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AN ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS OF

Rory Sazama, for the Master of Philosophy degrdehifosophy, presented on November29th,
2012, at Southern lllinois University Carbondale.

TITLE: THE MODERN MORAL INDIVIDUAL IN HEGEL'S PHENOMENOLOGY OF
SPIRIT

MAJOR PROFESSOR: Dr. Sara Beardsworth

The subject of this thesis is an attempt to idgrtie modern moral individual in G.W.F.
Hegel'sPhenomenology of SpiriThis topic will be brought out through a detaibthlysis of
Hegel's reconstruction of Immanuel Kant's moratesysand his “sublation” of it in the self of
“conscience’ In demonstrating that Kant's moral system wasigded in the irreconcilable
conflict between morality and nature, Hegel setitféconscience” as a concrete moral self—a
self that is the unity of actuality and pure knadge. This reconstruction situates morality in the
individual self-relation and leads into the dialedf tragic action. Put briefly, Hegel's
“conscience” is a transgressive structure of rettmgnestablished in a social context.
Throughout thé>henomenology of Spititegel's method of demonstrating action shows its
unforeseeable consequences since the action,te/mmativation, and the deed, i.e. what has
been done, are not identical. In Hegel's dialdbicmoral self develops out of Enlightenment'’s
critiqgue of the existing social order, the Terrbtlee French Revolution, and a reconstruction of
Kantian morality into an ethical thought of theldgic of evil and its forgiveness. The dialectic

unfolds as a division of “conscience” into a judgizonsciousness and an acting consciousness.

! Hegel makes explicit the definition of his technical term ‘sublation’ in his Science of Logic. Sublation has a two-
fold meaning where “on the one hand it means to preserve, to maintain, and equally it also means to cause to
cease to be, to put an end to...Thus what is sublated is preserved...something is sublated only insofar as it has
entered into unity with its opposite.” G.W.F. Hegel, Science of Logic, (Humanities International Press: New York,
1989), 107. Hegel’s sublation of the Kantian moral self-consciousness into the self of ‘conscience’ will demonstrate
its preservation insofar as the crucial role of moral authority will be sustained throughout the dialectic. At the
same time, the Kant’s moral system as such is surpassed in the actuality of conscience in an intersubjective
context.



It is at this point of division that the modern rabindividual appears most distinctly for Hegel.
Above all, it appears where the acting conscioushamnfesses” to being particular, not
universal, and judging consciousness fails to nedpio kind—in a delay between confession and
“forgiveness.” This is where | take the modern ethindividual to be situated by Hegel. The
guestions that | wish to take up after articulatimig dialectic in detail are as follows. What is
being revealed about the moral self in modernityratWmplications does it have for the

possibility of a Hegelian ethics as distinct frorariKian morality?
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

In my thesis Hegel regarded modernity as presemt@myendous difficulties for any idea
of the moral self. With the development and furiihgiof social orders developed out of limited
or failed systems of social cooperation of the @sy conception of the moral self must come
forth in the conditions of anonymity and alienatibiat affect the modern social context. Hegel's
analysis in th&?henomenology of Spiigf the unfolding ofGeist(spirit) as a social being is
meant to demonstrate the possibility of a moraiviidial within the constructs of a developed
social order such as the modern liberal state (Wwlatallssubstancen the chapter on “spirit”).
Hegel was aware that after the Enlightenment’sqerét of the existing social order and the
Terror of the French Revolution, the Kantian attetopreate a moral system from a purely
moral will also led to the felt loss in German llilg@a of ethical life in having passed out of
tradition into an identification of the object afidwledge with pure duty. However, in Hegel's
reconstruction of Kant's moral system consciousnestes to realize that its capacity to know
both itself and its world will turn out to be bassat solely on duty as its absolute essence but,
rather, on the communal process of tragic recagmifThis is Hegel's “We that is I” and “I that
is We.” That is to say, the self can only beconadizable to the self as botlubstance and
subjectthrough the historical transformation of a subahing to discover that it creates its
own history on the ground of actual duty-bound camssnessndin the form of “recognition

and indebtedness,” which is to say, in relatiootters and a social worfdn moving beyond

® The Preface of the Phenomenology of Spirit states that “everything turns on grasping and expressing the True, not
only as Substance, but equally as Subject.” (PS, 10) For our purposes, we can take this to mean that the subject will
identify itself as distinguishable from the world as well as capable of finding itself in it. Hegel writes: “this
Substance is, as Subject, pure, simple negativity, and is for this very reason the bifurcation of the simple, it is the
doubling which sets up opposition, and then again the negation of this indifferent diversity and of its antithesis
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Kantian morality, the moral self becomes its owhjsat creating its own history, with the actual
self taking itself to be universal, not merely parar, and at the same time experiencing itself in

respect of an objective social world in and throiighielation to others.

The section of thehenomenology of Spitiitled “Spirit that is Certain of Itself:
Morality” is the essential component of my thesigs it is through Hegel's reconstruction of
Kantian morality that the moral subject comes malfitselfin the world (and not as the moral
self in the transcendental subject). Further, Kahty has brought the subject to a complete self-
relation, will become the ground for Hegel's ethidewever, to develop Hegel's ethical idea we
must enter into the dialectic of evil and its fegmess as a theory of individual conviction and

tragic action.

[the immediate simplicity]” (ibid). Stern clarifies: “Hegel calls Spirit the subject that embodies this relation of
identity-in-difference to the world, by finding itself in its ‘other,” so that while it is not cut off from the world
(radical dualism), it is not indistinguishable from it either (monism). Robert Stern, Hegel and the Phenomenology of
Spirit, (Routledge: New York, 2002), 34



CHAPTER 2
HEGEL'S RECONSTRUCTION OF KANT'S MORAL SYSTEM

(1) The Moral Worldview

Hegel comes to Kant's conception of morality akagpe of spirit that develops out of
Enlightenment's critique of the existing social@ar@ancienrégimg and the Terror of the
French Revolution. He stresses Kant's identificatibthe object of knowledge as pure duty. For
him, this is a crucial moment of spirit because taas brought the subject to an absolute self-
relation and this self-relation is the foundatidraanoral view of the world. However, Hegel
also finds this self-relation to be incomplete antbedded in an irreconcilable conflict between
morality and nature. This section will show how ldigeveals that conflict in a circle of
“postulates,” yet at the same time maintains treohite self-relation of the moral self in his

sublimation of Kant's pure moral subject.

At the outset of the section on the “moral viewtlod world” in the chapter “Spirit that is
Certain of Itself: Morality,” Hegel notes that “$@lonsciousness knows duty to be the absolute
essence. It is bound only by duty, and this sulest@nits own pure consciousness, for which
duty cannot receive the form of something alighlére Hegel makes of Kant’s notion of
morality a form of spirit that takes the Kantiartina of duty to be the object of its knowledge.
His reconstruction of Kantian morality brings indiuality and reflection to the forefront of what
he calls “the moral worldview"dje moralische Weltanschauundn contrast to the Kantian
standpoint, the previous sections of the chapiedtiSpirit” were an analysis of responsibilities

and obligations imposed upon the self by exteroaktraints, notably in the traditional laws of

* G.W.F. HegePhenomenology of Spir{©xford University Press: New York, 1977), 365.
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Greek ethical life. Now, however, the object ofptslosophic inquiry is the subject’s own self-
certainty. For Hegel, this shape of spirit is rarededentical to the content of its self-knowledge.
By positing duty as its central conception, selfimtousness has made both the identity of
knowledge and the object of knowledge explicitifeelf. The pure duty of Kantian morality is
taken as the expression of what spirit is and whatows. Put succinctly, for the Kantian, acting
on the categorical imperative according to pure el involve acting “only in accordance with
that maxim (a rule that one gives governing onet®as) through which you can at the same

time will that it become a universal la.”

For Hegel, for the moral self-consciousness to kdaty as its absolute essence is to
imply mediation. To be aware of mediation implie®ktion to something other than
consciousness. The otherness that consciousnesis starelation to is its own nature, “whose
laws like its actions belong to itself as a beirtgah is indifferent to moral self-consciousness,
just as the latter is indifferent to it.Even though this moment of spirit knows duty tatee
absolute essence, it also knows that it has aenathich stands in an oppositional relationship to
moral self-consciousness. To put the matter sinply/moral view of the world that Hegel is
working through cannot stand on its own—it cannetely be posited as a self-consciousness
that knows duty as its pure essence from the paositi complete abstraction from actuality.
Rather, moral self-consciousness finds itself woald—an actuality that stands completely
“without significance” for the content of conscimess. There is nothing about the reality of its
world that is taken to have bearing or influeaséts reality on the inner content of duty-bound
self-consciousness. The Kantian moralist knows\iledt is essential to it in its content is its

own self-relation—both taking its orientation frate duty and the actualizing of its duty. Yet

* Immanuel KanGroundwork for the Metaphysics of Mordgléale University Press: New York, 2002), 37
> G.W.F. HegePhenomenology of Spir{©xford University Press: New York, 1977), 365
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this duty has no relation to a nature that is pdsés operating on its own law-like regularities,
and which in turn stands in a relationship of uittelifference to the essence of self-certain spirit
As a result of this opposition, the Kantian motdiisds that nature may allow for its duties to be
fulfilled, or it may render this fulfilment impo#se with equal indifference. Hegel will insist
that the relationship developed out of the moralwof the world consists in both “complete
indifference and independence of Nature towardsahparposes and activity,and “the
consciousness of duty alone as the essentialdiadtpf Nature as completely devoid of

independence and essential beihg.”

Hegel's critique of the moral world view will nowresist of the development of
conflicting particular moments that present thewesin unfolding the relationship between
duty-bound self-consciousness and nature. Althawaglrre is by necessity taken to be indifferent
to morality, it is nonetheless conceived in a mammevhich it cannot actually be indiffereht.
Although moral self-consciousness will look for aymo unite what it has posited as separate,
each move made at reconciliation will merely displéhe problem. In Hegel’s dialectic, which
treats moral self-consciousness as an experigme@evitable and recurring displacements
eventually force themselves upon maelf-consciousnessd lead it to move beyond the

rigidity of this moral worldview.

(2) The Postulates of the Unity of Morality and Natire

In order to bring out this crucial turning point fmoral self-consciousness, Hegel
presents a reconstruction of Kantian morality asteof “postulates.” These postulates are set

forth as though they were arperiencef self-consciousness. In presenting Kant's mtyr i

® |bid, 365
7 |bid, 365-366
® Terry PinkardHegel's Phenomenologfambridge University Press: New York, 1994), 195
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this manner, Hegel is attempting to demonstrateahenscendental self-relation cannot be a
moral standpoint. He begins with the first poseiléihe harmony of morality and objective
nature, stating that “the harmony of morality aratiNe—or, since Nature comes into account
only in so far as consciousness experiences itg with it—the harmony of morality and
happiness, is thought of as something that nedbsisai.e. it is postulated®Moral self-
consciousness recognizes an incongruence betweendtal order and the natural order.
However, moral self-consciousness also recognizgsttmust be able to take duties as
something that can be accomplished in the worlgpide the distinction between nature and
morality that it must make in order to escape ttve-moral regulations of nature, moral self-
consciousness sets forth the first postulate ieffont to show that there is a harmonious
relationship between the two as a demand of rea$emce, the unification of nature with
morality is set forth by a specific consciousness ia concerned with seeing nature as
hospitable to the demands of duty-bound actioreynStotes that at this point the moral
worldview “divorces morality from nature at one égvbut tries to moralize it at anothéf.That

is to say, the moral worldview at first sees mayadind nature as two conflicting and indifferent
absolutes, then reasdemandshe moralization of nature so as to accommodateresct
performed from duty. This demand of reason is@hfbecause moral self-consciousness must

be in a position to see its actions performed fpame duty as realizable in the world.

