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Abstract

This paper examines three puzzles that arise from Hegel’s account of the
constitution of the self and self-consciousness. The puzzles mirror questions of
the respective relation of (a) the self to self-consciousness, (b) self-consciousness
to recognition of and by others, and (c) the struggle for recognition to ethical life.
The paper argues that Hegel’s developmental account of the constitution of the
self and self-consciousness provides promising prospects for resolving puzzles
about the status of the self before self-consciousness and the status of self-
consciousness in the family before the struggle for recognition. However, the
paper questions the adequacy of Hegel’s account of ethical life, in view of
the puzzle that it presents and appears unable to resolve. The paper suggests that
Hegel’s developmental account is too restrictive, since its move from a quest for
mastery to mutual recognition apparently fails to account sufficiently for
asymmetrical acts of generosity and sacrifice.

How can there be an original recognition of a self if selfhood originally supposes
recognition? How can there be self-consciousness if there is not already a self of
which to be conscious? These questions are not identical, to be sure, but they
point to a common source of puzzlement for readers of Hegel’s analysis of self-
consciousness and recognition. Ordinarily, when we speak of being conscious or
recognizing some object or other, we presuppose the foregoing presence or
constitution of the object. Yet, on Hegel’s analysis, there are two levels or strata
of performances constituting selfhood that seem to defy the ordinary dynamics
of consciousness and recognition. On the one hand, there is a sense in which
the self is not constituted or, at least, not fully constituted in advance of
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self-consciousness, and, on the other hand, self-consciousness only obtains by
virtue of mutual recognition, i.e. by virtue of a process of recognizing and being
recognized by another. Here we are confronted with two, interrelated puzzles:
‘the puzzles of self-consciousness,’ i.e., puzzles about the self ’s relationship to
self-consciousness and ‘the puzzles of recognition,’ i.e., puzzles regarding
the relation of this relationship (including self and self-consciousness) to another
self-consciousness.

There is a further puzzle, arguably more central and more momentous, that
coincides with the fact that, in Hegel’s view, recognition takes the form of a
struggle. The struggle for recognition is a battle for mastery, where a central
motive is the consciousness of one’s superiority over the other. Indeed, on
Hegel’s account of this struggle, this consciousness can survive and even be
corroborated in defeat. In any case, the struggle itself introduces a further
puzzle, ‘the puzzle of ethical life.’ How can a self-consciousness, bent on its
independence at the cost of the other’s independence, ever recognize itself in
someone else and/or come to some rapprochement, let alone the unity and equality
of ‘ethical actualities’ (a kind of volonté génerale), the spiritual actuality of being
recognized universally, as Hegel contends it does?1

These three puzzles are among the overriding puzzles of selfhood.2 Indeed,
while Hegel’s writings provide a particularly apt place to address them, they have
purchase beyond exegesis of Hegel’s writings. After all, regarding the first puzzle,
there is no doubt an important sense in which human selves are constituted by their
states of mind. Hence, the puzzle of self-consciousness: how can there be self-
consciousness if there is not already a self of which to be conscious? Similarly, the
second puzzle is by no means peculiar to Hegel’s analysis. Just as a person’s
consciousness of herself is integral to her self in the sense of her personal identity, so,
too, her identity emerges in no small measure from her interactions with others,
typically beginning in the family (or its facsimile). The fact of this typically familial
emergence of selfhood presents us with the puzzle of recognition: how can there be
recognition of a self if constitution of the self supposes recognition?

The third puzzle mentioned above is, to be sure, tied more directly to Hegel’s
distinctive account of the dynamic of recognition in terms of the struggle between
master and slave. What is puzzling, given this Hegelian framework, is how self-
consciousness can recognize itself in another (as it needs to) if it is independent of
others, indeed, in the sense of actively denying them or at least denying their
independence? Talk of recognition would seem to be a self-serving ruse, indeed, one
that comes at the cost of genuine differences. But here, too, the puzzle is by no
means restricted to the framework of Hegel’s analyses. Even if one does not accept
all the trappings and the universal sweep of his account, there can be little doubt of
the historical and empirical evidence of human beings’ desire to master others, often
through homogenizing processes. Given this evidence, a version of the puzzle of
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ethical life remains: how can a struggle, rooted in a desire for mastery of one another,
grow or be transformed into a desire for mutual recognition?3

The following paper examines the extent to which we can find resources in
Hegel to address some of these puzzles. My aim is not to provide a systematic
exegesis of Hegel’s treatment of these issues, but rather to indicate overlooked
aspects of his treatment that offer promising leads to grappling with them.
Hegel’s treatment is promising, moreover, precisely because it springs in no small
way from his attention to developmental phenomena that are based upon certain
natural purposes, at least in the case of the first two puzzles. I am less confident
about the prospects of resolving the third puzzle along Hegelian or other
developmental lines, though the third puzzle, as noted, is by no means restricted
to Hegel’s philosophy. Indeed, the elusive and enigmatic character of the third
puzzle remains perhaps the most stubborn yet pressing problem for philosophy
and, more importantly, for humanity.

The first two puzzles form a pair, both in terms of their structure and their
content. We already noted how the two puzzles arise structurally from the
constitutive roles that consciousness and recognition respectively play in the
emergence of the self, and, for this reason, we might be tempted to call them
jointly cognitive puzzles. But we should probably resist this temptation since the
issues here are by no means confined to self-knowledge and a strictly cognitive or
epistemic character of self-consciousness. For, in the first place, there are
rudimentary and embryonic forms of self-awareness, including prominently, as
noted below, the feeling-of-self that has yet to emerge into full-blown self-
consciousness but still clearly serves a natural, biological purpose. In the second
place, recognition itself is by no means purely cognitive, particularly if we grant
that recognition is tantamount to respect, i.e., an acknowledgement of the worth
and independence of whoever is recognized. In the third place, the very content
of a full-blown self-consciousness for Hegel demands recognition; that is to say, self-
consciousness is not thinkable without it and vice versa. Indeed, this aspect of
Hegel’s account is arguably among its most significant innovations. He contends,
with good reason, that there is allegedly no self without self-consciousness and no
self-consciousness without recognition of-and-by other(s). Hence, personal identity
as the identity of the self is intimately tied up with one’s identity relative to others,
more specifically, with the kinds and levels of mutual recognition. (The puzzle of
ethical life arises from the fact that, in some contexts but not all, mutual recognition
is indistinguishable from mutual esteem and respect.)

However, the foregoing considerations immediately give rise to an
objection, one that calls into question the differentiation of these first two
puzzles. ‘Given the inseparability of consciousness of oneself from mutual
recognition,’ one might object, ‘there is something tendentious about the first
puzzle. How can there be a puzzle regarding self and self-consciousness alone

Daniel Dahlstrom

137

https://doi.org/10.1017/hgl.2013.20 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/hgl.2013.20


since their structure and content, it turns out, suppose something more?’ There is
something to this objection, looking ahead, as it does, to the role of recognition.
Nevertheless, as I argue below, part of the resolution of this elementary puzzle
lies in consideration of naturally purposive levels of reflexivity and self-hood,
beginning with what Hegel calls ‘self-feeling’, that are not the product, but a
precondition of recognition. In other words, instead of rejecting the more elementary
stage as an abstraction from a more developed stage, there is a more straightforward
and substantial part of the solution to the first puzzle (the puzzle of self-
consciousness), more straightforward because it is mirrored in Hegel’s account of the
purposeful, natural stages of selfhood that form the backdrop to the dynamics of
recognition. This part of the solution consists in rejecting the premise of the puzzle
that there is no sort of self in advance of full-blown self-consciousness.4

As we shall see, a similar way of addressing the second puzzle (the puzzle of
recognition) affords itself. A self may be supposed by recognition albeit not the
self that is constituted and re-constituted by it. Hegel’s analysis entails (quite
reasonably, I argue) that there are multiple stages and levels of this process.
Moreover, here, too, Hegel gives us good reasons to look to developmental,
intersubjective phenomena that naturally serve purposes for those involved.
While amounting to something less than recognition in a more robust sense,
these phenomena foreshadow and even serve as necessary conditions for it.5 To
the extent that the self of self-consciousness depends upon this recognition, these
phenomena are indications of the self before self-consciousness.

