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HEGEL ONRECOGNITION
MORAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE»LORDSHIP ANDBONDAGE DIALECTIC«

There is no They without We,
there is no We without They

In 1995 the member States of the UNESCO organisaiigmed theDeclaration of Principles on
Tolerance In the first article, paragraphs number one amd of the document, we can read the
following:

»Tolerance is respect, acceptance and appreciatitre rich diversity of our world’s cultures, oforms

of expression and ways of being human. [...] Toleeaischarmony in difference. It is not only a moral
duty, it is also a political and legal requiremeiiblerance, the virtue that makes peace possible,
contributes to the replacement of the culture af maa culture of peace. [...] Tolerance is not casam,
condescension or indulgence. Tolerance is, abdyearalactive attitude prompted by recognition of th
universal human rights and fundamental freedomstledérs. In no circumstance can it be used to justif
infringegments of these fundamental values. Tolezaiscto be exercised by individuals, groups and
States«<

The main idea behind these words is quite old;eaps in the Frendbeclaration of the Rights of Man
and of the Citizeiicf. article no. 13), and can already be seen in the works of LockeVanigire*

What is interesting in these two paragraphs isfélce that tolerance is strictly connected with the
recognition (or acknowledgeméntof other people’s freedom: tHReclaration stresses that tolerance
means respecting human rights and ways of being ihwemnd should refer both to individuals and
groups (societies). We can see that this docungemiritten in the kind of language common to all
declarations of this kind. As in the case of othecldrations —The Declaration of Principles on
Toleranceis not a juridical grounding of tolerance — it da@m understood only as demonstration of our
will. Even if we consider this idea as adeclarativeduty or right — it is always possible that someone
will state that this is also »nonsense on stiltéthére is a possibility for us to ground and idignt

1 The travesty of Fichte: cf. J.G. FICHTEpundations of The Entire Science of Knowledges. P.
Heath, in: Fichte: Science of Knowledge (Wissenschaftslehegls. P. Heath and J. Lachs,
Cambridge 1982, § 4.

2 »Declaration of Principles on Tolerance« (199%)esco Website
http://www.unesco.org/tolerance/declaeng.htm. (ssxkSeptember 6, 2008).

3 »Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the @itiz (1789)lUnesco Website
http://www.hrcr.org/docs/frenchdec.html (accessept&nber 6, 2008).

4 Cf. VOLTAIRE, Treatise on Tolerangdrans. B. Masters, Cambridge 2000, J. LOCKR,Essay
Concerning Toleration and Other Writings on Law dpdlitics, eds. J.R. Milton and Ph. Milton,
Oxford 2006.

5 Both »acknowledgement« and »recognition« are latioes of GermarAnerkennung Although
these terms may be used interchangeably, | predez krecognition« (following the standard
translations of Hegel's writings). Nevertheless, tleenantic difference between them represents
fertile material for philosophical analysis (»reod@n« is more epistemological term than the rathe
evaluative »acknowledgement«).
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tolerance — we should first search for this fourataiin philosophy (legal conclusions usually come
later).

Tolerance and recognition

The importance of tolerance today manifests itseifidividual conflicts of life strategies, but espally

in contemporary social politics, which include relas between ethnic and religious groups, sexual
minorities, subcultures and so on. The social dsimenof the idea of tolerance seems to be the most
important because of its political effectivenesserance is an agent for the easing of friction imith
society and therefore can be understood as oneeoélements that make possible the coexistence of
societies or the pluralism of attitudes. All thebings mean that tolerance, one of the most impbrtan
ideas of liberalism, is not only theatalyst of freedombut also has moral relevance and weight (is not
neutral normatively). This is why it is very diffitt today to make ethical adjudications or evebudd
ethical theories without tolerance. Thus populagzthis idea — which is one of the aims Die
Declaration of Principles on Toleranceshould be seen as a normative project and aressipn of our
morality® From a sociological point of view, it is possible tinderstand such a popularization of
tolerance — from a global perspective — as an tibgexpression ofiniversal morality, higher and
more effective than other moralities, in which Ietant attitudes are condemned (for example:
chauvinism, separatism, persecution, lack of re¥pec

It is obvious that minorities often fight for theights against majorities. They fight for tolerane
or in other (Hegelian) words — they »struggle forogrition«. Recognition— or acknowledgement
(Anerkennung — is of course a well-known Hegelian term. In thteréture on Hegel, the idea of
recognition is one of the most often discussediataipreted topics As we know, it is the basis of the
very important idea oéthical life (Sittlichkei). In this paper I will not attempt to offer anottreading
of the general role played by the concept of reitamgnin Hegel's philosophy. Instead | will outliree
moral interpretation — an attempt to explain andugd® the idea of tolerance in the intersubjective
context of morality. As we shall see, Hegelian rectigmiconcerns individuals, but can also be read on
a social and moral level.

