive but not immediately reflexive ensures that reflexivity of recognition can be achieved only by symmetry, only by such recognition of the Slave and by the Slave.  It is thus the real or ideal structure of recognition which, peeking through the distorted appropriation of that structure by independent consciousness, ensures that the Master cannot get what he wants. 

26)  Reading the Allegory:  One instance of the fact that one's self-constitutive authority is real, but limited—that independence always comes with a complementary moment of dependence, that there is no authority without correlative responsibility—is the ontological plight of the Master, what I've called "the causality of fate," or "metaphysical irony."  'Mastery' is Hegel's allegorical way of talking about commitment (in the strong sense) to a self-conception that rejects any limitation on its self-constitutive authority: a conception of pure independence.  Because true self-consciousness (reflexive, i.e. self-recognition) must be mediated, reciprocal, mutual, symmetric (cf. (14) and (15), and the discussion leading up to and following (30) above), this sort of immediate, purely independent authority without responsibility is impossible.  In the allegory, the Master falls back into a form of mere Begierde.  He becomes a plaything, buffeted by desires that flicker and go out as they are satisfied, but without development and experience, without history, without commitments that are determinately contentful in the conceptual sense, rather than merely in the discriminatory/classificatory way that desires are.  That is, the only content possessed by what the Master has is a distinction between what will and what won't satisfy him.  That is not enough content for his states to be intelligible as commitments.  For whatever seems right to him—to accord with what he has endorsed, to be as it ought-to-be, is right.  And that means there is no question of right or wrong yet.  To get that requires reference to someone or something else, something with respect to which one can be held responsible to the content to which one then can intelligibly be taken to have committed oneself.  This is the sort of dependence—in the normative sense of responsibility to someone or something—that the conception of Mastery rejects.  In other words, the concept of Mastery cannot make intelligible the distinction between force assessments (a matter of whether he is committed to something) and content assessments (a matter of whether what he is committed to is binding on others).  That you believe something is a reason for me to believe it, a (defeasible) reason I ought to believe it, in one sense of 'ought'.  That it is true is a reason for me to believe it, a reason I ought to believe it, in a different sense of 'ought'.  The Master has only got one sense of 'ought' in play: what he is committed to ought-to-be.  The recognition he demands is that everyone acknowledge his commitments as binding on them—in effect, in the second sense.  But his conception is not enough to underwrite this notion of assessment, and so not enough to make what he has genuine commitments at all.
The causality of fate thus exhibited exists and operates in itself or for us.  It is implicit in the self-conception of independent consciousness, but need not be explicit for it. If it were made explicit, however, surely the account just given would be the best possible motive for a change of self-conception.  Seeing that the nature of one's desire makes it certain that one will be frustrated is a good reason to change that desire.  What Hegel talks about as the end of history is the shift that occurs when forms of consciousness become explicitly or for themselves what they are implicitly or in themselves.  The blind causality of fate is then replaced by conscious understanding and control.  Freedom in a new sense becomes possible because the formation and transformation of self-concepts is not now governed by a blind because unappreciated causality of fate.  History begins with the self-formative process of proud consciousness, and ends when the opposition between what one is for oneself and what one is in oneself is overcome through the making explicit of all that is implicit in that self-formative process. Hegel's logic will be the tool which makes that explicitation, and hence the end of history (though not of self-formation) possible.  

G:  Slavery or Submission, and Thought  

27)  The Master, as the first form of proud consciousness, is the catalyst who begins human history.  But his mistaken projection of the significance of the success of the initial project of pride into the ideal of independence freezes the Master into essential self-deception, which remains opaque to him so long as he remains Master.  Mastery is accordingly a developmental dead-end.  Irony, ontologically explicated as the causality of fate, becomes an active metaphysical and social principle as the deluded Master forces the Slave, through Work and Discipline, to develop the power to overthrow the Master, and to become in fact the free consciousness the Master only believes himself to be. 

28)  The Master's relations to desiring subject and desired object are immediate.  He is the desiring subject, and his consciousness waxes and wanes with that desiring.  His relation to the desired objects is also immediate, namely satisfaction (He "falls to without further ado and eats them up"[109]). The Slave's relation to both desiring and the desired is mediated.  The Slave conceives the Master as desiring, but is not permitted this herself.  The Slave conceives the object as desired, but does not feel the desire herself.  She is motivated not by desire, but by her conception of desire. Where desiring consciousness immediately is the distinction between actual desiring state and ideal desired one, the Slave's consciousness is the mediated (inferentially articulated) conception of that distinction.  The Slave accordingly has desiring and the desired as an object in a sense prohibited for the Master.  In being an ideal being in this new sense, not to be confused with the ideality of Pride with which it must ultimately be united, the Slave is in herself a new kind of (self-)consciousness. 