I. The puzzle of self-consciousness

Part of the solution to the last-mentioned puzzle corresponds to a venerable
approach to self-consciousness, stretching from antiquity to modernity. By way of
introduction to this approach to self-consciousness and how it forms part of the
solution to our puzzle, I would like to make note of a curious historical aspect of
Hegel’s own development of these issues. This historical curiosity can be perhaps
best appreciated by considering the following comment that Hegel makes in the
introduction to the Philosophy of Spirit in the second and third editions of the
Encyclopedia (§378). Hegel writes:

Aristotle’s books on the soul, along with his treatments of
particular sides and conditions of it, are still the very best or
only work of speculative interest on the subject. The essential
purpose of a philosophy of spirit can only be to reintroduce the
concept into the knowledge of the spirit and with this open up
again the sense of those Aristotelian books.
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We know, too, that in each of Hegel’s nine lecture courses on the history of
philosophy, he examined De anima at great length. But what is curious is the lack
of any commentary by Hegel on a passage in De anima where Aristotle argues for
the reflexiveness of perception and does so in a way that arguably becomes
paradigmatic for questions of selfhood in modernity.

Aristotle famously argues for this reflexiveness in De anima III, 2 (425b11-17).
There he offers two reasons why the senses are reflexive, that is to say, why they
must perceive themselves or, to put it perhaps less paradoxically, why they
must include an awareness of themselves. First, if it were not by sight that we are
aware of seeing colour, then there would have to be two senses that see colour,
i.e., sight and the sense that sees sight and colour. Presumably, the missing
premise of this modus tollens argument is that each sense alone senses its proper
sensible (colour, sound, etc.). Second, if the sense which perceives sight were
different from sight, we must either fall into an infinite regress or ‘we must
somewhere assume a sense which is aware of itself. If so, we ought to do this in
the first case.’6 With these remarks, Aristotle may be said to have introduced a
traditionally bottom-up, internalist approach to self-consciousness, based upon
what seems to be the phenomenologically evident reflexivity of sensation and
perception. Aquinas comments that, as in ordinary discourse, the terms for
sensing and perceiving do double duty in this argument. But for our purposes the
crucial point is that, in simply having a sensation or at least some sensations
and perceptions, I am conscious of the sensation or perception as mine in the
following sense. I don’t just see red or hear the music; I am aware—at least in
some measure—that I am seeing red, that I hear the music, and at least the
potential for this reflexivity is integral to my sensations or perceptions.

In modernity, versions of this Aristotelian observation are ubiquitous.
Descartes arguably takes over Aristotle’s observation, suitably expanding it to every
mental state or, better, every conscious mental state, when he contends that the I is a
thing that thinks, doubts, imagines, has sensory perceptions, and so on.7 In section 4
of Principles of Nature and Grace Leibniz helpfully dubs the phenomenon ‘apperception’
and defines it as ‘‘the consciousness or the reflexive knowledge of the interior state’’
(la conscience ou la connaissance réflexive de cet état intérieur, laquelle n’est point donnée à tout les
ames, ni toujours à la mème ame.)8 But Locke comes closest to paraphrasing Aristotle’s
observation when, in the course of elaborating what a person is, Locke remarks that
it is ‘impossible for any one to perceive, without perceiving, that he does perceive.’9

While Hume cannot find a self (probably because he looks for it in the wrong place,
namely, in a content or object of perception), Kant appropriates Leibniz’s rendition,
building the entire argument for the objective validity of knowledge on ‘the originally-
synthetic unity of apperception.’10

After Hegel, Brentano explicitly revives the Aristotelian notion, though the
fact that he labels this sort of consciousness of the self ‘the secondary object of
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consciousness’ has bothered phenomenologists who want the consciousness of
consciousness to be intrinsic rather than extrinsic to the respective mental state.
Indeed, a significant debate has emerged as to whether self-consciousness in the
sense of this apperceptive consciousness is somehow intuitive or whether it is a
matter of a higher-order reflection.11 Appreciation of the apparently reflexive
character of consciousness is also evident in what is dubbed, in some contemporary
discussions of consciousness, the ‘intransitive’ character of consciousness or the ‘self-
representational’ character of mental states. The common thread here is Aristotle’s
insight that a kind of reflexiveness distinguishes consciousness generally, despite
ongoing contemporary controversy over the appropriate characterization of that
reflexiveness. Or, in the terminology of the modern tradition before Hegel, self-
consciousness is ap-perceptive consciousness.

Given this tradition and what an avid reader Hegel was of Aristotle’s
De anima, it would be particularly surprising if he failed to find this internal,
reflexive approach compelling and central for any discussion of self-consciousness.
Yet there is no evidence of Hegel explicitly discussing the crucial passage from
De anima III, 2 in his lectures and this fact is curious (the historical curiosity
mentioned earlier). Nevertheless, he clearly integrates this approach into his account.
Moreover, far from doing so only under the rubric of self-consciousness, he prefers
to integrate much of it into the sphere of anthropology or, more specifically, his
accounts of the feeling and actual soul. Herein lies part of the solution to our first
puzzle. There is, indeed, a self prior to self-consciousness, but it is the self that is
merely felt or feels itself in desire. Far from being anything inert, this self develops via
levels of reflexivity.

Before turning to Hegel’s account of these phenomena, a word is in order
about my use of the term ‘reflexivity’ to characterize them. In logical and
grammatical contexts, ‘reflexivity’ refers to the way a name or the subject of a
sentence refers to itself where, for example, Raa is meant to give formal
expression to ‘she hurts herself ’. Reflexivity and its structure are by no means
confined to logic and grammar.12 To the contrary, there are plainly observable
reflexivities in nature, built—probably teleonomically—into the nature of various
entities.13 Such reflexivity can be interpreted as a means to the end or at least one
of the ends of the entity in question and/or as its very end (or at least a
constitutive aspect of its end). For example, an animal’s sensation of thirst is
arguably a kind of reflexivity that serves as a means to an end. The thirst is its
alone and, hence, reflexive, but this reflexivity is a means, indeed, a motivational
means to quenching its thirst and maintaining a certain homeostatic condition on
this side of dehydration. Moreover, the satisfaction of quenching the thirst is, in
an analogous sense, reflexive and co-incident, arguably even constitutive of an
end of the animal, namely, its health. The reflexive character of thirst or satisfying
thirst in the senses described clearly entails no robust sense of ‘self.’ In fact, a
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more or less abiding sense of self in a human being seems to suppose or, better,
develop out of such ongoing and repeated episodes of reflexivity. We are not
born with ready-made selves, for example, the personal identities supposed by
promises and contracts, but we are surely born with the patent potential to come
to be conscious of ourselves as having these robust identities. In some natural
entities, this reflexiveness manifests itself as a kind of self-feeling.