I will be arguing that the core of the Hegelian cgouimn of recognition can be used to morally
ground the idea of recognition as such. This commecof recognition with morality is not néw
contemporary interpretations link recognition te #ocial dimension of tolerance (e. g. Ch. Tayha a
N. Fraser), but the context of group moralities Helperspective of universalistic claims of moyais
usually not sufficiently stressed.

The Hegelian idea of recognition

Hegel's conception of recognition has been pointedst a key moment in the formation of the idea of
intersubjectivity!® This extensively developed aspect of Hegelian pbjdhy is outlined in detail the
Phenomenology of Spifit It is important to note that the treatment of iatdjectivity in Hegel's
thought also includes insight into social strucsueg the historical level. This is why his classic

6 Cf. for example: H. KRAMER,Integrative Ethik Frankfurt/M. 1992, W. WELSCHnsere
postmoderne Modern&Veinheim 1987. See also: ARISTOTLRichomachean Ethicgrans. H.
Rackham, London 1962 (tolerance as a virtue).

7 Cf. »A Hegel Bibliography«Jniversity of Sussex Homepage
http://www.sussex.ac.uk/Users/sefd0/bib/hegel.htroggsed September 6, 2008).

8 | use this term in the Kantian sense.

9 In recent ethical literature morality and recdigmi areexplicitly linked. See e. g. E. TUGENDHAT,
Vorlesungen Uber Ethjkerankfurt/M. 1993.

10 For example: M.J. SIEMEK, »Dwa modele intersubiektgsci« [Two models of intersubjectivity],
in: 1d., Hegel i filozofia[Hegel and philosophy], Warsaw 1998, 186.

11 | use Baillie’s translation: G.W.FHEGEL, The Phenomenology of Minttans. J.B. Baillie, New
York 1961.
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treatment of recognition deals with »lordship ancdame«? figures which have clear historical
counterparts in European culture. From this hisgperspective human intersubjectivity has itsegén

in the »life-and-death struggle« between individuaisl the constraining of one group of people by
another. In this light primal relations between indiials were determined by lordship, bondage and
their transformations.

It is impossible to present all of the subtle Hemelirefinements of the lordship and bondage
dialectic in one short paper. Nor is this necesstiig topic has already been dealt with at length i
many studies. Here it is important merely to looksame general aspects and the main structural
elements of Hegelian inter-personal space. Hegelgatrtrent of human recognition in the
Phenomenology of Spirtulminates in the following conclusionhe individual believes that self-
certainty is possible only if its reality (its etéace) is confirmed by another person as authimétat
»Self-consciousness exists in itself and for itselfthat, and by the fact that it exists for amotbelf-
consciousness; that is to say,istonly by being acknowledged or >recognizetk«The situation
presented here reveals that two potential subjents to destroy each other if one of them wants to be
dominant with respect to the other. If one of thijscts wants — anid able— to exist as recognized (as
the »lord« or the »master«) the other must theeebm the recognizing one (the »bondsman« or the
»servant«). But each of them needs to be recogniltegs, in this way two hypothetical subjects, or
»self-consciousnesses«, have to contend with eddr ahd in the life and death struggle they affirm
(prove) each other. Why do they have to struggle@ehign thinking is focused on the individual
freedom and right to be free: »it is solely by mgk life that freedom is obtained; only thus is
demonstrated that the essential nature of selfaiomsness is not bare existence, is not the méhnely
immediate form in which it at first makes its apesre, is not its mere absorption in the expandiéeof
Rather it is thereby guaranteed that there is ngtlpresent but that which can be understood as a
vanishing moment — that self-consciousness is meugle self-existence, being-for-self. The indivadu
who has not staked his life, may, no doubt, be neizegl as a person; but he has not attained the a@fut
this recognition as an independent self-consciasdé This somewhat dramatic situation should be
seen as the genesis of social equality — the @guwdlwilling to be a free person.