A similar incongruence is present in the secondytate proposed by the moral
worldview: the harmony of morality and the sensuwils Moral self-consciousness knows duty
as its absolute essence. Yet it also knows that,redural being, it is linked to the world by

basic natural instincts and inclinations that iaflae its behavior. Moral self-consciousness now

° G.W.F. HegePhenomenology of Spifi©xford University Press: New York, 1977), 367
'° Robert StertHegel and the Phenomenology of SiRbutledge Press: New York, 2002), 172
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finds itself in a struggle with the demands ofniggural inclinations. On the one hand, it knows
that it operates from moral duty. On the other hasda natural being, it knows that the sensuous
demands of natural inclinations may not be in confty with pure duty. Moral self-
consciousness thus aims at conforming the sensiemuands of its natural inclinations to
morality. However, our basic inclinations and insts are not something we can merely set
aside. Since we cannot disregard our sense-nébearenification of natural sensuous demands
with pure duty must be presented in the form oéadless progression. The moral worldview
therefore expresses a unity through infinite pregr&ince the conformity of sensuous
inclinations to the moral will is only somethingatilcan be aimed at, a life that unfolds without
end must be postulated in order for a moral sultigentake continual progress. Here, Hegel must

have in mind what Kant proposed in fBgtique of Practical Reasowhere he wrote:

However, the perfect conformity of will to moralwais sainthood, a
perfection of which no rational being in the sensiworld is capable of
at any moment of his existence. Since, howevers herfection is
nonetheless demanded as being practically necessaan only occur in
a progression, leading to infinity, toward this fpet conformity.
Following the principle of pure practical reasore have to admit such a
practical progression as the real object of ouk. Wil

Since moral self-consciousness cannot merely gl astural instincts and inclinations, this
postulate must appear as an endless progressiand®ihe conformity of natural sensuousness
with morality. Sensuous nature in the moral lifenade to conform to morality through an

endless progression whose aim must be projectecamtinfinitely remote” future.

Lastly, Hegel presents the third postulate: thetenad ruler of the world, for the

harmony of morality and happiness. The need faviael legislator arises from a distinction that

" Immanuel Kanfrhe Critique of Pure Reas@Renguin Press: New York, 2008), 160

7



Hegel sees in the form of conflicting duties. Maalf-consciousness may find that certain
circumstances require that the right course obacitems from specific duties (for example, the
obligation to provide for one’s family). Howeverpnal self-consciousness experiences a
conflict between specific duties and pure duty. &ample, although someone may operate
from the specific duty of providing for one’s familone’s pure duty may be to provide for those
less fortunate. By providing for those less fortignshe specific duties of providing for one’s
family are cast aside. However, it certainly "féel&e the “right” thing to do would be to place
the importance of one’s family above the demandd®entirety of humanity’s less fortunate
population. The moral self-consciousness remaiablerto resolve the conflict arising between
pure duty and specific duty. As Stern notes, mee#flconsciousness “may feel that it is 'held
back' from doing what is its pure duty by the mararity of its situation, and it may therefore
question the validity of the specific duties whibply to it by virtue of being in that situatiof.”
Moral self-consciousness will now feel as though ot capable of operating from pure duty

alone. Hegel notes that when faced with multipleflocting duties:

the moral self-consciousness in general heeds theypure duty in them; the
many duties qua manifold are specific and theredsrsuch have nothing sacred
about them for the moral consciousness. At the sime, however, being
necessary, since the Notion of “doing” implies anptex actuality and therefore a
complex relation to it, these many duties must égarded as possessing an
intrinsic being of their owr?’

Although the moral self may feel a conflict betwegrme and specific duties, she will at least try
to do the right thing in hopes that God will seattbhe made an effort to do what is right. Thus,
the divine legislator of a God is posited so that failure to observe pure duty will be seen as

not the fault of moral self-consciousness, sineelsds tried to do what is right given the

? Robert Steregel and the Phenomenology of SgiRbutledge Press: New York, 2002), 173
B G.W.F. HegePhenomenology of Spiti©xford University Press: New York, 1977), 369-370
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particular circumstances that she has found harsdif the next section of tHghenomenology
of Spirit, titled “Dissemblance and Duplicity,” Hegel wilechonstrate that the self-relation of the
subject of the moral worldview is both incompletel@mbedded in an irreconcilable conflict

between morality and nature that is “dissembledtdrown standpoint.

(3) Dissemblance and Duplicity Die Verstellung)

Hegel's analysis of the moral worldview involvededailed critique of the three

postulates that he has Kant's moral system turindummary, they are as follows:

1. The implicit harmony of morality and objectivatuare.

2. The conformity of the sensuous with morality.

3. There is a God that sanctifies moral law.

On Hegel's account, the postulates of the moraldwviw will turn out to be “a whole
nest of thoughtless contradictiont These contradictions take form in a series of
displacements—a shifting of the problem in respéeiction—that will make explicit state of
hypocrisy in the moral worldview. In order to avdigpocrisy, moral self-consciousness will
have to return to its position of absolute sel&ti@in with the self-intuition denied it by Kantian
morality.> However, before that position can be achieved gHewist have moral self-
consciousness go through the displacements embautieelthree postulates of the moral

worldview so that we can come to see its posit@orae of hypocrisy.

14 o
Ibid, 374

15 Jean HyppoliteGenesis and Structure of Hegel's Phenomenologypidt $New York: Northwest University

Press, 1974) 483-484



As regards the first postulate, the relationshiggveen nature and moral self-
consciousness is “supposed to bemaplicit harmony, not explicitly for actual consciousness,
not present; on the contrary, what is presenttigeraonly the contradiction of the tw&’. The
first postulate asserts a harmony between morateakciousness and nature. The harmony is
implicit, which is to say that it is nactually present for actual consciousness. For Hegel, “the
actualmoral consciousness, however, is one that aatspiecisely therein that the actuality of
morality consists* Before acting, moral self-consciousness postutagsarmony of morality
and nature as something that "necessarily is.” H@wdf it were to act, it would actualize the
harmony. To perform an action in nature would therio actualize this reconciliation. However,
this displaces the content of the postulate, whiak asserted as something beyond the moral
self-consciousness. Put succinctly, the postuladieaation are in contradiction with one another.
Since action is necessary to the concept of thahself, the only way that moral self-
consciousness can maintain itself is through degpreent. Hegel notes that “action therefore, in
fact directly fulfills what was asserted could tate place, what was supposed to be merely a
postulate, because the meaning of the action iy teés, to make into a present reality what was
not supposed to exist in the preséfBy presupposing that nature and morality are seefor
it, the Kantian moral consciousness fails to seentwaitl action is taken to be performable
within nature. However, to admit this would be &y shat the harmony of morality and nature is
not a mere postulate of reason. As regards theaepass for moral consciousness of nature and
morality, the Kantian fails to be “in earnest abthis, for in the deed the presence of this

harmony becomes explicit for it. But it is not iareest even about the deed, since the deed is

' G.W.F. HegePhenomenology of Spii©xford University Press: New York, 1977), 375
" Ibid, 375
' Ibid, 375
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something individual; for it has such a high pugdse highest good?The dissemblance that
Hegel means to reveal lies in this. First, mor#ts@nsciousness postulates the unity of morality
and nature. As a postulate, it is implicit, not leip It is the final purpose of the world. Foras

a moralconsciousnessature and morality “do not harmoniZ8 However, in the meaning of
action for moral self-consciousness, the unity nimesactualized. The content of the first
postulate is hence displaced. In the concept admdthe harmony of nature and morality is

actual, i.e. for consciousness, rather than beyomc! self-consciousness.

The second postulate asserts the harmony of sase rand moral self-consciousness.
The conformity of sensuous inclinations and ingsmwith moral self-conscious is a demand of
reason because moral self-consciousness “mustrfeefeal in its own self** However,
consciousness must continually make progress t@Naidging about this conformity, since its
actualization would do away with moral consciousn&®r Hegel, the conformity of natural
sensuous inclinations with pure duty must lie inrdimite beyond towards which the moral self-
consciousness must strive in ordeb&ma moral self-consciousness. In situating the aonity
of the sensuous with morality in an infinite beypntbral self-consciousness now “asserts that
its purpose is pure, is independent of inclinatiand impulses, which implies that it has
eliminated sensuous purposéstiowever, it now comes to discover that any attetmpiring its
purpose into the world would make sensuous ingbnahe mediating element or “middle term”
between pure duty and reality. Moral self-consam@s$s has maintained the elimination of its
sense-nature, but it now dissembles this. It fihd$ sense-nature is the very instrument by

which the moral self is realizable in the world.ggéstresses that “moral self-consciousness is

9 |bid, 377
2% 1bid 377

2 \bid, 377
2 \bid, 377
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not, therefore, in earnest with the eliminationnmlinations and impulses, for it is just thesettha
areself-realizing self-consciousne&ut also they ought not Iseippressedout only be in
conformitywith Reason And since moral action is consciousness “realizitsglf, then
sensuous instinctdo conform to reason. However, this actual conformitgense-nature to
morality is now again displaced by the moral selfisciousness “in a nebulous remoteness
where nothing can be accurately distinguished orprehended® The second postulate
required an endless progression towards the coitjoahsense-nature with morality, the
completion of which would be the attainment of nh@erfection. Now, however, Hegel finds
the endless progression towards moral perfectialisaemblance, a falsification of the situation,
since as a matter of fact it would be rather mtyatiself that was given up in its perfection,
because it is consciousness of absolute purposerapurpose, one therefoopposedo all

other purposes?® Since moral self-consciousness is not ‘in earneiski regards to the

perfection of morality, it displaces moral perfectinto an infinite beyond. The idea of infinitely
progressing towards moral perfection is to speakafality in terms of becoming achieved in
various degrees. However, moral self-conscioustuedsitself to be in essence pure duty, not an
incremental movement towards pure perfect duty.iigdegel finds the moral self-

consciousness to be in contradiction.

As regards the third postulate, if the moral woidgy must postulate a God for the sake
of sanctifying specific duties, then the fundameptanciple of Kantian moral autonomy is

called into questioff. The moral self-consciousness is only concernekl thi¢ one pure duty.

% bid, 377

** |bid, 378

*® |bid, 378

% For Kant, autonomy is that property of the wil“tvhich it is a law unto itself (independent of gmpperty of
the objects of volition).” (G 4:440) Autonomy wilivolve the will's capacity to render its own molalvs and also
motivates moral action for its own sake.

12



The specific duties are deemed valueless accotditige moral worldview. For Hegel, specific
duties can therefore “have their truth only in d@otbeing and are made sacred—which they are
not for the moral consciousness—by a holy lawgh7eT.he holy lawgiver is introduced in order
to resolve what moral self-consciousness is indapaiftresolving on its own. However, it is
difficult to understand how a divine moral legisiathat stands beyond the relation of morality
to nature could be anything other than an unrestiattion in which any concept of morality
would be done away with. Indeed, moral self-conssan@ss is put in the precarious position of
justifying how a holy lawgiver is not altogethenjoad morality. As a pure, perfect being, the
Kantian God does not have a relationship to etla¢ure or the moral self-consciousness. It
would be altogether “above the struggle of natung sense? Lacking a positive relation to
reality, this pure moral being is reduced to aefhsislance of facts. If pure morality is merely an
abstraction with no genuine relationship to realityen it seems as though the moral actions
performed will have no moral meaning. Hyppolitenferces this point by writing that “pure
duty must be beyond actual consciousness, beyadstéege, but it must also be within
consciousness and, inasmuch as it is the beyond linger means anything Hegel’s
emphasis on the postulates has therefore brougth®wontradictions of the moral view of the
world, which in sum rest on the absolute opposibetween nature and morality. In Hegel's
dialectic moral self-consciousness renounces whaok to be true and returns to the absolute

self-relation.