If we turn to Hegel’s texts we find him emphasizing reflexivity in just these
ways. Thus, in the Encyclopedia version of the philosophy of spirit, he identifies the
immediate yet holistic self-perception of an embodied individual as a ‘self-feeling’
(Selbstgefühl), that ranges from pre-reflective sensations (Empfindungen) through
sovereign feelings of oneself (i.e., feelings at one’s disposal) to habitual modes of
self-understanding that, as the result of reflection, put the individual in control of
her body. Indeed, for animal organisms generally, Hegel conceives a ‘simple
immediate self-feeling’ as the aim and result of its key processes, necessarily
involving various forms of feedback and interaction with external nature,
through which ‘the animal gives truth, objectivity, as a unique individual to its
certainty of itself.’14

Against this backdrop, Hegel turns in the Anthropology to distinctively human
self-perception. While in an Empfindung as such there is no distance from our
bodies, i.e., the animal organisms that we are, the content of the human sensation
is nonetheless a ‘determinacy of my entire, albeit in this form dull or vague, being-
for-itself [dumpfes Fürsichsein]; it is thus posited as my ownmost’ (Enz., § 400). The
dullness or vagueness of this sense of being-for-oneself is first but incompletely
trumped by what Hegel calls the ‘the feeling soul’ as a ‘simple interiority.’
In contrast to those sensations that come and go, the feeling soul takes
possession and becomes ‘the power of its substantial reality for itself,’ even
though it is nothing separate from the body, and ‘its determinations do not
develop into conscious and understood contents’ (Enz., §§ 403-4).

Crucial to this Encyclopedia account of the soul’s development is the
Selbstgefühl, the feeling of oneself, in which ‘the subject as such posits [its
determinations] in itself as its feelings.’ Immersed in the particularity of the
sensations on the one hand, the subject nonetheless ‘at the same time joins
together with itself as subjectively one in those feelings’ (Enz., § 407). Indeed, for
Hegel the mark of mental illness is precisely a fixation on a particular feeling and
thus embodiment of oneself, illness that can only be overcome by a subject who
has not only a feeling but a consciousness of herself (Enz., § 408).

Hegel accordingly describes self-feeling as a state in sharp conflict or
tension with itself, caught up in the respective, fleeting feelings and bodily states,
yet also with itself throughout them. This tension gives new meaning to the
duality of the reflexiveness noted by Aristotle with respect to perception. The self
is immersed in each particular feeling but senses that immersion, thereby
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betraying the fact that it is not confined to any particular feeling but instead
ranges over all of them precisely by feeling itself feeling in each case.

This dimension becomes actual, that is to say, the self-feeling actually breaks
free of its immersion in particular feelings and its embodiment through the force
of habit (‘the mechanism of self-feeling’). Through the repetition and exercise
that produces habits, the soul neither differentiates itself from nor is lost in
particular feelings, but instead moves about among them ‘without sensing them,
unconsciously’ (Enz., § 410). Again, Hegel is quick to interject that this habit-
formed break from the immediate identification with particular feelings and one’s
body is not yet self-consciousness or consciousness of the I. Yet it is the
foundation of consciousness precisely ‘because it has superseded [aufgehoben] the
bodiliness in itself and thus posited it as subject for itself ’ (Enz., § 409). Indeed,
Hegel apparently even maintains that ‘the soul, insofar as it is subjectivity or
something like a self, is already in itself an I’ (Enz., §412 Zusatz). As a result of
habituation, in the actual soul (the last stage of the development depicted in the
Anthropology), the body becomes the sign of the soul, the externality in which it
‘feels itself,’ relating only to itself and setting the stage for ‘the higher awakening
of the soul to the I.’15

It should not be overlooked that this self-feeling and its development are
motivated by purposes natural to the organic nature of human beings. Hegel’s
account of these phenomena in his Anthropology provides at least the outline
of an answer to the initial puzzle of self-consciousness. Although the self of
self-consciousness is ultimately constituted by its consciousness, there is a
developmental story to this process, one that ranges over phenomena of the
soul and self-feeling that are presupposed by self-consciousness proper
(as conditions for it). Thanks to this development, there is, indeed, a self before
self-consciousness, a self that is presupposed by consciousness, even if (a) the
consciousness of that self transforms it and (b) that self-consciousness ultimately
supposes recognition of and by another.16 With this last observation, of course,
we enter into the realm of the second puzzle. However, as a prelude to
considering that puzzle, it is helpful first to consider Hegel’s treatment of the
relation between self-consciousness and consciousness of an object, as that
relation initially takes shape in desire.

II. Between puzzles: self-consciousness and desire

In the opening paragraph of Hegel’s treatment of self-consciousness in the
Encyclopedia, we find the observation that ‘self-consciousness is in the existence of
every consciousness of another object’ (Enz., §424). He continues in a similar
vein in the very next section, as he construes self-consciousness generally as the
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initial negation of consciousness and the ‘contradiction of itself as self-
consciousness and as consciousness’ (Enz., §425). Both observations echo the
bottom-up account of apperceptive consciousness that we traced above, both
from Aristotle through the moderns and from the account of sensations and
feelings to that of the actual soul in Hegel’s Anthropology. But here Hegel introduces
an innovation into the account, at least relative to many of his modern
predecessors, by construing apperceptive consciousness as a contradiction, an
unresolved relation of consciousness and self-consciousness, and, in addition, by
identifying that tension as desire.

A similar move can be found in the Phenomenology of Spirit. Apperceptive
consciousness is, it bears recalling, dual or double. Every conscious perception is
also at once apperceptive, i.e., a consciousness of that perception. Flagging this
same doubling in the introduction to the chapter on self-consciousness in the
Phenomenology of Spirit, Hegel writes:

As self-consciousness, consciousness has a double object, the one,
the immediate, the object of sense-certainty and perceiving, y
and the second, namely, itself that is the true essence and is initially at
hand only in contrast to the first. (PhG, 121f)

Hegel proceeds to depict self-consciousness as the movement of canceling this
contrast. Self-consciousness here is something living and takes the form of
desire; though Hegel gives far too little justification of this observation in the
Phenomenology, we know from the Jena drafts and later from the Encyclopedia that
he conceives the self as initially the self of the actual soul that, by permeating
the body and myriad feelings, is also distinguishable from the body. In the
Phenomenology of Spirit, Hegel thus stresses that the movement of self-
consciousness is the process of satisfying its desires and, in the process,
experiencing the self-sufficiency of the objects of desire (PhG, 122). He also
characterizes this process as the paradox that, inasmuch as self-consciousness
becomes certain of itself through striving to destroy the other as a self-sufficient
object of its desire, it dare not destroy it or, at least, all of it (PhG, 123).17