Let us first consider the above statements on r@tiog. Hegel claims that awareness of another
person’s existence implies assuming a specifitudti in relation to this other. Individual needs an
aims (Hegelian »life« and »desirBegierde collide with the needs and aims of others. We Heare
two moments; first, the existence of the other (iittlial) enables one to realize how one’s own needs
are in confrontation with the needs of another (eeugh these lives and needs are ontologically the
same). The difference between these two lives, twantiiikes, leads to real self-consciousness
(»existence for itself«). The individual »seesdtsn self in the other® A second moment is that one
individual attains its satisfaction only in anothedividual — the difference between them causes the
freedom of each to be uncertain. The only way taimattertainty is to be recognized by another
individual. That is why one subject has to domintéite other subject. The drive of domination is
symmetrical so the individuals have to struggle with themselvén the Encyclopaedia of the
Philosophical Sciencellegel explains this situation by simply naming hefprocess of recognition«:
»the impulse to show itself as a free self, andxtstes such for the othet&One instance of freedom

12 Many scholars have made the point that the otregy, popular translation »slave« (probably taken
from very well known, influential Kojévian interpréian) is not an appropriate rendering of Hegel's
Knecht See: A. KOJEVE]ntroduction a la lecture de Hegel. Legons sur l@@poménologie de
I'esprit, Paris*1968.

13 G.W.F. HEGEL,The Phenomenology of Mindi78.

14 Ibid., 187.

15 Ibid., 179.

16 Hegel's Philosophy of Spirit: Part Three of the Eclopaedia of Philosophical Sciencesans. W.
Wallace, Oxford 1971, § 430. Cf. also »lI cannotb&re of me as myself in another individual, so
long as | see in that other an other and an imne@istence: and | am consequently bent upon the
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(one subject) turns out to leeakerthan other instance of freedom (subject): the @ogliexistence of
the subject and its needs are valued as more wtrdnyits freedom. The second subject does not care
about its empirical life — he is concerned only withfreedom. Thus, in the struggle, the first paied
subject has to be afraid of its life and as refdts the second subject. A process of recognitca i
battle in which one consciousness has to be thassemhat is, has to recognize another (as theemast
Thus the first recognition is one-sided. This isuemavoidable moment of inequality — but, as we shall
see, is only a moment.

The result of the lordship and bondage dialectith@Phenomenologgan be depicted in two ways.
The first can be callelbgical, and the seconphenomenologicalThe logical form of description relies
on the immanent consequence of — to refer to thdddgerian term the encounteringf two potential
subjects’ As the subjects exist only in thaural, it is necessary that they recognize each other
reciprocally: »Each sees the other do the samtsal§; ieach itself does what it demands on the qfart
the other, and for that reason does what it dodg,sanfar as the other does the same. Action from on
side only would be useless, because what is to hagpaeenly be brought about by means of bdth«.
These lines lead to the famous words: subjects gréze themselves as mutually recognizing one
another<? In this way Hegel describes the necessitynmaftual recognition; this process has to be
reached, though at first there exists a relatiomefuality. The fact of coexistence with other gepp
when realized by one subject, requires that he parfactions appropriate to this fact asbould
determine his attitude.

The second way of describing the lordship and boadiiglectic in thePhenomenologgan be
phenomenologicaland is in fact a further specification of the remitign process. Hegel describes
exactly the same structure, but in a controvetsgiibrical dimensiof® The first moment of recognition,
as we know, was one-sided acceptance of one’s seédfiittgr That is why the life and death battle
cannot result in the death of one fighting parfihseugh death, doubtless, there has arisen thaimgrt
that both did stake their life, and held it lighthpth in their own case and in the case of therpthe
that is not for those who underwent this struggleeyl'cancel their consciousness which had its place i
this alien element of natural existen@dhe fight between consciousnesses cannot end wh aé
one fighter; the lord without his bondsman is na tbrd, and an acknowledged subject requires a
witness to thenodusof his existence. The lord thus depends upon dmeldman — this can be called the
beginning of the end of inequality. Primal socielations based on the recognized domination must
therefore transform themselves; because it istlikeother (it also has its life and needs), thegaizing

suppression of this immediacy of his. But in likeeasure | cannot be recognized as immediate,
except so far as | overcome the mere immediacy grown part, and thus give existence to my
freedom. But this immediacy is at the same timecibmporeity of self-consciousness, in which as in
its sign and tool the latter has its own sense Bf aad its being for others, and the means for
entering into relation with themd&legel's Philosophy of Spirit: Part Three of the Eclopaedia of
Philosophical Science§ 431. (In this part of thEncyclopaediaHegel deals with the same issues as
in the sections on recognition in tRlenomenologybut does so in more succinct and theoretical
language.)

