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No philosophical activity is immune from the question of its grounds, its origin, its arche. Philosophizing is not carried out in a vacuum. The philosopher in any inclusive view cannot be seen to be a being set apart from the world about which he philosophizes. He is distinct neither from the world nor its history considered in its totality. A truth so obvious requires only a brief meditative reflection: A philosopher sits writing at his desk. Without even raising his head, he directs his glance about him. What is the reality that appears? The most immediate objects of his perception, the pen, the paper, the desk, the printed book which lies open before him, even the words which he writes, all have a historical character. Paper, pen, desk and book, these objects are all the products of a historically defined type of work. They are the creations, the phenomenal manifestations of modern technological work.
 Even the words which he writes presuppose a history, a personal history insofar as these words are not empty signs but rather consist in meaningfully arranged characters, which he has learned to write and which someone has, therefore,. taught him to write. The meaning of words has to be won through a continuing encounter with reality, an encounter both personal and historically transcendent of the individual person, an encounter which is never the same, never repeated in an identical fashion. 

 What is the reality that is present to him now, what is the totality of all that is now confronting us as beginning philosophers? As the above observations point out, the briefest of reflections leads us to the questions of the history and genesis of the things that confront us. But what is the condition of this confrontation, this encounter between the philosophizing subject and the world which he wishes to comprehend? Aristotle noted that all men naturally desire to know. Why? Our question is actually, “How does Being come to know itself?” This, of course, can be analyzed into a number of questions: How does a being (a knowing subject) know other beings? How does a being (a knowing subject) know itself? How does Being itself come to be know? For Hegel, as we shall see, the answers to these questions involve each other in the most intimate fashion. 

 Let us return to our original question, “What is the reality of all that is now confronting us?” As we have said,, the paper, pen, book and desk before us disclose themselves as the products of human work. How is this disclosure possible? One answer is that human labor has given form to the materials out of which they are made, and they stand before us “informed” by this labor. They carry the form of their past history into the present moment. We ask again, “How is this possible?” What is the nature of the genesis of objects such that it preserves what went before? How is it that what is present to us now reveals its past? 

 Leaving aside such questions of historical genesis, let us consider this confrontation itself. I experience the world--a world not only composed of static objects, but also of activity. I act in the world; and others, beside me, act. What is the ground of this experience? Let us clarify our terms. What is the meaning of “ground”? Fichte says that for something to be a ground it must explain why the grounded, which is itself indeterminate, becomes determined in precisely the way that we observe it.
 The grounded is in itself accidental, for in itself it could have been otherwise. The grounded demands a ground because it is not self-explanatory; and, to ontologize the relationship, the grounded is not self-explanatory precisely because it is accidental; it is not self-subsistent but rather needs something upon which it can stand. Does experience as delineated by Fichte need a Fichtean ground? Can we say of the “system of representations accompanied by the feeling of necessity” that it could have been otherwise? Fichte warns us to be careful not to think too much here; for we are in danger of thinking what is extraneous to our question. A few simple considerations will sharpen our sense of the notion of ground. I look about and say, “Now it is noon-time”; twelve hours later, I must say, “Now it is night.” I said, “Here is the tree;” but now I must say, having turned my head, “Here is the house.” The Here and Now of our experience are, obviously, not recoverable reference points to which we can return at will for the identical experience of the same. The world is temporally active; and such points of reference are always irrecoverably passing away. Yet even though the Here and Now are vanishing points, the world of our experience remains preserved. We ask, “What is the ground of temporality as we observe it?” How does the continuing genesis of the world preserve what went before and yet present us with the real possibility of newness? 

 The world changes and we ask what is the ground of the possibility of real change, of change from what has been to what has not yet been before. Newness implies possibility, and possibility in its precise sense of being open demands the suspension of the causal. When we say that something is possible, we imply that it could be otherwise. The notion of the possible is not, as Spinoza thought,
 a result of incomplete knowledge on our own part, but rather of incomplete determination on the part of the causal ground. The possible--as opposed to the necessary--is not only indeterminate with respect to itself but also with respect to being determined by its ground. Now by Fichte’s analysis, the ground as self-subsistent and self explanatory must be distinct from the grounded. As he says, “The ground lies ... outside of that which is grounded; and both are, insofar as they are the ground and the grounded, opposed to each other, related to each other, and thus the latter is explained from the former” (“ First Introduction into the Science of Knowledge, pp. 2). But if the grounded is other than the ground and yet is grounded and explained by the ground, their relation must be dialectical. For if it is a static one in the sense of the grounded as such being determined by the ground, then the grounded is as necessary as the ground, and possibility collapses into necessity. But if their relation is dialectical, can we say that one lies outside of the other? 