But while there is apperceptive consciousness in desire and its satisfaction,
as long as the object of desire is not like it, i.e., is not another self-consciousness,
there is no genuine self-consciousness. If the object is something alive but not
itself another self-consciousness, i.e., not someone desiring as I do, I cannot
recognize myself genuinely in my desire. As a result, the desire that defines self-
consciousness can only be satisfied by superseding the desire or, more precisely,
by negating it and by the object of the desire negating itself, i.e., the independence
that self-consciousness experiences in negating it. Soulful, self-centered desire for
another must give way to self-conscious recognition of and by another self-
consciousness.
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Returning to the Encyclopedia, we find a similar account, thinner on some
details but even clearer on the transformation of apperceptive consciousness to
full-blown self-consciousness. Hegel characterizes self-consciousness in its
immediacy as the process of the selfish individual satisfying its desires. In the
final section before he introduces the account of ‘the recognizing self-
consciousness,’ he writes:

But the self-feeling [Selbstgefühl] it procures in the satisfaction does
not remain in the inner side or in itself, in abstractly being-for-itself or
in its individuality. Instead, as the negation of the immediacy and the
individuality, the result contains the determination of universality
and the identity of self-consciousness with its object. The judgment
or diremption of this self-consciousness is the consciousness of a
free object, in which the ego has knowledge of itself as ego, but
that is also still outside him. (Enz., §429)

This awakening requires an identification of the soul with a universality and
this identification requires an other self-consciousness, albeit in a quite distinctive
sense. What is required for the transition from soul to consciousness and
self-consciousness is their mutual recognition, not simply of each other as
souls, subjects of bodies, but as identical, as sharing in some universal. In effect,
despite Hegel’s respect for the time-honoured bottom-up or internalist,
apperceptive approach to self-consciousness, he makes a clear break from it
by making self-consciousness dependent upon intersubjectivity. Elaboration
of self-consciousness solely or even primarily along internalist lines fails to give
the intersubjective constitution of self-consciousness its due and, in the process,
lays the groundwork for a solipsism that flies in the face of how we are conscious
of our conscious states and, thereby, conscious of ourselves.

III. The puzzle of recognition

The puzzle of recognition, as noted at the outset, is motivated by the fact that
recognition typically supposes the foregoing on-handness of who or what is
recognized. Thus, when we speak of someone deserving recognition for acts of
courage or charity, the recognition clearly comes after the fact and by no means
confers existence, selfhood, or even self-consciousness on the person responsible
for those acts. Similarly, after seeing an old acquaintance, particularly as years of
aging have set in, we might say: ‘I hardly recognized him’ or even ‘I wouldn’t have
recognized him if he did not say he was John, my old acquaintance.’ Given this
ordinary mechanism of recognition, it is puzzling how recognition can be
necessary for the self or self-consciousness.
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As with the previous puzzle, texts other than the Phenomenology of Spirit
provide important clues to answering this puzzle. As Ludwig Siep observes,
‘the most important texts of Hegel’s for the theory of recognition stem from his
Jena period.’18 Accordingly, the following observations on Hegel’s conception of
the struggle for recognition draw on his earlier Jena treatments of recognition.

Three aspects of Hegel’s conception of that struggle become patent in his
1805/06 Jena draft of a philosophy of spirit. The first aspect is Hegel’s explicit
identification of the struggle with the Hobbesian bellum omnium contra omnes. Hegel
is bent on integrating the natural law theory of the battle of individuals in the pre-
contractual status naturae into his conception of the formation of spirit. Thus, the
struggle for recognition emerges as the product of a practical solipsism or mutual
alienation on the part of contending parties vying with one another for supremacy.

This relationship is usually called the ‘state of nature’
[Naturzustand]; the free, indifferent being of individuals
opposite one another and the natural right is supposed to
answer what sort of rights and duties, given this relationship,
the individuals have opposite one anothery. Their sole
relationship, however, is precisely to cancel this relationship,
exeundum e statu naturae [they should leave the state of nature].
In this relationship they have no rights and no duties opposite
one another, but they first acquire them by abandoning that
relationship. (JS III, 196f)

To abandon that relationship is precisely to produce the reality of right in general
(Erzeugen des Rechtes überhaupt), i.e., to enter into a relationship of mutual
recognition (anerkennende Beziehung). ‘In recognizing,’ Hegel writes, ‘the self ceases
to be this singular self; in recognizing, it is by right [lawfully: rechtlich], that is to
say, no longer in its immediate existence’ (JS III, 197). But this process of mutual
recognition is a struggle since the parties begin in mutual alienation. Each party
initially refuses to accept the independence of the other, is unable to see that the
other accepts mine, and demands that the other do so.

In the Jena drafts the movement of recognition is framed over the
difference between possession (Besitz) and property (Eigentum). In the state of
nature, I can take possession of something, but I thereby exercise a right only
opposite things, not others. But it is my property only by virtue of being
recognized as mine by others. Here recognition contributes to the constitution of
the self and self-consciousness not simply in the abstract, but also as an embodied
and extended self, identified with property. Consciousness of oneself as the owner of
property supposes recognition of oneself in this capacity by others and, it does not go
without saying, one’s own recognition of others’ recognition. We might call this a
practical version of Davidson’s doctrine of triangulation.19
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But the second aspect of Hegel’s Jena discussion of the struggle for
recognition breaks with the Hobbesian account when it comes to the question of
the motivation for this state of mutual alienation. On Hegel’s account, an
individual finds herself in this state because of an underlying desire to be
honoured rather than merely to be preserved or empowered.20 I take ‘honour’
here in a broad sense to designate a range of attitudes, from mere toleration,
acknowledgment, and acceptance to respect, appreciation, and revering. The
appeal to desire for honour in this broad sense hardly leaves the realm of natural
purposes. To be sure, cultural differences regarding the types and degree of
manifestations of this desire and its fulfillment abound. Nevertheless, the
universality of these phenomena provides impressive empirical evidence of the
naturalness of this desire as a purpose, an aim of human striving.

The third aspect of Hegel’s Jena discussion also departs from a Hobbesian
but also a Rousseauian framework. To be sure, for Hegel as for Hobbes, what is
at stake is an absolute self-affirmation of the individual. But in Hegel’s account
the individual is not of her own making. She does not enter the struggle
unarmed, as it were, with no history of her own and nothing but natural powers.
At the same time, this self-affirmation does not dissolve some foregoing
harmony among individuals.21 In the 1805/06 draft of a philosophy of spirit,
Hegel has love and family precede and thereby inform the struggle for
recognition. Moreover, in this draft the struggle for individual self-affirmation is
not aimed at the family nor is the family (in contrast to a draft a few years earlier)
construed as the summation of ethical life prior to the state. Instead—and much
more naturally it would seem—Hegel conceives being recognized in the family’s
love as the presupposition for the consciousness of independence and individual
freedom that aims to validate itself in the battle against other ‘free individualities’
(GW 8, 214f). At times, Hegel even couches the struggle as one between families.
He observes, for example, that ‘the family, as a whole, confronts another whole
closed in on itself ’ (JS III, 196) and that ‘the other – the family – is calmly and
innocently for itself ’ (JS III, 201).22

Hegel’s thinking is very much underway in these Jena writings, and my aim
here is not to provide an exegesis of them that sorts out discrepancies and offers
an explanation of that development. But even in the foregoing gloss on his
thinking about the family, we find important clues to resolving if not dispelling
the puzzle of recognition. For in the context of the family and the natural
purposes it fulfills, there is genuine self-consciousness only where the self
possesses a distinctive, gendered identity and role (e.g., mother, sister, uncle,
cousin) thanks to his or her recognized place in the family. To the extent that the
family is necessary for its members’ sustenance and well-being, familial
recognition fulfills natural purposes, indeed, purposes that arguably supersede
(cancel yet reconstitute) aims and pursuits attributed to the soul as the unity of
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the organism. In turn, a family’s recognition by other families (through,
specifically, recognized claims to property, honour, and the like) is a natural
extension of the self-consciousness achieved through familial recognition.23 For
example, the access to property, secured by this mutual recognition among
families, enables the family to provide sustenance to its own members and, in
that fundamental sense, to recognize them. I argued above that the existence of
the soul with its self-feeling prepares the way for the self of self-consciousness
and thereby mitigates the puzzle of self-consciousness. So, too, the role played by the
family in the formation of the self and self-consciousness makes perfectly plain
why recognition is necessary for self-consciousness and, in the process,
dispatches the puzzle of recognition.