Hegel's reconstruction of the Kantian moral workidvihas stressed Kant's identification

of the object of knowledge as pure duty. This ¢swcial moment in the development of spirit

" |bid, 380

* |bid, 381

*® Jean Hyppolité&Senesis and Structure of Hegel's Phenomenolo@paft (Northwestern University Press: New
York, 1974), 489
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because Kant has brought the subject to an abss#lifteslationand this self-relation is the
foundation of a moral view of the world. Howeves,vae have seen, Hegel also found this self-
relation to be incomplete and embedded in an ireitable conflict between morality and
nature. Although Hegel has revealed irreconcilableflicts in the circle of Kantian “postulates,”
he will at the same time maintain the absoluteisition of the moral self in his “sublation” of
Kant's pure moral self. This is why Kant is necegs$a his thought of the modern moral self. To
Hegel, Kant’s transcendental turn brought the stibjgo an absolute self-relation. Hegel then
releases the moral subject from its invisible, $c@mdental position, yet maintains the
absoluteness of the self-relation in Kantian moyals a “moment” of his own ethical thought.
His movement beyond the transcendental perspdaive his demonstration that Kant's moral
system is grounded in the irreconcilable conflietieen morality and nature. Given that
demonstration, Hegel is now in a position to sehfthe self of “conscience”: a self that is the
unity of actualityand pure knowledge. Hegel will now turn to theetitical unfolding of
“conscience,” in the form of a dialectic of conagaoess divided into the judging consciousness

and the acting consciousness.
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CHAPTER 3

MORAL ACCOUNTABILITY IN HEGEL'S MORAL SELF

(1) Conscience

Hegel will now present a version of philosophigahianticism in an effort (a) to maintain
the self-determination achieved in the Kantian rheyatem, (b) to move beyond the difficulties
of realizing action that were inherent in the mavarldview, and (c) to draw out an objective
social world in which consciousness experiencesfjtse. a conception of modernity The first
half of the section titled “Conscience. The BeautS8oul—Evil and its Forgiveness” articulates
the appearance of the attitude of conscief@\ssehin an effort to “complete” the Kantian
self-relation of the subject. This will be showmnadhgh a detailed analysis of conscience, the role
of language, and consciousness’s withdrawal ireédlkibautiful soul.'

Kantian morality demonstrated two key features fiay an essential role in the
formulation of Hegel's ethical process. Put balthe, first is the notion of a fully autonomous
subject that appears in Kant's purely moral wileogding from the self-legislation that is
independent of external influence. The secondasttie object of knowledge for consciousness
is pure duty. However, as was brought out in tladedtical unfolding of the moral worldview,
autonomy cannot be actual in Kant's moral systdm.moral worldview, reduced to a 'nest of
thoughtless contradictions,' places the moraliseadfposition where moral action is rendered
impossible. Indeed, the necessity for the mordlteadetach itself from all perspectives but its
own position of anonymity demonstrated the shoriogsiof the moral worldview. That is to

say, in Hegel’s view the absolute self-relatiorspirit is incomplete. In order to move beyond

%0 Hegel’s attitude towards romanticism and its relationship to conscience is demonstrated in greater detail in both
Terry Pinkard’s Hegel’s Phenomenology (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 208-213, and J.M.
Bernstein’s Confession and Forgiveness: Hegel’s Poetics of Action, 36
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this shortcoming, and yet still maintain the emphas self-determination, Hegel introduces the
self as the expression of conscienGewisseh a “spirit that is directly aware of itself as
absolute truth and beind"Conscience is the self-certain spirit, which imiaegly knows its
actual content as pure duty, whose form is cormictConscience further denotes the idea that
the self is the source of human experience. Acagrth Hegel:

Moral self-consciousness having attained its triittherefore abandons, or rather

supersedes, the internal division which gave osthé¢ dissemblance, the division

between the in-itself and the self, between putg duapure purpose, and reality

gua a Nature and sense opposed to pure purpose.when thus returned into

itself, concretemoral Spirit which, in the consciousness of pungyddoes not

give itself an empty criterion to be used againgua consciousness; on the

contrary, pure duty, as also the Nature opposeit, tre superseded moments.

Spirit is, in an immediate unity, a self-actualgirfbeing, and the action is

immediately somethingoncretelymoral?

Conscience sees itself as a self-determining iddadl It maintains awareness of a single
obligation: “must this action be performed, or rid@®nscience igictingconsciousness
immediately aware of what is to be morally actednymas the content of his or her action
represents the doer’s own individuality. Conscietages the form of a “simpleelf, which is
both apure knowing and a knowledge of itself as thidividual consciousness’* When
considered from the moment of action, conscien®s @way with the inconsistencies of the
moral worldview. Moral self-consciousness attemptechaintain separation between “pure duty
quapure purpose, and realiqpaa Nature and sense opposed to pure purp8genis
distinction makes explicit what Hegel refers tdlas division between the in-itself and the self.

Conscience does away with this distinction by tgkieality to be something produced by

consciousness. That is to say, pure duty as pwwikg is the self of consciousness and the self

* G.W.F. Hegel Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford University Press: New York, 1977), 384
* Ibid, 385
* Ibid, 387
** Ibid, 385
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of consciousness is actuality. Hence, acting msgHiconsciousnestiroughaction, overcomes
the paradoxes of Kantian morality. Conscience squkss the paradoxes of the moral view of
the world (i.e. there is a moral consciousnessetl®eno moral consciousness, duty takes place
in consciousness, duty exists outside of conscesssretc.) by recognizing that the differences
postulated by the moral worldview are not differeqat all. Rather, these paradoxes were
brought out by the moral self-consciousness plaoirtgide of itself in a transcendent Being
what it claimed as necessatrifyitself. Now however, conscience recognizes the intrinsic
sameness of what was taken as separate, i.e.gdptyrand nature. Pure duty, since it is merely
an abstraction of thought, can only have its atiualade manifest in a reality of which
conscience is a part. Bernstein explains that ‘cense claims immediate awareness and
certainty of its action as what it is universalhydeobjectively obligated to do; subjective
conviction and objective duty coincidind>"Action is the immediate objective reality for
consciousness. The actualization of action takapeshs the pure form of the will, no longer
separating nature and pure duty, nor splitting aipous duties. In moral self-consciousness we
saw that any divisions of duty resulted in the iisgbility of moral action. However, conscience
sublates divisions of duty through simple acti@mauncing the dissemblances of the moral
worldview.

Through moral action the distinctions made betwagres are ‘demolished.' That is to
say, since conscience is actualized through adhensifting through various duties that could
not be acted upon no longer takes place. Rath&gad of parsing out a situation into various
potentially conflicting duties, conscience only smers whether or not an action is to be done.
Hegel notes that “actiogquaactualization is thus the pure form of the will-etsimple

conversion of a reality that merely is into a rgathat results fronaction the conversion of the

%> J.M. Bernstein Confession and Forgiveness: Hegel’s Poetics of Action, 35
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bare mode obbjectiveknowing into one of knowing reality as somethingguced by
consciousness’® If we consider a case of moral action, we seedbasciousnesgua

conscience knows this particular case immediatalyther, it knows that this case only exists
insofar as conscience exists. The situation tretttopted attitude of conscience finds itself
immersed in is purely subjective. With Hyppolitdhlis concrete situation is not objective, in the
sense of being determined by some impersonal aonsoess which could so to speak hover
over the situation® Rather, awareness of a particular situation iséme ashe situation itself.
Reality iswilled by consciousness by way of the adopted attitudm$cience.

Clearly Hegel is making a shift from the transcartdkidealist view of the subject
represented by the moral worldview to self as hgheractually appears in a world. For Hegel,
conscience is the attitude of simple action thaotks and does what is concretely rigftIt
knows what is right because conscience is inwarditain of the rightness of its moral
convictions. This conviction is the very essenceafscience and represents a conception of
morality that seems to verge on the abstiThis simple self takes the apparent grounding of
morality to stem from conviction. The self knowstlan action is right because it is convinced
that it is right. Further, what makes it right tbe self is the conviction thatig right. A moral
theorist could easily hear in this position tharldYou want to know why its right? Because
of my conviction that it is!” Hegel maintains emgigon conviction so as to demonstrate the
essentiality of self-legislation for conscienceeTdontent of the moral action takes the form of

“the doer's own immediatedividuality, and theform of the content is just this self as a pure

*® G.W.F. Hegel Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford University Press: New York, 1977), 385

* Jean Hyppolite Genesis and Structure of Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit (Northwest University Press: New York,
1974), 503

*® G.W.F. Hegel Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford University Press: New York, 1977), 386

* Jean Hyppolite Genesis and Structure of Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit (Northwest University Press: New York,
1974), 501
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movement, viz. as [the individual's] knowing or hisn convictior*® That is, by acting in
accordance witimy ownmoral convictions, | am free to determine for miysédnat counts and
what should be acted upon. True freedom consisdsting from this deeply personal point of
view. Conscience thus acts according to its inoawictions, concretely making manifest its
content in an empirical reality through the perfanmoe of action.

In Hegel's Phenomenologyerry Pinkard suggests an objection that mayalsed at this
point that is worth exploring. What if there areotaonsciences expressing conflicting demands
of inner conviction® When moral conviction is actualized in a concestepirical reality,
conscience becomes aware of an 'other." Hegel anagnthat this other is in fact the reality that
makes moral action realizable. Moral action cary @& actualized in a specific reality, not in the
empty abstraction of thought. This is why Hegelresges the idea that moral laws exist for the
sake of the self, not vice ver§aHegel claims that this reality is “the realityafnsciousness
itself, and consciousness not as a mere ‘thougig:thut as an individual*® Actions performed
in reality take the form of the doer's individuglibased solely upon the inner convictions by
which they appear in reality.

The next step vital to Hegel's argument is his askedgment that actions performed
from one's convictions possess an enduring retalipughthe moment of recognition and
acknowledgement by other members of a communitgeHgpecifies that “the deed is
recognized and thereby made real because the mxistdity is directly linked with conviction

or knowledge; or, in other words, knowing one'spase is directly the element of existence, is

 G.W.F. Hegel Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford University Press: New York, 1977), 387
a Terry Pinkard Hegel’s Phenomenology (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 210
2 G.W.F. Hegel Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford University Press: New York, 1977), 387
43 .
Ibid, 387
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universal recognition** Furthermore, reality is not a desolate island bittvconscience finds
itself existing in a solitary manner. Rather, coasce exists within the social context of other
consciences where each member of the communityfraatshis or her own convictions. The
inner convictions of conscience that are broughh#oforefront of attention represent the
common element between various members of a stmamunity comprised of other
consciences. As Pinkard stresses, in the romateal of a truly free community of selves, all
individuals would “freely recognize the right ofrescience of others, and, since each would be
genuinely free, each would be acting in concerhhie others® Thus, conscience sees no
problem with the objection raised earlier by Pinkare., that the conviction that two
consiousnesses might conflict, since each membisieaiommunity is free to act from their own
conscience. What is considered as 'right' in timermanity is the notion that members are acting
from the purity of their convictions, rather thdret‘duty” itself in the sense of the content that
the action realizes. Each individual recognizesastchowledges the existence and freedom of
others, rather than committing members of a comtyuaiplaces in particular social orders.

In Hegel's critique of Greek ethical life, presehéarlier in thdehenomenology of Spirit
the various members of the social structure areetbinto a fixed order relative to their gender.
In contrast, in the dialectic of “conscience,” margof a society are free to act on their own
convictions. These actions receive affirmation friv@ other members of the community. It is
the community that acknowledges the appropriateoksastions, and the appropriateness of an
action is demonstrated through being performedysfiem the convictions of the individual.
Hegel stresses that that “the doer, then, knows idaoes to be a duty, and since he knows

this, and the conviction of duty is the very esgeoicmoral obligation, he is thus recognized and

*“ Ibid, 388
> Terry Pinkard Hegel’s Phenomenology (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 210
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acknowledged by others. The action is thereby agéidl and has actual existené&The validity
and actuality of the action is demanded by indigidtonscience from a community that is
nothing more than the recognition of conviction.