17 Cf. M. HEIDEGGER, »Being and Timex, trans. J. Stangh, New York 1996, 112

18 HEGEL, The Phenomenology of Minti82.

19 Ibid., 184.

20 It is a commonly held view that the Marxian urslanding of historical class struggles was
influenced by the Hegelian figures of Master andv&et. However, — and astonishingly — it is
difficult to find direct confirmation of this opion in Marx’s writings. See for example Marx’s
preface toA Contribution to the Critique of Political Economgd. M. Dobb, New York 1970
(reprint). For this reason, Arthur concludes thdtisstview is completely false«. Ch. ARTHUR,
»Hegel's Master-Slave Dialectic and a Myth of Mangle, in: New Left Revie1983), 67—75.

21 HEGEL,The Phenomenology of Mind88.
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consciousness necessarily atdaims be recognized? The master's reign realizes itself through the
work (cultivation) of the bondsman; his desire iisfi@zd by his servant. The master’s satisfacttus,
independence, is possible thanks to a cultivatebjest Thus: »The truth of the independent
consciousness is accordingly the consciousnesshefbbndsmané Since the lord’'s freedom is
dependent on the recognition of the slave, it gedeent on the bondsman’s products as well. What was
considered to be one’s freedom thus turns intmjigosite The bondsman thus factually is able to
realize his power over the lord — since the lordlépendent on recognition. The lord sees that the
bondsman is the real lord and that as such hese alservant — because of his dependence on the
bondsman. Hegel shows this structure in the templimansion. Consciousness of the bondsman gains
its freedom through labour. The work of dependemniscmusness is a necessary consequence of the act
of one-sided recognition. The work of the servartegihim a weapon, which is a weapon in the
effective struggle for recognition: work makes tledl dependent on the bondsman, andshéhus
forced to recognize the bondsman. One-sided recognitiahesfirst step to reciprocity — to mutual
recognition.

Moral dimension of recognition

This structure of mutuakecognitionfrom the lordship and bondage dialectic d@mnused to point out
how it is possible to explain and ground tolerancethe context of moralities. Even though this
connection is not apparent in Hegel's texts — akmav, Hegel is primarily concerned wisittlichkeit,
and morality in the strict sense, in so far asoireected with subjective spirit, is considered mathe
critically by him — this interpretation is justifiecbecause of the paradigmatic character of thadigu
depicted in thePhenomenologyDue to their formality it is possible to apply theém many topic3*
including intersubjectivity and universal morality.

Struggles for recognition are a real fact in maogieties today, and their persistence is a reasgn wh
the Hegelian model of mutual recognition, which hasrbso central to to the renaissance of Hegel's
political thought, continues to be relevant. Hegéfsory of recognition reveals, already on theitiviel
level, that self-respect or self-esteem are pradodemands which can be understood both personally
and politically?®> Legal measures are able to solve political andiakogroblems through the
implementation of minimal rules of coexistence (@&guirements of »negative freedom«), but
recognition is an active attitude, exceeding thmetisions of constitutional law. In this light the
transposition of lordship and bondage from theeditit of self-consciousness to thkjectivepolitical
level of the group morality (seen from a sociol@fiziewpoint®), gives a normative dimension to
Hegelian recognition.

Accordingly, the primal relation between the dominamarality and the moralities of the minorities
is the relation in which minorities are under cohtf the values of the dominant morality. Thisiedly
means, thabther and different moralitieare marked by common and public types of valuekatiour,

22 This aspect of Hegelian recognition is very wettikgid out in the texts of M.J. Siemek. See his
»Wolnosc jako zasada swiata nowoczesnego« [Freed@nbasis of the modern world] in iHggel
i filozofia, 80.