To be sure, familial recognition and the level of self-consciousness afforded
by it, even when ideal, are not identical to the robust mutual recognition that
characterizes ethical life (Sittlichkeit). To this extent, the reference earlier to ‘right’
and ‘mutual recognition’ in the Jena writings may be premature. It is all too
conceivable that a family pays respect to claims of justice but only for the sake of
itself, for the sake of its security, property, and honour. But with these
considerations, we have already moved from the puzzle of recognition to the
puzzle of ethical life.

IV. The Puzzle of Ethical Life

The last puzzle of our trio, as noted at the outset, is generated by the assumption
that self-consciousness requires what it must negate. Consider the following three
sentences from the Phenomenology of Spirit:

S1: ‘Es ist ein Selbstbewußtsein für ein Selbstbewußtsein. Erst
hierdurch ist es in der Taty.’ (PhG, 127)

S2: ‘Es muß dies sein Anderssein aufheben.’ (PhG, 128)
S3: ‘Das Selbstbewußtsein ist zunächst einfaches Fürsichsein,

sich selbst gleich durch das Ausschließen alles andern aus
sich;y’ (PhG, 129).24

Both S2 and S3 contradict S1, by stating that self-consciousness necessarily cancels
or excludes the other that, according to S1, is a necessary condition for self-
consciousness. To be sure, in S3 Hegel alludes to the preliminary character of this
stage (‘at first’: zunächst). But the puzzle of ethical life is how, from this beginning, it
can move towards the sort of mutual respect constitutive of ethical life (Sittlichkeit).
S3 and, to a lesser extent, S2 express a kind of self-conscious, practical solipsism,
at least in the sense that it exists self-same and simply for itself, and, indeed, does so
by necessarily excluding everything else from it.
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In Hegel’s defense, it bears noting that he insists that characterizations such
as S3 are abstract, incomplete, and merely starting points. The struggle for
recognition is part of a cultivation or education (Bildung) of consciousness that is
not resolved when individuals accept each other as equals or as exchangeable
with one another simply for prudential reasons. The struggle is supposed to lead
to the insight into each party’s identity with the other as a free subject or, in other,
more Hegelian terms, the insight into the identity of the individual with the
universal, that is to say, as the manifestation of that universal, the Volksgeist, the
spirit of the people.25

But the puzzle still remains; indeed, it is exacerbated by the presumption of
some sort of universal identity. The question is not only why it must come to this
but, given Hegel’s account of the struggle and its motivation, how it possibly can,
and, perhaps even more importantly, whether pursuit of such a mutually
recognized identity founds ethical life. On the one hand, Hegel starts out from
the supposition of self-consciousness’ independence from everything not part of
its apperception, an independence that takes the form of actively negating
otherness, i.e., actively pursuing its own self-interest at the cost of the other. On
the other hand, he supposes that self-consciousness can only become objective in
an other and, indeed, in an inter-subjective relation, a relation of mutual
recognition, based upon the identity of their true self-interests.26 But, then, how do we
get from a struggle for mastery to robust, truly mutual recognition, from an inter-
subjectivity motivated by the pursuit of power and honour to one motivated by civic
virtue?27 Why is mutual recognition necessary? Why are individuals or individual
families or groups not content with the self-consciousness of the struggle or, if you
will, a mere self-perception motivated by desire for power and honour? Furthermore,
if there is such a thing as civic virtue, an inter-subjectivity not motivated by enhancing
or even merely preserving one’s power and position, it is hard to see how the struggle
for mutual recognition can enjoy the sweeping and fundamental status assigned to it
in Hegel’s account of ethical life.28

Fichte introduced an account of recognition as a means of solving the
puzzle of ethical life. The account begins with a summons by others to
responsible, inter-subjective freedom. I accept the summons and recognize the
freedom of others by negating my arbitrary will but thereby gain freedom of
action in the public domain, and the others do so as well. On this Fichtean
account, recognition is mutual and liberating, but its essential component consists
in restricting oneself, imposing constraints on oneself. (In the moral sphere, this
component takes the form of an ought, an obligation that can only be endlessly
pursued, since it requires overcoming the boundary between the absolute
freedom of self-identity and the empirical ego.)

Hegel was a constant critic of Fichte’s theory because he saw it as one-sided
and insufficiently radical. For Hegel it is not enough for me to see in the other
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my own self-negation and the possibility of self-determination it yields; I must
also see in the other my own negation of her. But I cannot make this happen
alone; like any genuine relationship, it takes two. The other has to negate herself
or, more precisely and moving beyond Fichte’s account, she has to be forced to
take my negation of her and make it her own. And the same has to happen on my
part. The entire process takes the form of a struggle since each sets out from a
self-consciousness that is more a self-feeling, ensconced in its own body and
consciousness, defined or, better, defining itself by exclusion of the other. Given
this starting point, only a struggle and, indeed, an ultimately self-defeating, life
and death struggle can ensue.29 And the struggle ensues, as Hegel puts it,
‘because each is focused on the preservation of its life as the existence of its
freedom’ (Enz., § 432). As noted earlier, death resolves the conflict but creates a
new and higher-level contradiction. But this contradiction gives way to the
master-slave relation. As Hegel puts it, ‘because life is as essential as freedom, the
struggle ends initially as a one-sided negation,’ namely, the inequality of master and
slave and a series of the ensuing dialectical moves.30

This last quotation leads me to a reprise of the puzzle stated earlier. On the
one hand, the motivations that presumably underlie the emergence of a master-
slave relation (and its countless permutations) leave little room to think that inter-
subjectivity, at least in the public domain, can ever be something other than
reciprocally one-sided negations of others. The self-negation that leads to
servitude is forced, prudential, and (it is hoped) provisory. Why should the self-
negation inherent in social, legal, or political contexts calling for mutual respect
be any different? On the other hand, it is hard to see how a progressively
reciprocal, two-sided negation (as full, mutual recognition presumably demands)
can do justice to the other as other—and, indeed, oneself as other. Discounting
differences seems to be a necessary consequence of the presumption of a
teleological development towards universality in the form of mutual recognition,
as a condition of ethical life.