The key to understanding Hegel's conception of mbiown, then, lies in what he means
by recognition. For Hegel, one's deepest convidtigplies a relation to other consciousnesses.
Conscience is the common relational element betweaups of self-consciousnesses. This
element is “the substance in which the deed hadaring reality the form of being
recognizedandacknowledgedy others.*” This leads Hyppolite to claim that “when | am
convinced, | presuppose that my conviction is dislfar others as for myself; | seek or demand
recognition for my conviction?® Conscience requires others to whom to declarertier
convictions. In turn, others are necessary forattiexowledgement of these convictions. Actions
have moral meaning only insofar as they are expcessthin this social setting. The moment
that an action has been performed, it must be adledged as done from conviction. In so
doing, “the deed is recognized and thereby madebezmuse the existent reality is directly
linked with conviction or knowledge; or, in othepwmls, knowing one's purpose is directly the
element of existence, is universal recognitiéhThe action performed by conscience is the
simple expression of the form of its content. Hegjates that “the essence of action, duty,
consists in conscience's conviction about it; jus this conviction that is the in-itself; ittise
implicitly universal self-consciousness, or thdesiaf being recognized, and hence a reality...but

taken separate and alone without the content Hfcadl is a being-for-another, something

*® G.W.F. Hegel Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford University Press: New York, 1977), 392
47 .
Ibid, 388
*® Jean Hyppolite Genesis and Structure of Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit (Northwest University Press: New York,
1974), 506
* G.W.F. Hegel Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford University Press: New York, 1977), 388
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transparent which has merely the significance ofssentiality in general, lacking all contert.”
In sum, conscience in Hegel articulates a selfrdateng conscientious self, a self
capable of determining for itself what is morakgguired of it. However, Hegel will implement
the same criticism of displacing and dissemblirag tie used in relation to the moral worldview
in order to demonstrate conscience's shortcomfdgsscience will soon find itself falling victim
to the indeterminateness of its convictions, a3 asthe arbitrariness of the actions it performs.
The following section of this chapter will demorgé how conscience develops into tways
of being the moral sel-acting conscience and the beautiful soutan effort to overcome the

criticism of displacement and dissemblance.

(2) Fallibalism and Interpretive Pluralism>*

When conscience acts, it is aware that it is adghrgcontext and cannot possibly render
all of the particularities of circumstance knowalieality for conscience is a “plurality of
circumstances which breaks up and spreads outsstylia all directions, backwards into their
conditions, sideways into their connections, foean their consequence¥. Knowledge is
faced with incomplete knowledge, or 'non-knowletigjbat is to say, the circumstances of any
particular situation extend beyond the limits ofrfan comprehension. In order to have
knowledge of what is the absolute 'right' coursadation, conscience would have to be in
possession of all the present conditions of as@nand all possible foreseeable consequences.
However, this is an untenable position for consmgisince past circumstances, present

particularities, and future repercussions are stedun uncertainty. Hence as Bernstein

*% Ibid, 388

> The terms “fallibalism” and “interpretive pluralism” and their relationship to this section of the Phenomenology
of Spirit come from J.M. Bernstein’s Confession and Forgiveness: Hegel’s Poetics of Action

2 G.WL.F. Hegel Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford University Press: New York, 1977), 389
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proposes, conscience is in a position of morabiétl. It could only be objectively certain ofsit
duty if it was in possession of complete knowledgegel stresses this position by stating that,
when conscience acts, it is not acting with “fudtjgaintance of all the attendant circumstances
which are required, and that its pretense of cem$iciusly weighing all the circumstances is

"3 However, conscience acknowledges that its knoveéslgalthough incomplete,

vain
sufficient in virtue of it being itewnknowledge.

Similarly, when conscience acts, it “enters int@atien with the many aspects of the
case.™ The case is perceived by conscience to have reittggmponents through which the
case becomes a 'multiplicity of duties.” These ipldtcomponents signify the various possible
duties that conscience may act on. Although consei@o longer experiences a conflict between
multiple duties, Hegel notes that “conscience kntves it has to choose between them, and to
make a decision; for none of them, in its speaharacter or in its content is absolute; only pure
duty is that.®®> However, since pure duty itself is merely an enfptynality, conscience limits
itself to the pure conviction @& duty. As such, actions performed by conscience Ipeay
construed by others to have disastrous consequeBersstein stresses that, “No choice nor the
action that it engenders can be beyond deliberatipach even, and especially from those
most affected by it>® Unforeseeable consequences are, for Hegel, assgemponent of the
complexities of a community inhabited by self-detating selves.

Nonetheless, conscienomistact because of its own self-conception accordrigegel.

The actions performed by conscience shape itsishaility in the sense that in performing the

action, conscience determines on its own which bions are to be acted upon. For Hegel,

> Ibid, 390
>* Ibid, 390
> Ibid, 390
*® J.M. Bernstein Conscience and Transgression, 85
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“action is called for, something must be determibgdhe individual, and the self-certain spirit
in which the in-itself has attained the significaraf the self-conscious 'l," knows that it has this
determination and content in the immediate ceryadfitself.”’ The conviction that actions
stem from is a pure knowing by which all acts atfaermissibility, provided their inception
stems from the individuality of a conscience.

However, this introduces an arbitrariness intoations of acting consciousness.
Conscience knows that actions are necessary. \Witttaainess entering in at this point of the
discussion, we have to recognize that acts are ttwoegh the determinations of 'natural
consciousness' via its “impulses and inclinatioiiddyppolite explains that “we can justify
anything provided we are able to convince oursebfgbe conformity of our action with duty by
firmly holding onto the way in which the action daa considered as duty*’Once an action has
been performed, although it remains the actiorooscience, others may not necessarily
acknowledge it. As Hegel specifies, the duty whiohscience fulfills “is a specific content.”

it is true that this content is the self of consesioess, and so consciousness's

knowledge of itself, its identity with itself. Butnce fulfilled, set in the medium

of being, this identity is no longer knowing, nonger this process of

differentiation in which its differences are at tlsame time immediately

superseded; on the contrary, in being, the difiezaa established as an enduring
difference, and the action is a specific actiort, identical with the element of
everyone's self-consciousness, and therefore wesgarily acknowledged.

The conscience that a@adthe community that recognizes and acknowledgefeee
of the actual content of the action. Freed fromgpecificity of any particular duty that may be

performed, there is no way to affirm its moral \&alMoreover, since a self of conscience is not

in a position to control the 'meaning’ of its antes others interpret it, the meaning of an action

> G.W.F. Hegel Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford University Press: New York, 1977), 390

*® Ibid, 390

> Jean Hyppolite Genesis and Structure of Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit (Northwest University Press: New York,
1974), 509

 G.W.F. Hegel Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford University Press: New York, 1977), 394
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is open to multiple interpretations. This is whatriBstein refers to as “interpretive pluralisfh.”
It is the way in which what Hegel calls dissembkaneappears in the dialectic of conscience. In
addition, what conscience places before the comiyiuthie community in turn displaces or
dissembles as it is “something expressing onlys#ifof another, not their own seff”

At this point in the discussion, there is no waytiach a moral signification to the deed.
Hegel has, | believe, set forth the idea that cemee is not at this point responsible for the
unintended repercussions of its actions, sinenbt yet bound to the content of its actions. The
problem of “being bound” will require a more conypldialectic of recognition than what the
shape of consciousness is presenting at this gbocdn only be demonstrated when the dialectic
of recognition encompasses actions and responssblars. At our current juncture Hegel shows
that since conscience is freed from the specifite@actualization of its duty in actions, others
cannot know if its intentions are good or evil. Action may be seen differently relative to the
social situation in which it was committed. For exde, | increase the amount of property that |
own in an effort to better maintain and providerioy family, which | maintain as my duty.
Others however, believe that my actions are punetdug, insisting that my duty rests in a
different facet of this particular 'case.' In effesthers do not value my actions in the same way
that | do.

What conscience is lacking is a way of interpretimg value of an action. For Hegel,
“what is acknowledged is not the determinate aspkttte action, not the intrinsic being, but
solely the self-knowing self as such. The elemétasiing being is the universal self-
consciousness; what enters into this element caimntite effect of the actioi*Conscience

now seeks a way to interpret action. What subassthie true mode of conscience’s self-

®! J.M. Bernstein Conscience and Transgression: The Exemplarity of Tragic Action, 85
2 G.W.F. Hegel Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford University Press: New York, 1977), 395
63 .

Ibid, 395
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expression is what conscience verbally articuléesHegel now brings language to the forefront

as the shape of the “existence of Spitft.”

(3) Language and the Beautiful Soul

Hegel places a tremendous importance on the rdengtiage throughout the
Phenomenology of Spiriindeed, it is language that initiates the verstfimovement of sense-
certainty, where it attempts to affirm knowledgelod immediate, what simply is, through the
assertions “This!” “Here!” “Now!” But language sajfse universal not the immediate. As
Hyppolite says, language has accompanied “everpiitapt moment of the life of spirit, it
incarnates the originality of every momefit.lt has taken on various roles throughout the
Phenomenology of SpiriEor example, in Greek ethical life, language espes the laws by
which individuals are commanded. Yet at the monoé@reek ethical life, language exists for
the sake of directing the conduct of the membessaimmunity’® That is, it does not yet exist
for the self. Now, however, language serves ta #tie appearance on the scene of conscience.
Through language, convictions are verbally artitedeby a specific individual consciousness,
thus giving meaning to the act for others. Hegelsstes this point by writing that “we see
language as the existence of spirit. Languagdfi€srsciousness existirfgr others self-
consciousness whias suchs immediatelypresent and ashis self-consciousness is

universal.®’

The language of conviction gives rise to an olyéytof the self, serving as the
common medium by which conscience preserves itshigt and is concretely recognized by

others. The language of conscience will make mangelf-consciousness’s ability to assert its

64 .
Ibid, 395
® Jean Hyppolite Genesis and Structure of Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit (Northwest University Press: New York,
1974), 511
% G.W.F. Hegel Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford University Press: New York, 1977), 267-289
67 .
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inner certainty as a universal truth for othersettognizeasuniversal. It is what Hegel refers to
as the emergence of the 'middle term," a medidttvween the individuality of conscience and
the plurality of other self-consciousnesses whesegnition is intrinsic to the meaning of
conviction. He elaborates as follows:

The content of the language of conscience isétiethat knows itself as essential

being This alone is what it declares, and this dedlamais the true actuality of

the act, and the validating of the action. Consain@ss declares itonviction it

is in this conviction alone that the action is dydalso it is valid as duty solely

through the conviction of beindeclared For universal self-consciousness is free

from thespecificaction that merely is; what is valid for that setinsciousness is

not theaction as anexistencebut theconvictionthat is a duty; and this is made

actual in languag®

At this point in the dialectic, self-consciousnbs$ieves that its actions are valid through
the public declaration of its internal convicti@onscience openly asserts that its actions are
based upon its innermost duty. In so doing, conseidranslates its content into the form of
'immediate self-certainty.' That is, through veraffirmation, conscience affirms the conviction
that its duty stems frormndthat it knows what its duty is. Bernstein noteat tlit is only through
language, through the performative declarationooivection, that the expressive dimension of
action achieves actuality, and so a being theretfuers.®® The innermost conviction of
conscience becomes determinate for the self aredgttogether, when articulated through
language. Conscience takes language to be theadetyuate form of expression of its action.

This is a crucial point for conscience for it is,gffect, publiclydeclaringthat it acts on
and from its own conscientleroughpure self-determination in a way that is clearly
recognizable for other members of a community.Viadiality is being made manifest through

the self's ability to determine on its own whatigit for it to act upon. Conscience states that

“its knowing and willing are right. The declaratiohthis assurance in itself rids the form of its

* Ibid, 396
% J.M. Bernstein Confession and Forgiveness: Hegel’s Poetics of Action, 36
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particularity. It thereby acknowledges thecessary universality of the sebut it is essential
that he shouldayso, for this self must be at the same time thisersalself.””