29)  The new form of consciousness of which the Slave is an inchoate and incipient form, is Thought.  As Hegel puts it in the long introductory paragraph to the discussion of the development of the Slave through Stoicism, Scepticism, and the Unhappy Consciousness:  

We are in the presence of self-consciousness in a new shape, a consciousness which, as the infinitude of consciousness or as its own pure movement, is aware of itself as essential being, a being which thinks or is a free self-consciousness. [197]  

Of course the Slave has not yet fully realized this new form. The passage continues: 

For to think does not mean to be an abstract ego, but an ego which has at the same time the significance of Ansichsein; of having itself for an object, or relating itself to objective being in such a way that the significance of objective being for it is the being-for-self of the consciousness for which it is an object. [197]  

The merely abstract ego referred to by contrast is the Master, who identifies himself with one moment of consciousness namely independence, abstracting this from its necessary unity with the moment of dependence of consciousness on its objects.  Hegel also puts this point here by saying that the Master by this identification fails to develop his inner or implicit differences.  The Master thus tries to be immediately self-identical, without the mediation of inferentially articulated concepts.  The freedom of the Master is merely apparent, it exists only for a consciousness which is not free in itself.  Only the Slave can develop freedom an sich, by thinking. The two remaining conditions mentioned in the passage specify the access Slavery has (which Mastery is denied) to the ideal of thought and the conception of oneself as thinking.  The text clearly disjoins these ("oder"), but they seem to function conceptually as individually necessary and perhaps jointly sufficient conditions of thought (they are in any case jointly sufficient for the imperfect sort of thought exhibited by the Slave). 

30)   To be self-conscious one must be an object for oneself, and that what one takes that object as (classifying something as something being the invariant form of consciousness or awareness) be a subject.  This the Master fails to do (though he believes he succeeds).  But the Slave actually succeeds (though she does not believe she does).  The sense in which the Slave is an object for herself is dual, and the imperfection of the Slave's realization of the ideal of thinking is in part expressed in the fact that these two sides do not coincide for the Slave. First, the Slave takes herself to be whatever she is constituted as by the takings of the Master.  Since the Slave is an object for the Master, she is an object also for herself.  Second, the Slave has as an object of her consciousness the Master, whom she takes to be a subject.  So the Slave both has herself as an object, and has an object which she is conscious of as a subject.  The latter she does not take to be an awareness of herself, since she takes the Master to be the constitutive taker.  But as we have seen, insofar as there is a constitutive taker in the structure of domination, it is the Slave.  So the Slave's concept of subject under which she classifies the Master is in fact (an sich) though not for her a self-concept. 

31)  Subservient or submissive consciousness in fact has two sorts of object: ordinary objects, of which the Slave takes herself to be one, and the Master, as being-for-self or subject, the kind of being things are something for.  The Slave sees herself in ordinary objects in that many of them are products of her formative activity and hence direct expressions of her conceptual development, and the rest are potential raw material for such expressive transformation. The second condition for thought specified in the passage above concerns the concept of the subject which is object for the Slave.  It is the requirement that objective being must have the significance for the Slave of the being-for-self or subject for which they are objects of consciousness.  That is, she must treat objects as constituted by a subject, and so have the concept of independently active consciousness.   What the Slave takes the Master to be is what the Slave in fact is, and so the Slave's concept of the Master is really a self-concept.  The Slave has both the property of being a constituting consciousness (insofar as anything can be one) and the concept of such a consciousness.  She is constituting consciousness in herelf, and constituting consciousness is something that things can be for her.  These are the raw materials of thought, which the Slave has not yet realized because the two do not yet coincide for her.  The Slave does not recognize herself in her concept of the Master, though what the Master is for the Slave is what the Slave in fact is in herself (insofar as anything can be one).  Human history is the working out of the interdependence of the Slave's two sorts of self-conception: of herself as merely dependent or constituted (compare: recognized) being, and as independent of constituting (compare: recognizing) being.  The correct understanding of the latter is not (pace the Master) possible without seeing its presupposition of the former.  This is the road to the appreciation of the essentially social nature of subjectivity, which requires mutual recognition synthesizing independence and dependence in freedom, and universality and particularity in individuality. 
32)  It is the Slave who makes him the Master.  It is the Slave's recognition of him as constitutive that permits the Master to cancel for himself the independence of objects, including the independence of the Slave.  The Slave's failure of pride (humility)--consisting in her acknowledgment of right motivated only by fear of power--is what constitutes the Slave as object to be used by the Master.  So both in relation to subjects used as objects and objects worked on by them and so cancelled as independent of Master's desire, the sovereignty of the Master is actually constituted by the Slave's recognition of the Master.  

33) For that sort of development, that non-defective (less defective) normative creatures undergo requires work (force, applied to resistance, through distance), which is intentional action.  In the allegory, the Master does not achieve agency.  The point of the allegory is that one cannot understand agency in terms of the conception of Mastery.  This is the sense in which the (expressively progressive) future is open only to the Slave—in the allegory, and in its point, that understanding of agency is open only through thinking about work, and action that involves friction, and so the development of the content of the intention (and belief; generically: commitment).  This we will see in the discussion of Reason. 
H:  Stoicism, Skepticism, and the Unhappy Consciousness

34) IVB (based on the discussion in my SSUHC of ’92).  The strategy of securing independence-as-mastery by contracting the realm of constitutive authority (indefeasible dominion) of attitudes over statuses (still only ought-to-be’s) to the realm of pure thought.  In each case what is lost by the strategy of sovereignty-through-(re)interpretation is the constraint necessary for determinate content.  Hegel’s text is satisfyingly explicit on this topic, so here the allegory is especially easy to read.  [It is as though, from a literary point of view, he did this to give his readers help in understanding the allegorical expository strategy he is adopting.]