To be sure, the dialectical purpose of the chapter on self-consciousness in
the Phenomenology of Spirit is precisely to demonstrate that a certain desire for
mastery of others results in self-negation and, hence, must be given up.
Terminating as it does in unhappy consciousness, the chapter ‘signifies a
recognition of the insufficiency of mastery,’ i.e., that it is here, as elsewhere, ‘self-
subverting.’31 So, too, ethical life in general only emerges when that desire is
surrendered, and the subsequent accounts of ethical life, both in the Phenomenology
of Spirit and the Encyclopedia, supposedly fill out the story that needs to be told in
this regard.32 Our self-understanding, far from being restricted to that of desiring
subjects possessing bare self-awareness, entails being ethical (sittlich), namely,
being responsive to norms, a responsiveness and responsibility that follows from
growing up in and being part of a community and, indeed, a community with its
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own cultural and linguistic identity. Mutual recognition is a transformative function
of acknowledging—and respecting—each other as speakers and actors in (or in
terms of) that community, not simply as desiring animals.33

I have no problem with these considerations, precisely as readings of Hegel’s
argument. Still, far from solving or removing the puzzle of ethical life, they
underscore its enigmatic character, particularly when they continue to locate the
rationale and motivation for ethical life in the prospect of gaining our true selves
(i.e., our inter-subjective selves, mediated by forms of mutual recognition). The
self-serving motivation of the initial, agonistic encounter with the other survives, it
would seem, under the rubric of communal or social identity with the other.

What is substantially diminished, if not forfeited, by centering the
development of ethical life in a (conscious or unconscious) pursuit of mutual
recognition, is the role of acting for another or for others within a context of
asymmetry, one that lies outside the parameters of mutual recognition. Without
doubt, one of Hegel’s major contributions is to have demonstrated how spirit
emerges from a kind of loss and retrieval of self34 and, more particularly, how
ethical life is founded in many respects upon acts based upon mutual recognition,
ensuing from a self-defeating struggle for mastery. But it is founded no less—
indeed, perhaps even more—upon acts of generosity, sacrifice,35 and kindness
without recompense, actual or expected. Such acts, entailing the real prospect,
sometimes even the reality, of loss of oneself, require an other (and thus
a difference) that is not—indeed, cannot be—superseded by the kind of shared
(let alone universal) identity that is emblematic of mutual recognition.

Conclusion

In our efforts to solve the first two puzzles, we followed the same strategy of
looking at texts where Hegel couches the relevant phenomena within the context
of a pursuit of natural purposes. The naturally purposive reflexivity of the soul
and its developing self-feeling provide rudiments of selfhood and thus a basis for
the constitution of the self through self-consciousness. The strategy was to look
to Hegel’s own accounts of stages of development prior to that constitution in
order to put the latter—or, better, read him as putting the latter—on a natural
footing. In this way, the puzzle of self-consciousness becomes less puzzling when
it is seen as a development of a reflexivity that already constitutes the soul, the
animated but not yet self-conscious self. A similar strategy helped us address the
puzzle of recognition. The identity constituted by the relation of self and self-
consciousness requires more than the reflexivity of the embodied soul; it requires
recognition of-and-by others. Yet, prior to the struggle for recognition that is a
matter of life and death, there is a kind of proto-recognition involved in one’s
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gendered identity in a family (or the closest thing to a family in the modern,
bourgeois sense of the phenomenon). This familial recognition constitutes self
and self-consciousness, and vice versa—albeit at a level that, while in some sense
natural or fulfilling natural purposes, does not amount to the recognition of
sameness and the mutual respect that is required for ethical life. Hegel’s glosses
on how the family provides the basis for recognition thus leave the puzzle of
ethical life fully in force; indeed, they may even be seen to exacerbate it.36

One of the aims of this paper has been to argue that, when it comes to the
puzzles of selfhood, we would do well to consider them in developmental terms
and, indeed, that Hegel’s work in this connection is exemplary.37 What Hegel has
also shown is the need to broaden the developmental focus to history, the history of
humankind and its cultures. In that historical development lie perhaps the clues to
the seemingly intractable selfhood puzzle of ethical life, the identity and self-
identification of an ethical self. But here a stumbling block presents itself and,
indeed, a stumbling block that also marks a crucial difference between the puzzle of
ethical selfhood and the puzzles of self-consciousness and recognition. Clues to
resolving the latter puzzles can be found in what are arguably natural purposes or
teleonomies, both the unity that the soul, feeling itself, gives the human body and
the unity of that soulful unity with others in the family. If we follow a similar strategy
to resolve the puzzle of ethical life, we are faced with the daunting task—from
which Hegel does not flinch—of demonstrating that history, too, has a purpose.

Daniel Dahlstrom
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Notes

1 Or, if it can, how can this occur without forfeiting genuine differences? See G. W. F. Hegel,

Jenaer Systementwürfe III: Naturphilosophie und Philosophie des Geistes, hrsg. Rolf-Peter Horstmann

(Hamburg: Meiner, 1987), 204 (hereafter: ‘JS III’); Phänomenologie des Geistes, hrsg. Hans-Friedrich

Wessels und Heinrich Clairmont (Hamburg: Meiner, 1988), 288f, 394 (hereafter: ‘PhG ’).
2 The three puzzles might also be construed as paradoxes inasmuch as they go against

conventional wisdom and common sense beliefs. ‘It is just plain, common sense,’ one might be

tempted to say, ‘that there must be a self for there to be self-consciousness just as a self and

self-consciousness must be in place for there to be recognition. It is also common sense to be

ever mindful of our human, all-too-human motivations and to conduct all politics as

Realpolitik. After all, experience relentlessly teaches us that what motivated the struggle for

recognition, far from being superseded, constantly re-asserts itself in an economic and political

life that tragically is often another name for war.’
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3 This third puzzle concerns how the struggle for recognition, so construed, i.e., in Hegel’s

particular dialectical terms as a violent struggle for mastery, is supposed to move beyond the

terms of that struggle, issuing, as it does, in a master-slave relationship. This puzzle dovetails

with a more general quandary, by no means restricted to Hegel’s dialectic, over the possibility

of resolving violent conflict through ethical recognition. To be sure, the answer to the

particular question of how Hegel’s account is supposed to go may not, on its own, provide an

answer to the more general question. I wish to thank Ian Dunkle for pressing me on the need

to distinguish clearly these two levels of question.
4 This strategy involves simply looking to Hegel’s earlier and later systematic accounts in order

to see how the account in the Phenomenology of Spirit can be situated in broader analyses that

explain the puzzles.
5 By ‘robust recognition’, I mean the sort of recognition that as a matter of justice exemplifies

or entails mutual respect of each other’s person as one’s equal.
6 Aristotle, De anima, III, ch. 2 (425b17f); Thomas Aquinas, Sentencia libri de anima, Lib. 3,

Lectio 2, n. 3 (www.corpusthomisticum.org/can3.html): ‘Aut igitur hoc procedit in infinitum,

quod est impossibile, cum impossibile sit compleri actionem quae dependet ab actionibus

infinitis, neque etiam unius rei possint esse potentiae infinitae: aut oportebit quod deveniatur

ad aliquem sensum, qui sit iudex suiipsius, id est percipiat se sentire. Eadem ergo ratione poterat

fieri in primo sensu, ut scilicet visus sentiret se videre. Non est ergo alius sensus, qui percipiat

colorem, et qui percipit visionem coloris.’
7 R. Descartes, Meditiations & Principes in: Oeuvres, IX, ed. C. Adam & P. Tannery (Paris: Cerf,

1904), 104: ‘y I’ay une claire et distincte idée de moy-mesme, en tant que ie suis seulement

une chose qui pensey’
8 G. W. F. Leibniz, ‘Principes de la Nature et de la Grace, fondés en raison’ in Die philosophischen