 By asking this question, we have already by Fichtean standards thought too much. Yet let us see where this thinking leads us. Fichte tells us that there are two possible grounds of experience; both,: as grounds, are outside of experience, and both affirm themselves to be equally possible grounds of experience. Experience can be grounded either in the thing-in-itself or in the I-in-itself. The representations that present themselves to consciousness with a feeling of necessity can either re-present the ego to itself or represent the world of things-in-themselves to the ego which is itself a “product of the thing, an accident of the world” (“First Introduction into the Science of Knowledge” p. 5).  Thus only two philosophical systems are possible for
Fichte, and Fichte admits that the reasoned choice between them is arbitrary. The dogmatist can refer to the thing-in-itself, “every thing that presents itself to our consciousness even our pretended determinations by means of freedom, and the belief that we are free”(ibid., p. 5). But since his starting point, the thing in itself, “has no reality beyond that which it receives from the fact that experience can only be explained by it” his starting point is convicted of irreality at precisely the moment that the idealist offers an equally possible explanation, (ibid., p. 6). Thus, Fichte asks, “Which of the two is to be made the first?” “Reason” he answers, “affords no ground for a decision” (ibid. p. 7). Now we, thinking about Fichte’s admission can ask, “Why precisely is the choice between the two systems arbitrary?” What is the ground of this arbitrary choice between mutually exclusive doctrines? Cannot some form of union of the two be attempted? Fichte says, “Anyone who would deny the truth of this position must prove the possibility of such a union, that is, of a union which consist in a perpetual transition from matter to spirit, or, what is entirely the same, from necessity to freedom” (ibid., p. 6). 

 Let us clarify the choice which has been offered to us. Does the ego posit its own finitude, positing itself as being-in the-world of nature; or is its very finitude posited by the fact of its prior situatedness in nature? Is nature posited by the ego or the ego posited by nature? If nature exists for the ego, we can ask, “Whose ego?” And the resulting solipsism discloses the one-sidedness of our answer. If the ego exists for nature, we can ask, “What ego?” Here, the “accident” of nature declares its irreality. Now what is the ground of the possibility of this choice? How is it that there are two possible grounds of experience? For Fichte, the grounded is by definition accidental, and thus the ground is by definition necessary. The grounded could have been otherwise; for in itself, it is only a possibility. The ground could not have been otherwise; for in itself, it is necessary. Let us think through this necessity. Fichte admits that the very same experience common to both the dogmatist and the idealist admits or “grounds” two equally possible grounds. What has happened here? Has not the “grounded”--that is, our common experience of a system of representations accompanied by a feeling of necessity--become the ground for two equally possible grounds. 

 Let us think through Fichte’s thought again. The thought of Fichte begins by stressing the need for a necessary ground of experience, and proceeds through the assertion that the ground must lie outside of the grounded, outside, that is, of all possible experience. But experience which has been dismissed as “accidental” appears and itself convicts the “ground” of irreality. Both dogmatism and idealism appear on the philosophical scene, and are “experienced” as equally possible systems. Here, the failure of Fichte’s thought is that it is not thought deeply enough. It is exposed by our asking, “experience of what?” Art, religion, philosophy are all possible “objects” of experience. Can the ground lie outside of experience if experience can convict the ground of irreality? Is not the condition of the possibility of our arbitrary choice found precisely in the separation of the ground and the grounded? If it is, then the ground of experience must appear in experience and the relationship of the two must be thought through again. 