I:  Transition to Reason:

35) Finally, something helping the transition from Self-Consciousness to Reason.  Why intentional agency, what we do in bringing about (managing) the process of Erfahrung, must be the next topic.  Completing the picture, by showing both empirical cognition and the normative self that is the subject of the process, as essential aspects of the cycle of perception-thought-and-action.  Here we will look at the fine structure of the processes of both consciousness and self-consciousness (as in (23a) above).  
36) Reason will take us from consideration of the ought-to-bes of Self-Consciousness (being a subject of normative statuses and attitudes in general) to the ought-to-dos of intentional agency.  

J:  Some stray overall remarks:
37) Main topics:

a. Transition from Consciousness to Self-Consciousness.

b. We seem to have a social account of self-consciousness, that is on the face of it radically non-Cartesian.  For it seems to have almost nothing to do with what is happening inside the individual, either in the spatial sense of between her ears, or in the distinctively Cartesian sense of “inner” that depends on the total normative authority of the individual, who in that sense “has” the episodes she incorrigibly reports, rather than just representing them.  For representing them, or anything, requires, as Wittgenstein would see, quite a different structure of authority: at least some substantial authority over the correctness of the representing must reside not in the representer but in the represented.  Otherwise what one is doing is not representing something.

c. But what, then, does that notion of self-consciousness have to do with consciousness?  In particular, how should we understand the claim that consciousness presupposes self-consciousness?  

d. What is the notion of a self that one must be conscious of in order to be conscious of anything at all?  A:  It is a normative conception: the conception of an original synthetic unity of apperception, in Kant’s sense.  Here the story should be that of AII 1, as it moves into AII 2.  

e. The trajectory of the Consciousness section of the PhdG is precisely from a Cartesian conception of consciousness as sentience, defined precisely by a sequence of trial normative structures that move the authority—construed on the model of independence-without-dependence—around, from what is sensed to the sensing of it, to the sensing-of-what-is-sensed), via that realization of the necessity of mediation, hence semantic-and-epistemic (because, Quine-wise, we are not able systematically to separate the contributions of meaning and belief, language and theory) holism, understood as necessary features of a process of amplification, rectification, and development at once of doxastic, practical, and material inferential-and-incompatibility commitments, hence to a notion of consciousness as sapience.  The slogan for this picture is “the infinity of the Concept.”  This brings us to Hegel’s version of what in AII 1 I see as Kant’s picture, at once of the normative self, as subject of commitments, and of the process that is consciousness. 

f. The question then becomes: why should these intertwined normative, practical-processual notions at once of self (as this dynamic reconstrual of Kant’s original synthetic unity of apperception) and of consciousness (of something as something, already in Perception, moved to and beyond facts to a fully holistic, processual picture in F&U) best be made sense of in social terms of Anerkennung?  The answer must be that it turns out we can only make proper sense of normative statuses such as authority, responsibility, and commitment in social terms.  I think the reason for that is twofold: 

i. the Enlightenment idea, common to Kant and Hegel, that normative statuses are intelligible in principle only in a context that includes also normative attitudes, which in some sense institute those statuses; and

ii. the idea that those statuses can be determinately contentful only if we look at social structures of such attitudes.

This is the argument of AII 2.  

38) When we look at self-consciousness, we will find that just as consciousness presupposes self-consciousness, so self-consciousness presupposes reason, in the sense of purposive action.  That is, in order to understand the experience that is constitutive of self-consciousness—to express explicitly what is implicit in it—we must understand practical activity:  intentional action.  That is how the transition from Self-Consciousness to Reason in the Phenomenology is to be understood.  

39) The primary issue discussed in Self Consciousness is the transition from and the relation between the natural (Begierde) and the normative.  Slogan:  From desire to commitment. Self-Consciousness is about the social institution of norms.  It concerns how we understand the difference—and, I think, the transition—between merely responsive classification and desire, on the one hand, and authority, responsibility, and commitment, on the other.  

a. The kind of norm it addresses, however, rises only to the level of ought-to-bes.  I don't just prefer A to B, in having authority I make it the case that A ought (in a sense) to be.  Reason then concerns the transition from ought-to-bes to ought-to-dos.  Norm first, agency afterward.  But even the normative in this pre-agentive sense is built on animal sagencys.

b. This is a transition intermediate between what, in Lecture 6 of Between Saying and Doing, I call “practical” intentionality, and what I there call “discursive” intentionality.  For it is the transition from practically intelligent-and-skillful doings of the sort mammalian predators excel at (which is still typically an individual thing), and something genuinely normative.

� Their ultimate reconciliation will be social, when we see how the community as a whole constitutes its objects and itself, while its activity consists entirely of the activities of its individual members, each of whom is constrained, via the socially constituting practices, by the independence of things.  But the community as a whole develops only itself.  Constraint on the individuals is only a necessary aspect of the free development of the community.
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