Schriften, Band VI, ed. C. J. Gerhardt (Hildesheim: Olms, 1961), 600.
9 John Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, ed. P. H. Nidditch (Oxford:

Clarendon, 1975), 335.
10 I. Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft (Hamburg: Meiner, 1971), B136. See Klaus Düsing,

‘Konstitution und Struktur des Ich. Kants Theorie der Apperzeption und Hegels Kritik’ in

Subjektivität und Freiheit: Untersuchungen zum Idealismus von Kant bis Hegel (Stuttgart-Bad Canstatt:

frommann-holzboog, 2002), 143-180.
11 The debate can be cast as a debate over whether one must appeal to reflection in order to

elaborate the reflexive character of consciousness adequately. For Carruthers, for example, the

subjective feel of experience presupposes a capacity for higher-order awareness, and ‘such self-

awareness is a conceptually necessary condition for an organism to be a subject of phenomenal

feelings, or for there to be anything that its experiences are like.’ That is to say, a creature must

be capable of reflecting upon, thinking about, and hence conceptualizing its own mental states

if those mental states are to be states of which the creature is aware; see Peter Carruthers,

Language, Thought, and Consciousness: An Essay in Philosophical Psychology (New York: Cambridge

University Press, 1996), 152, 155, 157. Others argue, to the contrary, that self-consciousness,

far from involving an additional mental state, is to be understood instead as an intrinsic feature
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of the primary experience. In addition, they reject the view (associated with Brentano) that a

mental state becomes conscious by taking itself as an object; see A. L. Thomasson, ‘After

Brentano: A one-level theory of consciousness,’ European Journal of Philosophy 8/2 (2000):

190-209; Dan Zahavi, ‘Back to Brentano?’ Journal of Consciousness Studies 11/10-11 (2004): 66-87

and ‘Two Takes on a One-Level Account of Consciousness,’ Psyche 12/2 (2006): 1-9.
12 One of the recurring challenges for translating German into English is the more frequent

use of grammatical reflexives in German than in English. Perhaps the most belaboured such

use is the expression ‘sich lassen,’ typically transformed into a passive in English.
13 C. S. Pittendrigh, ‘Adaptation, Natural Selection and Behavior’ in Behavior and Evolution,

edited by A. Roe and G. G. Simpson (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1958), 390-416;

Ernst Mayr, ‘The Evolution of Living Systems,’ Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 51

(1964): 934-41 and Toward a New Philosophy of Biology: Observations of an Evolutionist (Cambridge,

Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1988), 49, 193.
14 G. W. F. Hegel, Enzyklopädie der philosophischen Wissenschaften, hrsg. Friedhelm Nicolin und

Otto Pöggeler (Hamburg: Meiner, 1969), §§ 355-358, 366 (hereafter: ‘Enz’ ). See, too, Klaus

Düsing’s discussion of three ‘Grundarten der thematischen unmittelbaren Selbstbeziehung’ in

his masterful Selbstbewußtseinsmodelle (München: Fink, 1997), 149-163.
15 Enz., § 412; see, too, G. W. F. Hegel, Berliner Schriften: 1818-1831 in Werke, Bd. 11 (Frankfurt

am Main: Suhrkamp, 1970), 542ff; and Alfredo Ferrarin, Hegel and Aristotle (New York:

Cambridge University Press, 2001), 272-276. On the relation of the natural life of the soul to

the constitution of consciousness, see Enz., §413. Note, too, that in the Enzyklopädie, when

Hegel presents the argument for the struggle for recognition, he appeals explicitly to

embodiment (Leiblichkeit) and self-feeling (Selbstgefühl); see Enz., § 431.
16 But Hegel is not so tied to terminology as the foregoing differentiation of self-feeling and

self-perception from self-consciousness might suggest. In the struggle for recognition, he

speaks of the way that one party negates the other, ruining and even annihilating it as takes

place in satisfying a desire ‘in order to give itself a feeling of itself, but not an empty self-feeling,

but instead positing itself in an other itself, in knowing another—the activity is directed not at

the negative, the thing, but instead the knowing itself of the other’ (JS III, 201).
17 Hegel gives a snapshot of the dialectic of life at work here: ‘The simple substance of

life is thus the severing of itself into forms and at the same time the dissolution of these

persisting differences; and the dissolution of the severing is just as much the severing or a

forming of members’ (PhG, 124). Hegel’s analysis begins with this living process before turning

to consciousness of it, namely, as genus or the immediate, not yet reflected unity (PhG, 125).
18 Ludwig Siep, Praktische Philosophie im Deutschen Idealismus (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp,

1992), 172.
19 See, for example, Donald Davidson, ‘The Problem of Objectivity,’ Tijdschrift voor Filosofie 57

(1999), 203-220.
20 G. W. F. Hegel, Jenaer Systementwürfe III, hrsg. Rolf-Peter Horstmann und Johann Heinrich

Trede, Gesammelte Werke, Rheinsch Westfällische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Band 8,

(Hamburg: Meiner, 1976), 213f (hereafter: ‘GW 8’); see, too, Siep, 174. In the Leviathan Hobbes
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construes honour as a means to power; see Leviathan, ed. Edwin Curley (Indianapolis, Indiana:

Hackett, 1994), 50-54.
21 Siep rejects Habermas’ interpretation of the battle of recognition as having its roots in

Hegel’s Frankfurt conception of crime and fate; see Siep, 174f. Still, Siep acknowledges that

Hegel is not always operating with the same notion of family in these Jena writings.
22 On the connection between familial intimacy and rightful, lawful recognition, see JS III, 200.
23 The account here is admittedly sketchy and badly in need of supplementation. A fuller

elaboration of the nature of familial recognition or perhaps types of familial recognition prior to

extra-familial intersubjective struggle is wanting, particularly since the family, however more

closely determined, is not a struggle-free environment and recognition in terms of love is not

without struggles of its own. A further desideratum is an argued determination of what falls

under the category of family. There is also a question of how familial recognition, given its one-

sidedness can underpin the reciprocity of robust recognition. But this last question moves us

again from the puzzle of recognition to the puzzle of ethical life.
24 S1: ‘A self-consciousness is for a self-consciousness. Only by this means is it in facty’

S2: ‘It must cancel/supersede this, its otherness.’

S3: ‘Self-consciousness is at first simple being-for-itself, the same with itself by excluding

from itself everything other;...’
25 According to Enz., §436, common identification with a shared universal makes reciprocity

possible. According to the account given in PhG, reciprocity may be seen to stem from the

‘pure concept of recognizing,’ presumably in the sense that the self-consciousnesses ‘recognize

themselves, as reciprocally recognizing themselves’ (PhG, 129). I am grateful to Tim Brownlee for

reminding me of this difference in accent between the two works. See, too, Edith Düsing,

Intersubjektivität und Selbstbewußtsein (Köln: Dinter, 1986), 179-377.
26 Robert Pippin, ‘What is the Question for which Hegel’s Theory of Recognition is the

Answer?’ in European Journal of Philosophy 8/2 (2000): 156: ‘A true individual is a free subject and

recognition relations function in a complex way as conditions for that possibility.’ Robert

Williams, The Ethics of Recognition (Berkeley, California: University of California, 1997), 10:

‘Genuine recognition is fundamentally reciprocaly.’
27 One might argue that these considerations are inapplicable to the PhdG account where the

motivation of the struggle is not a desire for power or honour, but desire itself. Hegel has to

show merely that desire is self-undermining (and not, e.g., that the desire for power or honour

is unsittlich or better satisfied by some other means). This line of interpretation, suggested by