Elevated above specific law and the content of dudpscience now sees that it is free to
assert what is its own 'knowing and willing." Heggplains that “the self's immediate knowing
that is certain of itself is law and duty. Its inti®n, through being its own intention, is what is
right; all that is required is that it should knéiws, and should state its conviction that its
knowing and willing are right™ What is taken to have value is not the actiongreréd but
rather the means by which it is made actual inntbdd. This gives rise to what Hegel refers to
as the 'moral genius.' The moral genius knows ifther voice of what it immediately knows to
be a divine voice; and since, in knowing this,aslan equally immediate knowledge of
existence, it is the divine creative power whiclitsnNotion possesses the spontaneity of life.
Equally it is its own divine worship, for its actids the contemplation of its own divinity?For
the moral genius, what counts is the active intecoasideration of its 'divine force.' Hegel
explains that “this solitary divine worship is hetsame time essentially the divine worship of a
community and the pure innénowingand perceiving of itself advances to the moment of
consciousnesd he contemplation of itself is its objective @gisce and its objective element is

the declaration of its knowing and willing as sohieg universal”’®

What Hegel means by this
is the certainty of conscience that has an actustence as community. This is a crucial
moment in the text, taking us up to the beautifullsHegel stresses that “the actuality and
lasting existence of what it [conscience] doesnisersal self. On account of this utterance in

which the self is expressed and acknowledged &nakbeing, the validity of the act is

" G.W.F. Hegel Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford University Press: New York, 1977), 397
" Ibid, 397
” Ibid, 397
” Ibid, 397
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acknowledged by others.”The moral genius verbally declares its knowing waiiting as
something that is universal. Through its declargtfthe self acquires moral validity and the act
becomes an effective deed...on account of thisaumtée in which the self is expressed and
acknowledged as essential being, the validity efatt is acknowledged by othef8 ¥What
supports this “moral validity” is the certainty adnscience that it is the immediate unity of self
and absolute Being.

It would appear, then, that with the moral genigshave left behind the difficulty of
othersacknowledging the purity of her knowing, for thkisowledge is religion as the
community. Hegel explains that “the spirit and gahbse of their association are thus the mutual
assurance of their conscientiousness, good intes)ttbe rejoicing over this mutual purity, and
the refreshing of themselves in the glory of knayamd uttering, of cherishing and fostering,
such an excellent state of affair§.Although this is a form of self-consciousness spiti, it is
one in which self-consciousness has, in effectidvawn from externality into its 'innermost
being.' Hyppolite stresses that what the self discowithin itself is a divine voice, “its
enjoyment of itself is at the same time its enjogi the divine within it.*” In order for us to
grasp that this divine voice has an objective exis¢, the moral genius must be understood as a
participant in a community of moral geniuses inehheach member publicly asserts and all
recognize the divinity of the self. This communylike a kingdom of heaven on earth in which
the divinity of the individual has the form of objave universality because that divinity is “for”
the community: the meaning of self-consciousneks.Moral genius's claim that its knowledge

of itself is divine self-knowledge “is religion, wdh as knowledge that has a perceived or outer

" Ibid, 398

> G.W.F. Hegel Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford University Press: New York, 1977), 398
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existence is the utterance of the community coriegrits own spirit.”®

For Hegel, although the utterance of the moral geis an act and although the
individual is immediately a community, the morahgss is in dread of action and of an
existence. The withdrawal into itself is the indpito endure its very existence. The moral
genius now appears as what Hegel calls the 'babsaiil.' It has taken a turn towards an
extreme in which the certainty of its self will tagdse in its untruth. Hegel writes that “self-
consciousness has withdrawn into its innermostdyéar which all externality as such has
vanished—uwithdrawn into the contemplation of tfel'| in which this 'l' is the whole of
essentiality and existenc&’In abstracting itself from the realm of the extdrithe beautiful
soul has eliminated action from its essentialitgt,Yaction was what initiated the attitude of
conscience and what was taken as its essentiamorts Hyppolite explains, the arrival of the
beautiful soul has led self-consciousness to simio ‘the void of its subjectivity and [it]
becomes incapable of any positive action becauséuises to alienate itself, to give determinate
and external content to the conceftlt sees that the only way to maintain its absofutéty is
to abstract itself from externality, so that anti@tit performs would taint the preservation of
the purity the beautiful soul so deeply cherisAd®e beautiful soul “lives in dread of
besmirching the splendor of its inner being by@acand an existence; and, in order to preserve
the purity of its heart, it flees from contact witle actual world, and persists in its self-willed
impotence to renounce its self which is reducetthéoextreme of ultimate abstractioft.”

Without any content, the beautiful soul cannotwaste away in the emptiness of its lost soul.

Both the beautiful soul and acting conscience wWebegan with designate incomplete

" G.W.F. Hegel Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford University Press: New York, 1977), 398
” Ibid, 398
% Jean Hyppolite Genesis and Structure of Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit (Northwest University Press: New York,
1974), 513
| " 1bid, 400
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moments of the self of conscience that necessiatmnciliation between the two. The beautiful
soul hoped to maintain the universality of its dity through abstraction and withdrawal into
itself. However, this has effectively extinguishtbd possibility of action, thus rendering the self
into a “shapeless vapor that dissolves into thitfain contrast, conscience took itself to be pure
self-determination made manifest through its cotc However, acting conscience came to
grief on the finitude of its knowledge in respetaotion and on interpretive pluralism. To
resolve the matter, Hegel will delve deeper int® phoblem of human action by way of acting
and judgment. He writes in the Preface toRhenomenology of Spitibat:

Beauty hates the understanding for asking of hextwttannot do. But the life of

spirit is not the life that shrinks from death akdeps itself untouched by

devastation, but rather the life that endures dt mraintains itself in it. It wins its

truth only when, in utter dismemberment, it findself. It is this power, not as

something positive, which closes its eyes to thgatiee, as when we say of

something that it is nothing or is false, and thesying done with it, turn away

and pass onto something else; on the contraryt spthis power only by looking

the negative in the face, and tarrying with it. S'tarrying with the negative is the

magical power that converts it into beifg.
The fallibalism that rendered action problematid tre extinguishing of the self through pure
contemplation demonstrates the need for the melblesrestate itself. This process will be
taken up in the third chapter through a reexanonatif conscience considered as action and
judgment parsed out into the relation between tvdividual self-consiousnesses. Hegel’'s notion

of conscience will 'tarry' with the communal proges$ tragic recognition, presented in the

dialectic of evil and its forgiveness, as | willostin the following chapter of my thesis.

 Ibid, 19
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CHAPTER 4
THE DIALECTIC OF EVIL AND FORGIVENESS

The aim of this chapter is to explain the unfoldoidgdiegel’s dialectic of evil and its forgiveness
located in the final subsection of the chaptertiedti‘Morality.” Hegel's goal is to demonstrate a
dialectical standpoint whereby an ethical spirinadeactualthrough the relationship, conflict, and
movement between two forms of consciousness—als&drminedacting spirit and a spirit ofudgment
The distinction between these two forms of consmess arises from Hegel’s consideration of
conscience from the standpointamtion Reconciliation between these two standpoints hemte the
establishment of an ‘objectively existent Spinitjll be demonstrated through acting consciousness’s
confession of its one-sidedness to judging consaiessandjudging consciousness’s failure to respond
in kind to this confession. The repulsion of thefession establishes judging consciousness asidne *
heart’ and determines the necessity of a ‘throvaway’ of oneself in order for spirit to attain se#rtain
unity. The delay that occurs between the act ofegsion and the act of forgiveness followed by the
breaking of the hard heart is the crucial momenufalerstanding Hegel’s ethical idea, since it ushe
forth the actualization of individuality throughettragedyof human history for the modern moral self.
Furthermore, it is at this particular moment in th@ectic where the transformation of the seltdigers
that it is creating its own history in relationdthers in a social world. In order to establisls thorldly,
historical spirit, | will provide a careful analgsof (a) the relationship between acting consciessmand

judging consciousness, (b) the confession of awidl (c) the breaking of the hard heatrt.
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(1) Acting Consciousness and Judging Consciousness

After the 'internal collapse' of the beautiful sddégel insists that “the evaporated life has,
however, still to be taken in the other meaninthefactuality of conscience, and in tlmeanifestatiorof
its movement: conscience has to be considerediag &% In taking up this ‘other meaning’ of the
actuality of conscience, Hegel intends to makerdleaprocess that conscience enterswiien it acts.
Hegel presents three important features of conseias acting consciousness. First, conscistiltéakes
itself to be morally authoritativ&.This carryover from Hegel’s sustained critiquekat’s moral theory
suggests that Kant still remains very much in thekiground of the ethical idea that Hegel is attémgpt
to establish. Hyppolite reinforces this point bgtistg that “acting spirit determines itself by Ifseut at
the same time demands that its own truth be rezedras absolute trutA®’Second, conscience knows
that it is distinct from other individuals. Hegeélesses that conscience knows tleaté'this particular
self, [it is] distinct from other selves... eacmsoiousness is just as much simply reflected oiis of
universality into itself.?” | take Hegel to be formally indicating the necsssf a community for ethical
action to take place in. In this community eachvirdiial consciousness maintains certainty of its
distinction from other members of the communityd et also has a reflective continuity with the
community. Third, Hegel insists that conscience thesengaged in the world, since he aims to shawv th
it is only throughactive participation in a social world that consciousness express its inner
determination. However, the implications of actpaeticipation in a world suggest that, once agie,
purposeof acting conscience’s actiofar itself may not coincide with what it ier others i.e. the deed

and how it is perceived by others will develop iatoantithetical position that cannot be maintained

Hegel returns to language in order to begin thelbgyment of the antithesis between the purpose
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of the action for-itself and what it is for othe¥8hen acting conscience speaks of the consciemgsss
of its actions, “it may well be aware of its pusdfsbut in thepurposeof its action, a purpose with an
actual content, it is aware of itself as this gaitir individual, and is conscious of the antitedmtween
what it is for itself and what it is for others, tbie antithesis of universality or duty and itdeefion out

of universality into itself *

From the very momenthenit acts, individual conscience knowingly enters
into this antithesis. Thaction of conscience will immediately lead to a dispaligtween the purpose in a
particular individual's action and its interpretatiby others. It would appear that we have merely
reproduced the previous oppositional moments ofakewith an all-too-familiar conflict in which
another attitude of the moral or ethical self carbeomaintained. However, Hyppolite clarifies tisisue

by explaining that “the opposition has taken a cetecform; more exactly, it is two figures of
consciousness that are presented to us, eachriogttie two moments—the universal and the

specific—but with different value$”Further, the starting point of analysis for baghves is the

commonality of self-certainty of duty.

The manner in which this antithesis will play ifsalit can be parsed out as follows. When
conscience acts, it is expressing its morally aitiiose inner being. It places “itself, its endsd the
ends of others, against an inert universality thaitns to be devoid of all individuality (becaugedkes
itself as] a perfected expression of it [its inbeing]).” However, this demonstrates an inevitable
conflict between acting consciousnessl what Hegel refers to as ‘universal conscioushesiversal
consciousness should be interpreted as the expnesistonsciousness for which takes its essergialgo
to be a universal duty. It is a form of consciossninat views duty as ‘universally acknowledged’
principles standing over and above the individAatording to Bernstein, acting consciousness agpear

to universal consciousness “as only a self, arviddal posing its individual claims in oppositiomthose
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of the community at large’® From the perspective of universal consciousnesgaconscience is
viewed a=vil, since it affirmgts inner determination over and above the universsl that constitutes
the essential being of universal consciousife$his is taken by universal consciousness as abehi
what acting consciousness claimed made it conscientHowever, acting consciousnesgstaffirm this

claim, since this affirmation represents the veanifestation of its individuality.

Further, acting consciousness is held by univesasciousness to lgypocritical since it “it
declares its actions to be in conformity with itstd be duty and conscientiousne$5Although acting
consciousness claims to be conscientious, itsrectio not coincide with what is duty for universal
consciousnesses because the individual act witl bpposition to the claims of the community. Stern
introduces universal consciousnessiadiViduals..who abide by the established moral order.” This
interpretation is, | believe, effective in artictiflg Hegel’s general argument. Consequently, if we
navigate our way through this section of the texdar the parameters that Stern has introduced thigen
argument looks something like this: acting conssm@ss seeks partnership with other members of a
community onits ownterms. Accordingly, at the moment when acting c@re “declares its actions to
be in conformity with itself, to be duty and corestiousness acting conscience believes that it has the
sufficient conditions under which its ethical caritean be established. On the other hand, universal
consciousness takes acting conscience to be maskimgpocrisy by making a ‘show’ of its respect fo
duty. Rather than pat the acting consciousneshehdck and sing high praises for demonstratingttha

actions are in conformity to his inner being, unda consciousness perceives acting consciousness

*! Ibid, 41
% Hegel is using the term evil in a technical sense. Acting consciousness’s insistence on its position is “evil” when it
is seen as excluding from consideration the universal standpoint. Not only will acting consciousness’s position be
taken to be hypocritical from the standpoint of universal consciousness, it will also be viewed as evil in virtue of
the insistence of its one-sidedness. Second, the one-sidedness of pure being-for-self must go together with
absolute self-certainty for it to be considered evil. Third, in order for an attitude of consciousness to be taken as
evil by the community, that form of consciousness must eliminate from consideration any and all external sources
of ethical determinations. Taken together, these three prerequisites situate the source of evil in the form of
consciousness that finds itself in opposition to the community.
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the worst possible manner. Hegel appears to ragarchanifestation of this wilgsevil, to be necessary.
He stresses that “threovemenof this antithesis is in the first instance thenfal production of an
identity of what the evil consciousness is in ilncself and what it declares itself to be; it mostmade
apparent that iis evil, and thus its existence made to correspotiid ®ssence; the hypocrisy must be
unmasked* Universal consciousness wjilldgeacting consciousness in order to unmask its exl a

hypocritical position.