 Let us begin by considering the separation of the ground and the grounded. The grounded is affirmed to be accidental; that is, it “could have been otherwise”; that is, it shows itself as possible. What is possibility? Possibility is not simply lack of knowledge on our part, not simply being (determined to be) from another. Possibility is newness. And newness is the content of freedom. Can the ground abide newness in the grounded? Can newness in the sense of free possibility, can free possibility in the sense of real contingency be placed in a system of ground and grounded? This question is strictly rhetorical. For if it cannot, the ground of experience will always be convicted of irreality by the temporally contingent reality of the grounded. Can freedom be grounded? To see precisely what freedom is, let us first enquire into the ways in which it cannot be grounded. It cannot if the relationship between the ground and the grounded is static. What are the forms of a static relationship. They are identity and difference, union and non-union.
 If the grounded is one with the ground, possibility collapses into necessity. If the ground is separate from the grounded (if the one lies outside of the other), the “necessary” ground remains only an arbitrary possibility. Here, the grounded (the experience that admits both idealism and dogmatism) convicts the ground of irreality. In either case, freedom is groundless. It is either an illusion, an irreality, that lies outside of the static union of both ground and grounded, and therefore outside of everything that is; or, in the case of the second alternative, it is the irreal result of an arbitrary choice. One chooses idealism. Insofar as one could just as easily have chosen dogmatism, one acts as if one were free without giving prior objective content to the as if.
 Freedom here, as philosophical whim is thus deprived of the given of a pre-philosophical content. 

 Freedom, newness, possibility. To ground these terms as realities, we must redefine the nature of “ground” and “grounded.” Freedom, newness and possibility are predicated and thus grounded on the condition of the “union of union and non-union” of both the ground and the grounded. What does this turn of phrase mean? It means that freedom exists on the condition of the grounded overcoming and preserving its ground. Only if the grounded can both negate and preserve its ground is a radical grounding of freedom possible. The relationship of ground and grounded is then a union of union and non-union such that as Fichte, per impossibilitate, says, it “consists in a perpetual transition from matter to spirit, or, what is entirely the same, from necessity to freedom.” The necessity inherent in the union of ground and grounded must give way to the freedom inherent in the separation or non-union of the ground and grounded in such a way that the former is preserved. This overcoming that preserves is the union itself. And this union of union and non-union makes apparent the fact that the grounded is grounded by the ground only to the point that it itself grounds the ground. But if the grounded itself is a constituent of the reality of the ground, then grounding is precisely the manifestation of the ground as such. The ground is revealed through the grounded, and the grounded overcomes its ground by making its ground manifest in itself. The relation described is that of dialectic. Its concrete human manifestation is that of the process of self-overcoming. Within such a process, that which is to be grounded, the “not-yet” or “project” of self-making, is as much a constituent of the reality of the self as “that-which-has-been” the past (both particular and universal) of the self. 

 Let us concretize this situation; let us examine “the perpetual transition from necessity to freedom” as it appears in the world. What we are after is the dialectical of a part of the transition as it appears in the process itself. We shall begin, as Hegel does, with the phenomenon of life and consider the dialectical move from animal sentiment of self to human self-consciousness. As we shall see, the answer to how Being comes to know itself (even in the most minimal level of the master and slave) involves, on the phenomenological level (the level of the appearances of the ground), the radical temporalization of the terms “ground” and “grounded.” Now the relationship between Life and individual lives, like that between Being and beings, can be characterized as one between ground and grounded. But to avoid the Fichtean dilemma, the dilemma that grows out of the separation of ground and grounded, we need a concept of life that does not swallow up its particularity (the particularity of individual lives) and yet stands as more than a distinction of reason--more, that is, than merely a non-operative concept which we, the observers, abstract from our experience of the individual organisms. The ground of living things, in other words, must be such that it is manifest in an experience of living organisms as that which actively operates to negate and preserve life as such. This phenomenological ground is for Hegel desire. What are the actions of desire? Animal feeds upon animal; stag fights stag for the female. These are the acts of the self-affirmation of individual lives. Indeed, life qua organism can be looked upon as a system of self-affirmation. Now desire must be seen as the inner of that which the organism (as observed in its structure by the scientist) is the outer. And desire, to be precise, is simply desire to negate the other as other, to appropriate it, as it were, as when animal feeds upon animal. Hegel says that “self-consciousness is the state of Desire in general.” Within such a state, consciousness our self-consciousness has a “twofold object, the one immediate, the object of sense certainty of perception ... marked by the character of negation” that is, the negation of desire, “the second, itself ... which is found in the first instance only in the opposition of the first object to it” (The Phenomenology of Mind, tr. J.A. Baillie, 2nd ed., London, 1966, p. 220). Thus desire distinguishes Being into subjects and objects; the subject qua desiring being knows itself as different from and opposed to the object it desires to negate. Does this mean that the animal, qua desiring being, possesses beyond the sentiment of self given to desire, a true consciousness of self, a consciousness of the distinction of self from the whole of nature? Hegel answers in the negative. As he says, “The difference ... of these members” of Life “inter se consists, in general, in no other characteristics than that of the movements of infinitude, or of the mere movement itself” (ibid., p. 222). The meaning of this statement is to be found’ in the dialectical grounding of life by desire, a grounding which places the essence of the individual life in the species rather than the individual. 