Tim Brownlee, has the considerable merit of adhering closely to the formal level of Hegel’s

argument. But is unspecified desire adequate to the demands of the argument that Hegel is

making? Can it explain the motivation to enter a life and death struggle? Moreover, are the

characterizations of self-consciousness in terms of desire itself ethically neutral?
28 Pippin, ‘What is the Question for which Hegel’s Theory of Recognition is the Answer?’,

157: ‘[Hegel] ‘‘counts all normative claims as claims of, attempts at, mutuality of recognition.’’’
29 See Enz., § 431: ‘For I cannot know myself as me myself in the other, insofar as the other is

an immediate other existence for me; for this reason, I am oriented to annuling this its
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immediacy. By the same token, I cannot be recognized as immediate, but instead only insofar

as I cancel the immediacy in myself and thereby give my freedom existence. But this

immediacy is at the same time the embodiment of self-consciousness in which it as in its sign

and tool has its own self-feeling as well as its being for others and its relation mediating it [that self-

feeling] with them.)’ One hurdle to understanding this complex sentence is determining how to

interpret ‘me myself in the other’ (im Anderen) in the opening line. In the preceding paragraph,

Hegel speaks of observing (anschauen) myself in the other and we know from the context that

he is concerned with being recognized. So it would seem appropriate to interpret the phrase to

mean that I cannot know myself in the way that I am in someone else’s mind, how the other

regards me. The motivation for going on the offensive is then a failure to know myself as the

other knows me in her immediacy. The point seems trivial: insofar as the other is merely

someone in her immediacy, i.e., the immediate embodiment of her self-consciousness, I could

not know myself as she, occupying her body and its sensory capacities, knows me. So

construed, the struggle with the other’s immediacy is a struggle with the way she knows me in

her immediacy. But it is also a struggle against the solipsism of my position (the fact that

I know only my embodied standpoint). In other words, the struggle is motivated by a desire to

cancel solipsism and achieve a certain kind of intersubjectivity in the process. I say ‘a certain

kind of intersubjectivity’ since it is not simply knowledge of the other that I need but

presumably knowledge of the way they know me, the way they regard me. So, too, the aim is

not to cancel the other’s knowledge of me but to eliminate the immediacy that prevents me

from knowing the way they know me.

But this paraphrase of the opening line of §431 may be oversimplifying matters. Hegel writes

not simply that I cannot know myself as I am in the mind of the other but that I cannot know

myself as me myself in the other. If the problem is the incapacity of the other in her immediacy

to know me myself, i.e., as I know it, then what is intolerable is not the solipsism of my

position, unable to know myself as others do, but the impoverished nature of intersubjective

knowledge, the fact others in their immediacy simply fail to know what I know of myself. From

this perspective, the desire, not to tear down the barriers to intersubjective knowledge, but to

ensure the knowledge that I have of myself as myself motivates the initial struggle. The battle

commences to make sure that the other knows me as I know myself and that is impossible as

long as she only knows me in her immediacy.
30 These remarks are at odds with recent attempts to couch Hegel’s theory of recognition in

explicitly Fichtean terms; see Terry Pinkard, ‘Liberal Rights and Liberal Individualism without

Liberalism: Agency and Recognition,’ in German Idealism: Contemporary Perspectives, ed. Espen

Hammer (New York: Routledge, 2007), 206-224.
31 Joseph Flay, ‘Hegel, Derrida, and Bataille’s Laughter’ in Hegel and his Critics, edited by

William Desmond (Albany, New York: SUNY Press, 1989), 163-173, esp. 169-171; Williams,

The Ethics of Recognition, 10; as ‘an unequal recognition,’ the master/slave relationship is a

‘‘‘deficient realization’ of the concept of recognition’’ (see ibid., 10, 24, 49, 286); in patriotism,

by contrast, opposition and otherness are ‘transcended in a higher form of self-recognition in

and union with other. In patriotism, the other ceases to be other,y’ (ibid., 274).
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32 I am grateful to an anonymous reviewer for formulating this objection to ‘the ethical

puzzle.’ According to this reviewer, the puzzle dissolves with Hegel’s demonstration,

at numerous junctures, that self-promotion entails loss of self. This view echoes those of

several scholars who have advocated for Hegel in cognate (not always the same) respects;

these scholars have also succeeded in overcoming Kojève’s equation of the master-slave

struggle with recognition as ‘the ‘‘standard interpretation,’’ the ‘‘dogma’’ about Hegel’

(Williams, The Ethics of Recognition, 10). In addition to the cited writings of Pippin, Flay,

and Williams, see Stephen Houlgate, ‘Power, Egoism and the ‘Open’ Self,’ in The Journal

of the British Society for Phenomenology 22 (October 1991): 127-131, and ‘Hegel, Derrida, and

Restricted Economy: The Case of Mechanical Memory,’ Journal of the History of Philosophy 34/1

(1996): 79-93.
33 In other words, the import of Hegel’s account of self-consciousness in the PhdG is the need

to elaborate the essential elements of our constitution and identity a good deal more before we

can understand how reciprocal recognition is possible. For clarification of these points, I am

again indebted to Tim Brownlee.
34 See Houlgate, ‘Hegel, Derrida, and Restricted Economy,’ 82f; see, too, Williams discussion

of Hegel’s concept of love as a form of ‘genuine satisfaction’ requiring mutual recognition,

such that the independence ‘negated in the first moment of love is enriched, enlarged, and

reappropriated in the second moment’; see Williams, The Ethics of Recognition, 211-213.
35 By ‘sacrifice’ here, I mean a self-denying action on one’s own part for someone else’s sake,

unmotivated (consciously or unconsciously) by prospects of recognition by others. For a recent

discussion, indicating that Hegel’s own notion of sacrifice is at odds with this definition, see

Paolo Diego Bubbio, ‘Sacrifice in Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit,’ British Journal for the History of

Philosophy (20/4 (2012): 797-815, esp. 814: ‘There is no sacrifice without recognition, and there

is no recognition without sacrifice.’ See Hegel’s references to sacrifice in PhdG, 384, 387, 433.

For valuable glosses on Hegel’s conception of patriotic sacrifice, see Williams, The Ethics of

Recognition, 274, 337-338, 344-348.
36 One common thread to all three puzzles is the presence of a jump or leap as a key to a

resolution. The self does not come unprepared to the stage of self-consciousness since it

supposes the development of the soul and its self-feeling; nonetheless, the self of self-

consciousness represents a leap beyond apperceptive, bodily consciousness to the self-

conscious identity of a person. So, too, the family provides an immediate kind of loving

recognition that underlies the self that enters into the struggle for recognition; yet the struggle

itself represents a leap beyond self-identity in the family. Finally, the struggle for recognition

can only be fully resolved, i.e., beyond any remnants of a one-sided, master-slave resolution, by

a leap beyond a struggle for power and honour to identification with the Volksgeist. In each

case, the puzzle is explaining the respective leap (i.e., why it occurs or why we should think that

it occurs).
37 For an equally exemplary, developmental approach in contemporary philosophy, see ‘Das

integrative Konstitutions- und Entwicklungsmodell von Selbstbewußtsein’ in Klaus Düsing’s

Selbstbewußtseinsmodelle, 258-268.
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