(2) The Confession of Euvil

The developments of the previous section annoutveedorms of consciousness at work in this
section of the’henomenologyn taking itself to be morally authoritative, aginonsciousness is one
side of what leads to an inevitable conflict betwéself and a universal consciousness that kntsws i
essential being to be universal duty. Consequemtiyersal consciousness holds acting consciousoess
be both evil and hypocritical. The goal of thistg@atis to unpack the complexities of evil in tiisicial

stage of the dialectic.

Acting conscience must be made aware that itsidétits both evil and hypocritical. The process
unfolds as follows: Acting consciousness expreisasner being by publicly declaring the
conscientiousness of its actions to others. It delmdhat others recognize its moral authority, esiite
‘essential being’ (that which makes conscience whaj is its moral autonomy. In the moment of action,
the moment when the self determines itself, it dismands that its inner convictions are acknowlédge
in order forthe action to have moral relevance in an intersiivge environment. This ithe true moment
of opposition whereby the universality of the artited statement and the particularity of the psepo

which appears in the deed’s content, finally appéaiconsciousness.

% Ibid, 401
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At the moment when acting consciousness acts, tg@iveonsciousness views it as evil, since the
‘universal’ element of acting conscience is notshee ‘universal’ duty-bound element of universal
consciousness. jlidgesacting consciousness to be affirming the indiviypaf its purposeover and
abovethe duty that universal consciousness takes assgential certainty d@ffs being, since the latter
looks at every action “from the point of view ofriformity to duty rather than from the point of viel

the doer.?

From the moment when acting consciousness pulasgerts that its action is a duty, universal
consciousness is in a position of judgment. Unalezensciousness, hencefojtldging consciousness,
“looks at what the action is in itself, and expkihas resulting from aimtentiondifferent from the action
itself, and from selfisimotives’®” Through the process of judgment, judging conseiess anticipates
that acting consciousness will admit both (a) ttsaaction is particular, not universal, and sulbsedqly
(b) that its action is in accordance to its owreinlaw, and hence in opposition to the acknowledged
universal. However, there is more to the claimualiggment than what is immediately apparent to juglgin
consciousness. When acting consciousness is dezmasdcypocritical, judging consciousness is
“appealing in such judgment to bsvnlaw, just as evil consciousness appealsstaw. For the former
comes forward in opposition to the latter and thgras gparticular law. It has no superiority over the
other law, rather it legitimizes i® Although this is not apparent to judging consciwss, the complex
interplay between universal law and particular rfestations of holding universal law demonstrates th

the gulf between these two attitudes of conscicesney not be as clear as initially constructed.

The problem of judgment is further complicated wheiging consciousness is considered from
the standpoint of action. Put succinctly, universaisciousness is unwilling to act. Instead, itaegm
content in its realm of universal thought. Paraltel the ‘beautiful soul’ of the previous chaptex a

obvious. Judging consciousness maintains itseélionght—its judgment is one of passivity vis-a-vis

% Ibid, 404
 Ibid, 404
% Ibid, 402
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action. It does not enter into the same positioartéinglement that acting consciousness entered int
when it actsi.e., from the antithesis of universality andiwnduality. Rather, “it does well to preserve
itself in its purity, for itdoes not actit is the hypocrisy which wants its judging totiaé&en for aractual
deed, and instead of proving its rectitude by astj@loes so by uttering fine sentimertsNonetheless,
Hegel insists that its nature is the same as ttiegaconsciousness that it reproaches. That ibalse
attempted to establish a complimentary relationbbigveen (a) the attitude of a consciousness that
maintains the ‘selfish purpose’ of its actions, @oJdan attitude of consciousness that has effelgtiv
reduced duty to the realm of utterances througfailsre to act at all. For Hegel, “the consciousnthat
judges in this way is itself base, because it @sidp the action, producing and holding fast to the
disparity of the action with itself:* Further, judging consciousness has itself adoptegpocritical
position, since it still takes its judgment to bfoam of action. However, judging consciousness has
effectively rendered its position to one of unrgadind conceit. Neither consciousness can therefanem

the identity of universal duty and their action.

Acting consciousness takes judging consciousness taccording to its own nature and

disposition, identical with himself [i.e., actingrsciousness]:** Acting consciousness seeks to establish

this through a confession of commonality. The laggiof conviction now takes the form of the languag

of confession as an expression of the identicgladigions between the two forms of consciousness.

Perceiving this identity and giving utterance tohé confesses this to the other, and
equally expects that the other, having in fact pmtself on the same level, will also
respond in words in which he will give utteranceths identity with him, and expects
that this mutual recognition will now exist in fdtt

* Ibid, 403
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The key point at this moment in the dialectic iattthis isnot an abasement, humiliation, or a throwing-
away of oneself. Acting consciousness is not dexehat its position is evil and hypocritical. Rat,
acting consciousness is merely stating that itgeizes its judge to be the same as itself, i.aiqudar,
rather than a universal consciousness. The raniditaof this moment in the dialectic are signifitan
recognizing what is common between the judge alfjtthe other’s standpoint appears as parti¢atar
Further, it appears that Hegel is demonstratingttieacertainty that acting consciousness opefaigs
does not warrant entitlement to claims of univeesdhority. Rather, it is through confession theirey
consciousness attempts to establish the shareanaomondition of the community. It is the hope that
you, the other, can find yourself in my words tisatnotivating acting consciousness in the confessio
The aim is to make concrete what Hegel has soogkdtablish throughout the entirety of the

Phenomenology of Spirihamely, the “pure self-recognition in absoluteeshess™® made determinate.

However, the doer’s confession is met with icyrsile. Rather than return the confession in kind,
the judge rejects commonality with the doer. Heggales that judging consciousness “repels this
community of nature, and is the hard heart th&drigtself, and which rejects any continuity with the
other."®* Why has the confession not been followed withciprecal confession by the judge? Here,
Bernstein points to three important points regaydive doer’s act of confession. First, the assexio
confession has failed to truly confess anythingllaih the eyes of the judge. The confession adied
the commonality between two individuals acting froomflicting principles. Hence, judging
consciousness perceivesialation of its adopted moral law, i.e., a transgressi&imtaplace at the level
of individual human activity, rather than an actadrthe level of the ethical community. Secondyat
grounds does this act of confession truly warramcgprocal response in kind? Acting consciousness
knows that it cannot eliminate the passions thapérates from, in the certainty of its convictidhis,
however erroneous, is nonethelgssonviction. Even though acting consciousness neizeg a

commonality with its judge, it does not follow thiatan now claim absolute moral confidence throitgh
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confession or commonality with the other on moralugds. Lastly, the act of confession does notrushe
forth any sense of mutual dependency. Ratherpi¢ars to cloak the necessity of communal dependency
in the interest of demonstrating a sense of equaditween the consciousness that stands by theiglgs

of the community and the individual that has comnte bpposition to it. However, this is where judgin
consciousness differentiates itself from the actingsciousness, who, in an effort to maintain its

individuality, stands in opposition to the commuynit

Perhaps most significant to the confession isataaras a ‘moral investment’ for acting
consciousness. Acting consciousness takes its €xiafeto be something that demands repayment from
its judge. There is a noted level of expectati@t jhdging consciousness will return the confession
thereby contributing his part in the community. Haer, this expectation of moral repayment through a
reciprocated confession gives acting conscioussessifession what Bernstein refers to as a ‘prualent
character,’ or what may be interpreted as a norahought.’ It is a direct result of expecting rgpaent
in kind that acting consciousness does not yeits@enfession as a throwing away of itself in tiela to
the other. Rather, its justification lies in thenfessor having recognized the judge to be the seme
himself. The confession merely takes the form éfay®ther transcendental ‘ought.” Through its
confession acting consciousness expects repaymé&irtd—-‘He ought to confess his identical nature to
me as | confessed to him.” Acting consciousnesgagto be still searching for a logical structoye
which to support the justification of its actiofifat is, since acting consciousness has doneritsippa
believes that judging consciousness ‘ought’ togrenfwhat is expected of it. However, this is prelis
what Hegel was seeking to avoid. To view the caifesin this manner would be to invest in an alostra
principle beyond the activities of moral actionig haturally would give rise to moral detachmentir

the subjective experience of the confession.

We conclude this part of the dialectic with two ftimting modes of consciousness that have
failed to find continuity with each other. The sileefusal of the ‘hard heart’ to respond in kindatting

consciousness has allowed for a reflective mometiteé dialectic whereby it becomes essential tihéur
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explore what is lacking in the act of confessigpe@fically, the confession has failed to demoretthe
necessary component of a kind of humiliation, awhng away of oneself in relation to an ‘other.rFo
Hegel, this throwing away of oneself is essentialdliminating the misrecognition regarding uniaity
of the purpose of the action performed in the daating. The acting consciousness acknowledges it
particularity in the confession. What Hegel meapéibmiliation is the throwing away of that
particularity, i.e., giving up attachment to onsé&df. However, acting consciousness hasrecognized
this. This will be further demonstrated in the doVing section, where | will explicate the breakfghe

‘hard heart’ and the subsequent birth of ‘absoyeit.’

(3) The Breaking of the Hard Heart

Acting consciousness now sees a reversal of roldisituation at hand. The silence of the
judging consciousness has been taken bgtifustas a repulsion of social continuity but also gesture

of wrongdoing. Hegel writes that:

The one who made the confession sees himself exhuded sees the other to be in the
wrong when he refuses to let his own inner beingedorth into the outer existence of
speech, when the other contrasts the beauty ofohis soul with the penitent's
wickedness, yet confronts the confession of theitg@einwith his own stiff-necked
unrepentant character, mutely keeping himself toskif and refusing to throw himself
away for someone els&,

In failing to reciprocate the confession with thbeay, judging consciousness takes the form ofliaed
heart’ and withdraws into isolation. Hegel sees #s the ‘extreme form of rebellion’ whereby judgin

consciousness shows that it is evil through ithaviwal into itself.

105
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Both attitudes of consciousness that we have bemmiaing have failed to realize that “in its
confession, [acting consciousness] b factorenounced itseparate being-for-selénd thereby
expressly superseded its particularity, and in@onglposited itself in continuity with the otheras
universal.**® It is only at this moment of delay in the dialeafiprocess (namely, the moment where the
confession of acting consciousness is met witlstbry silence of the hard heart) that this cruysaaht of
renunciation is made apparent. If we follow Berimsgeinterpretation on this subject, the act of
confession involves the risk of humiliation. Intuie of the humiliation that acting consciousness
experiences through the silence of judging constiess, acting consciousness sees that its conféssio
not a ‘moral investment.” To confess is to throveself away in relation to another, i.e., it is theowing
away of what Hegel calls ondieing-for-self since what is being revealed to consciousnes®is
necessity of absolute dependence on others in toéestablish the continuity of one’s identity asaral
agent with the community. There is a tremendousinigolved in this process of action, which canbet
underestimated. One must be willing to face sawmiticism and humiliation when acting on moral
conviction in the modern social realm. The verygass of action involves the risk of humiliation def
others. In turn, all actions, moral or otherwigeg acts of personal confession because they expdse us
the judgment of others. In Hegel’s logic, the casfen of the penitent is what reveals the dependehc

the actor upon her judge and the community.

