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Week 9

I. Actual and Pure Consciousness
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.  
II. Language

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.  “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 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.  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 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.   
III.  Faith and Enlightenment

	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 


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.
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. It is not a kind of cognition, but a kind of recognition, and therefore a kind of self-constitution.  
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]
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.  
IV:  Moralität und Gewissen

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.
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.  

V.  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’).  Better would be ‘generous’ and ‘mean-spirited’, or ‘magnanimous’ and ‘pusillanimous’ (literally: ‘great-souled’ and ‘small-souled’). 

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). 
· 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] (112-113)

VI: Four Meta-Meta-Normative Attitudes to the Two Meta-Normative Attitudes
1. 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?
2. 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.
3. Niederträchtigkeit is in the first instance a kind of recognition, rather than of cognition. 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 is a practical, not a cognitive matter:— making something, rather than finding it.
4. 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.     
1) 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.  

2) 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).  

3) 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.  

4) 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”.  
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