23 HEGEL, The Phenomenology of Mint93.

24 This element of Hegelian thought has in fact atitaale of applications and interpretations. The
figures of the lord and the bondsman have entertd @veryday language as »master and slave«.
Contemporary discourse ethicists also use Hegeliattuah recognition as a model of the
symmetrical, free, and equal discourse. Cf. P. HEDBERFreedom, Reason and History: The
Hegelian Heritage in Gadamer and Habermas®anabelVI/1 (2003), 19-43.

25 A. HONNETH, The Struggle for Recognition: The Moral Grammar ofi&o€onflicts trans. J.
Anderson, Cambridge 1996.

26 Morality was already interesting sociologicalby . Durkheim. In the 2Dcentury the sociology of
morality became a separate discipline. See M. OSSOQA/SBocjologia moralnosci: zarys
zagadnierfThe sociology of morality: An outline of its prolntes], Warsaw 1963.
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opinions, and lifestyles. This confrontation of wiestommon with what is not usually gives rise te th
situation of the depreciation of identity. It isepisely in this moment that moral struggles for
recognition begin. The aim of these struggles igaim full membership of society. What is neederehe
is a special kind ogprocessBildung), which is capable of showing that the conditionnstitutionalized
moral subordinationis not the condition of reciprocity, cooperatiomdadiscours@’ The condition of
struggle forces reciprocity as in the Hegelian stmec However, Hegel's model allows to us interpret
the interpersonal symmetry as a factual, real maffrintersubjectivity, and thus something that emk
undistorted communication as well as social conftiossible?® A moral reading of the lordship and
bondage dialectic therefore shows us the normatitenpial of recognition in relation to tolerancénig
interpretation has an important philosophical reas@gal order without morality is not possible (law
depends on morality — and morality is conditiongddgality), thus the relation between morality and
law should be considered in a universal normativézbn.

Let us recall a line from thBeclaration of Principles on ToleranceTolerance is, above all, an
active attitude prompted by recognition of the emndal human rights and fundamental freedoms of
others«. In the moral context, the Hegelian viewpolaarly shows that recognition can be understood
as tolerance itself: tolerance thus gains a phib&al foundation. What is very important herehe t
conclusion that the method applied to solving tbeflicts of group moralities is also a method which
shows the essence of moral claims: asDkelaration says — tolerance is our (moral and legal) duty.
The universalistic horizon of mutual recognitiomstitutes itself through the versatility of the ewdf
toleranceTo recognize one subjeahd simultaneouslp be recognized this relation is defined as the
reciprocal respect of freedom. To say tmay freedom is alwaysour freedom is to express and
constitute.the moral relevance of the phenomenanuwifial recognition. And this is because the moral
interpretation of the act of recognition gainsdtgn grounding in the idea of intersubjectiOn the
level of group morality the idea of recognition leamore distinct moral significance. Diverse evalgat
schemes in each of the particular societies cahtiedension and conflicts, and in light of thistféhe
idea of recognition as tolerancenay be seen as a guarantor of social peace. Fecdgnition is
understood normatively, as a requirement of recipyp tolerance has moral value and therefore
transgresses (and goes beyond) the claims of gnouglity.

In the 18" Century Voltaire grounded tolerance in the (Chaisfiidea of brotherhodd The idea of
brotherhood gave rise to a concept of toleranceecet on relationships inside groups and smaller
societies, rather than on one that addresses thal mimallenges of global politics. Following Hegel,
however, we should be prepared to say: »The TrutieisVholeDas Wahre ist das Garee! The idea
of tolerance, based on the Hegelian concept of rétiog, but interpreted morally, is particularly
appropriate to intersocial relationships, becatuséscloses moral needs in a global dimension, ithtd
say: moral needs from a universal perspective.

Mag. Piotr Makowski
Poznan, Poland
makowski@inbox.com

27 Cf. N. FRASER, »Rethinking recognition«, ihtew Left Review8 (2000), 107-120. What is
interesting here is that defenders of the ideaamfiat equality often avoid Hegelian model of
recognition because implies struggle and the inidgud individuals’ identities

28 As in »liberal« formal interpretations of KojévedaSiemek — in opposition to the »communitarian«
or ethical/evaluative interpretations (e. g., CaaiTaylor).

29 | do not decide if this statement should be fiegtion the basis of post-Kantian transcendentalism
(especially of the Fichtean kind).

30 VOLTAIRE, Treatise on tolerance

31 G.W.F. HEGELPhanomenologie des Geistétamburg, 1988, 15.