However, there is more to be said regarding tleece of judging consciousness. The repulsion
of the confession demonstrates a reversal of andée dialectic. Now perceived as another incaonat
of the beautiful soul, the mute judge refuses towrhimselfaway in the same manner that acting
consciousness did. The judge continues to be thialroonviction of the necessity to abide by thetratns
universality of duty that it does not act on. leatpts to maintain moramnipotencehrough its stiff-
necked silence. Nonetheless, as we have now se@niaus incarnations throughout the entirety af th

chapter, action maintains its absolute import forality in Hegel’s thought. The silent judge is&mgled
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in the “contradiction between its pure self andrikeessity of that self to externalize itself ahdrge
itself into actual existence® He remains locked-up in his thoughts, denyingalitiuto both himself

and the penitent. The beautiful soul of the lastpter was reduced to ‘shapeless vapor’ dissolvita i
thin air. Similarly, judging consciousness, nowealas another form of the self-destructive withdroed
the beautiful soul, becomes “disordered to thetpaiimadness.” It “wastes itself in yearning andgs
away in consumption® The beautiful soul effectively destroys itselfdhgh its refusal to respond in
kind to acting consciousness. Bernstein affirms gint by writing that, “madness, in modernity, is
perhaps the only adequate metaphor we have faethéestruction that is consequent upon the réfifsa

the other.®®

The judge’s abstraction from reality has resultedelf-induced chaos. However, it also
represents part of the historical development efrtioral self in bringing to light the tremendous
difficulty involved in moral action, communicatioand recognition in a modern context. That is § sa
that we all want our autonomy, but the establigihatns and principles of the community necessarily
repress our capacity for individual legislation eTdonstant activity of acting and judging is, hthi
meant to demonstrate that we can never be in &go#hat affords us the possibility of completely
identifying with either the principles of the comnity or the individual convictions of consciousness
The reconciliation of the hard heart with actingieciousness will be the attempt to establish thé bf
the absolute self, by which Hegel means an etsilakhat is derived neither from acting on hunem |
nor from acting on divine law. Further, reconcitiatis necessary for acknowledging that the moralit
an action cannot be gauged merely by focusingsopaitticularity. For the dialectic to arrive atsthi

position, the crucial moment of forgiveness is iespl
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Hegel writes that “the breaking of the hard heant the raising of it to universality, is the same
movement which was expressed in the conscioushasmiade confession of itself:? The hard heart
denotes a side of consciousness breaking awayrfality in its withdrawal into itself. In order to
overcome this withdrawal the hard heart must bréhls takes place through the renunciation of the
unreality of the hard heart’s position. This caitydake the form of forgiveness. Judging consci@ssn
extends forgiveness to acting consciousness dimasvi understands that its ‘universal’ standardgduty
cannot be universal if they are independent optbesibility of actions being recognized by othess a

such. Bernstein helps to clarify the important @iiéorgiveness as follows:

Forgiveness is a performative act of recognitionfolrgiving you | call you back to my

presence and so return you to yours. Figurativielsgiveness reverses the vengeful,
metonymic shift of taking your action for you: Irtuaway from the act towards you, as
youlliln confessing had turned away from your act arposed your (whole) self to

me:

Through the performative act of forgiveness theltart renounces the universality that it idegdifi

itself with. For Hegel, the concept of forgivenésdongs to the conditions under which interaction
between modern agents is possible. The hard headsyfrom the standpoint of opposition to a point o
subjective continuity with the penitent. The woundits madness “heal, and leave no scars beHiid.”
The healing takes place in the same manner in wadtihg consciousness confessed and so threw away
its separate being-for-self. The process of rediation demands that the hard heart set asidelibeeact
universality of its judgment and therefore its itfécation with its universality. The forgivenedsat the
‘hard heart’ extends to acting consciousness is fémunciation of itself, of its unreal essentigiiig

which it put on a level with that other which waseal action, and acknowledges that what thought

190G W.F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1977), 407

J.M. Bernstein Hegel’s Poetics of Action, 60
G.W.F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1977), 407

111
112

44



characterized as bad, viz. action, is goBdTo openly forgive is to extend to the doer a seffunciation

and thereby establish ‘objectively existent Spa#’'the continuity and identity of the ‘I'='I.’

This change of hearis significant, as it represents a shift being enbyl consciousness to a new
position by way of reconciliation of the appearantepposition. In surrendering his one-sidedntss,
judge affirms his recognition of himself in the ethThrough extending forgiveness, the judge in tur
renounces himself, i.e., he in turn throws himaglay by acknowledging that he cannot stand by atitstr
universality. The language of confession becomes$dhjectively existent spirit, which beholds pure
knowledge of itselfjuauniversal essence, in its opposite, in the puoavkedge of itself qua absolutely
self-contained and exclusive individuality—a reoigal recognition which is absolute spirit*Further,
just as each confession is a confession of comntpnsb too is each instance of forgiveness a

forgiveness of being human, thus reinstating conatitynthrough recognition.

What we have seen is that a new inter-subjectaedgtoint is ushered forth by way of the
tragedyembedded in the process of recognition. A tremesdmount of literature has been dedicated to
conceptualizing Hegel's idea of tragedy and the tbét it plays in the development of spirit. WHile
cannot provide an exhaustive account of the sulgjgen the limited scope of my project, | beliehattit
is important to pause and examine its role atrtiasnent in the dialectic. It must be stressed tregeH
never constructed a formal theory of tragedy. Niogless, his ‘use’ of Sophocleshtigonedemonstrated

certain themes in which a Hegelian idea of tragestybe understood and found applicable to the

'3 Ibid, 408. Bernstein clarifies the “necessity” of the transgression. There is a transgression when an autonomous

subject (i.e. a subject not inhibited by the universal duty of a community) has acted beyond the socially established
rules of a community. What is crucial to the idea of transgression is that since the possibility to act beyond and/or
exceed the limits of a community establishes transgression as the necessary condition for the possibility of
individuality in an ethical community, it must be interpreted as “good,” since without transgression social agents
become “marionettes, dolls in the house of society or, like Ismene, a stone.” (J.M. Bernstein’s Conscience and
Transgression: The Exemplarity of Tragic Action, 84)

" Ibid, 408
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reconciliation of acting consciousness and judgimigsciousness. In the remainder of this chapteit | w

draw extensively on Bernstein’s reading of theatitit of evil and its forgivened$’

Earlier in thePhenomenologyHegel's use of Sophocles’ trageflgtigonewas meant to
demonstrate the failures embedded in Greek etliieaf® These failures culminated in an ethical
impasse whereby the conflict between two figuradccaot be resolved. Hegel's interpretation of this
tragedy suggested that individuals of the Greeketlife simply acted under their respective obtigns
towards their social responsibilities. Consequerilyce no other course of action was availableHer
individuals of Greek ethical life, there is no madby which the conflict can be overcome. We can

consider this a traditionalist interpretation afgedy*'’

In Bernstein's idea of tragedy the absolute realftfreedom is established in the sublation of
Kant’'s absolute self-relation into Hegel's ethimida. The absolute reality of freedom provides lb¢h
necessary conditions under which tragedy in a modtrical state is possible (since onlfyese subject
can fall victim to tragic fatend offers the means for resolving a tragic conflfiWhat is of philosophic
import to the current section of tidenomenologynder consideration is that what takes priorityhie
tragedy inot a hero falling victim to tragedyota conflict of good against evil, but rather theftiot

between right and right, i.e., between individwiunchly maintaining legitimate positions irregpec

M. Bernstein, “Hegel’s Poetics of Action.”

Hegel makes the elements of this failure explicit in his Lectures on Aesthetics where he states that “Everything
in this play is logical; the public law of the state is set in conflict over against inner family love and duty to a
brother; the woman, Antigone, has the family interest as her ‘pathos’ [a quality that invokes sadness], Creon, the
man, has the welfare of the community as his. Polynices [Antigone’s brother], at war with his native city, has fallen
before the gates of Thebes, and Creon, the ruler, in a publicly proclaimed law threatened with death anyone who
gave this enemy of the city the honour of burial. But this command, which concerned only the public weal,
Antigone could not accept; as sister, in the piety of love for her brother, she fulfills the holy duty of burial. In doing
so she appeals to the law of the gods; but the gods whom she worships are the underworld gods of Hades..., the
inner gods of feeling, love, and kinship, not the daylight gods of free self-consciousness national and political life.”
(Lectures on Aesthetics volume |, trans. T.M. Knox, New York: Oxford University Press, p. 464)

" 11 this | am thinking of Goethe’s notion of tragedy. See footnote 118.

This is a controversial position for Bernstein to maintain. The controversial nature of this idea of tragedy is
demonstrable through Goethe’s thoughts on the subject. Goethe insisted that “all tragedy rests on an
irreconcilable opposition. Whenever reconciliation comes on the scene or is possible, then the tragic vanishes.”
Goethe, cited in Plato’s ‘Laws’: A Critical Guide, ed. Christopher Bobonich, (New York: Cambridge University Press,
2010), 227. Bernstein appears to maintain that we can have tragedy and resolution of tragic conflict.
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of any other potentially overriding ethical prinlgpStern helpfully clarifies this point by writingat “it

is because each individual identifies him or héns@blly with one overriding ethical imperative tha
Hegel characterizes the clash between AntigoneCaedn as tragic. Neither is able to step back fitoen
obligations that go with their naturally determingdce in the ethical ordet*® However, we have
arrived at a point in the dialectic where the twors of consciousness under consideration, Hegess
Kantian notion of conscience, are at a moment wtiergcan stand back from the obligations of their
place in the ethical order. For Bernstein, Hegeiédectic has developed to a moment where a resolut

to tragedy (irrespective of the melancholic regusipossible.

| take Bernstein’s viewpoint on tragedy as a cebflietween two positions that are both (a)
equally justified, and yet (b) wrong in the serisa they fail to take into account an oppositional
standpoint. What makes the situation so discomgersi that tragedy begins when an individual dedar
legitimate position that stands in violation ofantrary yet equally legitimate position, thus eXpgghe
one-sidedness of the initial claim and/or the adedness of its oppositional standpoint. | have
demonstrated how acting consciousness’s insistmestablishing the certainty of its position
effectively disrupts the ethical balance of the ommity. This disruption is a threat to both the
communityandthe acting individual. If the individuals and/tetindividual (Hegel's ambiguity in the
text suggests that this could be interpreted eitfegf) are unable to establish reconciliation, thvlin
Hegel’s view either be condemned to humiliatiopiore away in rumination on the hurt they feel in
having experienced a trespass on their positiam layalty to the community. If reconciliatiadoes
occur, it can only occur through tragic action, titemsgression of acting consciousness and all that

follows. This implies that the methods of ethiagtjfication from the standpoint of identificatiaith

1% Robert Stern, Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit, (Routledge: New Your, 2002), 142
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the community (i.e. the appeal to abstract uniligy$asince they do not coincide with self-deteninig

individuality, cannot stand alone as adequate pies of action?°

From a certain perspective, we can take Hegel @tteenpting to resolve the problems set by
Kant’'s moral system by appealing to an idea ofadyg Recall that for Hegel, “self-consciousnesstsxi
in and for itself when, and by the fact that, itestists for another; that is, it exists only inrxgi
acknowledged ! At this point in the dialectic, it appears thathacting consciousness and judging
consciousness are unaware of this crucial poinienaadhe beginning of the chapter entitled “Lorgshi
and Bondage.” Throughout the development of Hegebtsern moral individual in thehenomenology
Kant's autonomous, self-legislating subject hastadlifferent shapes as Hegel attempts to bring into
action and community and show the consequencesiio§ do. At our current position in the dialectc,
transgression had to occur, one that could takeeplaly if a Kantian autonomous subject is in a position
to declare its autonomy from within a communityttadheres to abstract universality. It had to odcur
order for both attitudes of consciousness to béronted with the necessity of a non-traditionaliabc
context for the possibility of individual ethicatteon. However, this reconciliation only demonstsathat
the boundaries of ethical conduct must remain ifuawritten’ malleable state, since any appeal to
absolute certaintpnly reveals itself as absolute untruththat collapses in the continuity absolute

dependencen the modern ethical community.

The breaking of the hard heart denotes a convevgiameby one adopted standpoint is
transformed into another, with all previously admpimoral standpointublatedinto the current position.
A similar process of conversion took place in teaifent’'s confession by way of the judge’s silering,
only retrospectively. Rather than viewing the cesfen as something that ‘ought’ to be rewarded with
response in kind, the confessor was forced tolsgehts confession must involve a throwing away of

himself in relation to another person. The confassiemonstrates the necessity for acknowledgment by

1201 following Bernstein, we are considering Hegel’s notion of abstract universality in this context to be consistent

with the “abstractness” of modern liberal principles.
1 G.W.F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1977), 111
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others in order to have a moment of continuity emghmonality in modernity. Further, in renouncirg it
omnipotent moral self, judging consciousness reoesiits abstract universality, as well as the pain,
anger, and hurt that it may feel in light of actoansciousness’s trespass upon its abstract ualirgys
thereby situating itself in relation with the otherespect of the duality and relation of univéitgand
particularity. In forgiveness, in the moment offsslercoming, the breaking of the hard heart presids
with a glimpse of ethical community. Hegel summesias follows: “The reconciling Yea, in which the
two ‘I's let go their antitheticadxistenceis theexistenceof the ‘I’ which has expanded into a duality, and
therein remains identical with itself, and, inétsmplete externalization and opposite, possesses th
certainty of itself.*** The reconciliation of the hard heart with actimpsciousness establishassolute
spirit, its appearance in and through the dranmaisfecognition?® That is, Hegel has attempted to show
that the reconciliation between acting consciousiaesl judging consciousness is the acknowledgement
that action cannot be gauged merely by focusingsgparticularity, nor by insisting on abstractlgfished
universal duty. If we are to have any notion of megful assessment of moral action in a modern
community, it must be from the perspective of theegience of conscientious subjects who undergo the
diremption of the universal and the particularhiait relations to one another and their recognitibthis

experience.

12 G.W.F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1977), 409

The idea of misrecognition is crucial to Bernstein’s interpretation of the Phenomenology. He writes that
“Forgiveness must express my particularity as well as renouncing it. Forgiving obeys the ‘unwritten law’ which
inscribes my originary debt to the other, my having meaning and being through her. This originary debt to the
other... is always both to be redeemed and always already acknowledged as the continuous exchange of
misrecognition and recognition,” (J.M. Bernstein, “Hegel’s Poetics of Action,” p. 62) The idea here is that, for
example, my claim of particularity, as a transgression against an established law of the liberal state is not made
complete until the community accepts my claim and forgives me for it, thus renouncing the pains of trespass.
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CHAPTER 4
CONCLUSION

In my conclusion to this thesis we must returnhi® questions posed at the outset. What
is being revealed about the moral self in modePnityhat implications does it have for the
possibility of a Hegelian ethics as distinct frorariKian morality? After a brief summary, | will

address these questions.

This thesis has attempted to identify the appea&rahthe modern moral individual in
Hegel’'sPhenomenology of Spiritiegel first reconstructed the Kantian moral woikev, where
the object of knowledge is pure duty. As | havevamoHegel found Kant’'s moral worldview to
be founded in a self-relation that was incompletg @nbedded in an irreconcilable conflict
between morality and nature. What Hegel maintafn@n Kant is the idea of the absolute self-
relation in morality. Herein lies the necessitykaint's contribution to Hegel's ethical thought.
Kant's autonomy of the will serves as the starfagat for the possibility of a modern ethical
thought for a community of ethical agents. In cleapivo | demonstrated how Hegel released the
Kantian moral subject from its transcendental pasjtwhile still maintaining the absoluteness
of the self-relation as the fundamental momentrr@gg his ethical thought. However, in
making the shift from the transcendental idealistwof the subject to a self as it actually
appears in the world, we found Hegel’s ‘conscierialing victim to both (a) the
indeterminateness of its convictions, and (b) ttr@ariness of the action it attempted to
perform from the point of view of morality. Bothelfallibalism that rendered action problematic
and the loss of the moral self through pure sefitemplation demonstrated the need for the
moral self to reinstate itself in some other faghibhis was unfolded in chapter three, where |
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examined conscience from the standpoint of actdrapter three explored how ethical spirit is
made actual through the relationship, conflict, er@/ement between two forms of
consciousness—a self-determirsding consciousness and a consciousnegsdgiment
Reconciliation between these two standpoints wasodstrated through acting consciousness’s
confession of itne-sidednes® judging consciousness and judging consciousn&shire to
respond in kind to the confession. The rejectiothefconfession established judging
consciousness as the ‘hard heart’ and determireedebessity of a ‘throwing away’ of oneself in
order for spirit to attain self-certain unity. Aatj consciousness throws away the one-sided
affirmation of its particular self. Judging conacsmess throws away the one-sidedness of its
abiding by abstract universality. This is the momghere the modern moral individual becomes
identifiable in Hegel. At the same time, we carogguze in Hegel’s dialectical treatment of
moral action, the moment in which the self comeetmgnize itself as creating its own history

in relation to others in a social world.

Hegel’'s development of spirit as both substancesaiject is meant to transcend the
pure subjectivity of the individuaf* Further, as seen in the breaking of the ‘hardtHégis
meant to force consciousness to abandon its clasalbidentification solely through abstract
universality. Herein lies what is being revealedhe self in the modern social order.
Specifically, if we are to have any hope for thegbility of a moral individual, it must be from
the perspective of the context of a modern commuwaimprised of actively participating ethical
agentsSpirit thus moves beyond Kant's moral theory ireéfiort to become its own subject

creating its own history, with the actual self takitself to be universal, not merely particular,

124 see footnote 2 in the Introduction, above.
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and at the same time experiencing itself in respkah objective social worleh and throughits

relation to others.

What implications does this have for the possipibt a Hegelian ethics as distinct from
Kantian morality? The answer to this question camddressed in terms of the possibility of a
Kantian morality and Hegel’s ethical idea as thaghhappear in a community. | will first raise

a common objection against Kantian morality follolW®y an example of Hegel's ethical idea.

The idea of appealing to a universal procedureudf @as taken by Hegel to be void of
any and all content as demonstrated in the diakddiieatment of the moral worldview. In fact, it
was the moral worldview that insisted upon thisgéldound the formalities and abstractions
from reality that the moral world view insisted umpim be completely empty, since the moral
worldview insisted that “duty cannot receive thenif something alien*®® Yet if we are to
have any notion of an immoral mode of conduck meécessary to bring an outside waonlih
our thought. Relying solely on a categorical impigeaprocedure that is void of all content will
not yield meaningful results. In fact, it will ngield anything at all. Any notion of duty that s t
be willed must be willed “for the sake of some @mt™*° The Kantian, in maintaining that
moral law is prior to both experieneadthe enactment of social norms/practices has faded

take into account what gives morality its conteimely a world.

Nonetheless, even if we grant the Kantian the bieokthe doubt and allow for the
possibility of the performance of actions from pdray in the world, | believe that the
arguments raised against Kantian morality inRhenomenologstill hold. For example, Kant

attempted to demonstrate in tBeoundwork of the Metaphysics of Moratet if we could make

12 G.W.F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit (New York: Oxford University Press, 1977), 365

126 G.W.F. Hegel Philosophy of Right, (Cambridge University Press, 1991), 135.
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lying a universal action, then language would gk be a reliable source of communication
since we would no longer have a criterion for tréfar Kant, if | can conceive of a world in
which people lie in order to achieve their godignt | am effectively conceiving of a world
where the idea of ‘truth’ is valueless. Languageum is rendered useless since there is no
longer a criterion under which any assertion camdelated. Further, no one would believe
anything that anyone states ‘to be the case’ becawsrything articulated would be presupposed
as a lie. Since this deception is deliberate thetia would have no choice but to view the act
of lying as completely forbidderegardless ofiny personal convictions that might view this
particular act of deception agdod or what one bught to do under a certain set of
circumstances. This argument should sound fangliaan Hegel's examination of the moral
worldview’s ‘postulates.’ Hegel's view of thdisplacements-a shifting of the problem in
respect of action— of the second postulate (théocomty of the sensuous with morality) placed
outside of itself what it initially took to be thmasis of its certainty. We arrive at a position rehe
the moral worldview is not in earnest about itsnghiation of inclinations (i.e. that an action
‘feels like the right thing to do even though it stands contradictory relation to one’s pure
duty) since it is positing the harmony of sensuogBnations and pure duty in an infinite
beyond. However, this is in direct opposition te thitial claims of the autonomous subject and
hence the possibility for the absolutes offeredb$antian moral system remain in a

transcendent state beyond the possibility of aa@bn in a world

Does Hegel’s ethical idea offer us a better altiévado Kant's moral theory? The move
beyond Kant's moral worldview expresses Hegel'siitteat we can only become conscientious
ethical agentsvithin a community of conscientious agents. This crutiale demonstrates that

the modern moral self must develop beyond itsahitnderstanding of itself as a morally
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autonomous self that knows itself in a communitgwver, this development comes at a heavy
cost since it establishes our position in a comiyuas one of absolute dependency and
vulnerability. Our actions, as individuations agdithe community (and hence against oneself
insofar as the agent performing aniach community is pauf the community) are on the one
hand interpreted as transgressions on the commainityon the other, are the method by which
we aspire to establish ourselves in it. Consequeeniery conscientious action that we perform
deprives us of what it is that we take ourselvesaas well asour commitment to the ultimacy

of any conception of modern liberalism underlyingoamunity*?’ However, the realization of
deprivation is only arrived at retrospectively, irethe silence of our judge. The silence of the
hard heart brings to the center of our attenti@nidea that in order to gain possession of oneself,
one must risk the humiliation of not being recoguiby the communit}?® On the other side of
the dialectic, Bernstein’s treatment of the hardrhsuggested, as we have seen, that its silence
is indicative of an injured status. If | were td an a principle that | firmly believe in (and henc
transgress a principle of the community), you wxperience injury, suffering, or some degree
of resentment towards me. This resentment is noananted. However, you run the risk of
withdrawal from the community if you turn inwardsdaruminate over your grievances. If one
remains in this purely inward state of ruminatiseinjury—what Hegel refers to as the
‘extreme form of rebellion of spirit—one would efftively render oneself incapable of acting
again. Extending forgiveness beconmgsr aliathe act of recognition in the form of the release
of the built-up anger we feel over the act of tgaassion. If there are reservations concerning

Hegel’s ethical idea, it might be in respect ofinsistence that the “wounds of Spirit heal, and

127 am, again, following Bernstein’s reading in which the abstract universality that the judging consciousness

abides by is consistent with the notion of modern liberal principles.
128 This is what Bernstein means by insisting that the confession is the act of staking ourselves through nakedness
and impotence.
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leave no scars behind? It is important to note that what has been forgiigenot the action

itself (since temporally the action belongs to asad ‘past’), but rather its relation to the
transgressor>° The wounds of deeply felt injury nonetheless hineecapacity to stay with us
throughout our lives. We may aspire to a point \wehee can be forgiven our trespasses as we
forgive those who trespass upon us, yet Hegel Inasrs that this hope is not ethical as a mere
expectation. Moreover, the human condition is sympb complex to yield a model of
reconciliation whereby the hurt we experience ftoespass can ever be said to truly vanish. Let
us call this melancholia. This melancholia thatexperience in respect of the trespasses of
others is constitutive of the tragic unfolding afr@thical history as it continues throughout the
constant reinstituting of the commonality of selleocoming and the forgiveness that we extend

to each other for being human.
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G.W.F. HegePhenomenology of Spii©xford University Press: New York), 407

This point is made explicit by Hegel where he writes that “the deed is not imperishable; it is taken back by spirit
into itself, and the aspect of individuality in it, whether as intention or as an existent negativity and limitation,
straightaway vanishes.” (PS, 407)
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