 Let us trace out this dialectic. Animal desire as a negating activity negates only individual lives; it preserves, on the other hand, Life as such. Thus desire in the animal is only partial; it seeks to negate only a part of nature. As such, the “I” of this desire, the “I” that receives subjective content by negating .a part of nature, a part of objective reality, remains itself only partial, that is, a part not distinguished from the whole of nature. After the satisfaction of its desire, the animal sleeps. This sleep is the image of death; it is the termination for a time of desire, and, hence, of animal sentiment of self. Thus the dialectic of life, of life grounded in the desire that appears in its individual members, moves in such a fashion that although the end of life (of the individual animal) is death, the death of the individual contributes to Life as a whole, Life as such. Stag fights stag for female; Life as desire both grounds the contingency of the outcome (i.e., the negation of one of its members) and is preserved in the victory as the continuation of the species itself. Desire as the negation that preserves life grounds its members the “moments” of the “infinitude” of its movement and results in “mere movement itself.” Its end is the perpetual and monotonous preservation of itself through its species. All the movements of animal life result in the continuance of Life itself; for Life in its species is the perpetually recurring term of this dialectic. The opposition of life to life always results in the continuation of Life itself. 

 Now because the death of the individual is the life of the whole in its species, the essence of the individual is generic. Because animal consciousness, because animal “speech” and action are all ritualistic, i.e., their forms are all generic, we have what is called the “melancholy monotony of nature.” What grounds this monotony is the dialectic of life, a dialectic whose leading term, Life in its species, is external to the individual. By virtue of this externalization, self-overcoming, human self-making, is impossible for the animal. Only when the individual is its own genus, only when the individual is both the ground and the grounded of its being-alive, is self-overcoming possible. The animal cannot transform its generic essence precisely because this is beyond him. Desire in the individual leads to the preservation of what is external to the individual--namely his generic essence. Now only when desire exists for its ground, that is, for Life as such, and only when desire acts to negate this term, can the purposes of Life, the preservation unchanged of the generic essence of the individual life, be overcome. But for this to happen, the individual must hold the ground of his being-alive, Life as such including his own life, as naught. Since the desire to preserve his own life results in the preservation of Life in its species, the individual, to become self-conscious (and thus truly individual), must overcome the ground of his own being-alive, the ground that preserves Life as such. He must overcome the desire for Life itself.
 He must in other words, negate, desire Desire as such. To do this, he must hold his own life as naught; and, as we shall see, he must desire the desire for life of another. 

 But how can the individual as a preself hold his life as naught. To do so would be to presuppose a self-consciousness already created; for it would presuppose that the individual could hold his life, his own being-alive as grounded by Desire, as an object of thought. It would presuppose, in other words, that the dialectic of his being-alive had already become internalized and that he had become his own genus. To hold one’s own life as naught implies more than simply the separation of subject from object of consciousness; the subject must hold himself in his own being as an object of thought; and he must consider his own nothingness, his own non-being. He must, in other words, see himself, as a pure nothingness, a nothingness that exists by negation, “fettered to no determinate existence” (Phen., p. 232), for which “there is nothing present but what might be taken as a vanishing moment” (ibid., p. 233). But for the pre-self to be aware of himself as the nothingness of desire, abstracted from all given being (that is, being for-another), is for the preself to be a “self” already made, a self that exists simply as being-for-itself (as opposed to given being-for-another). But for this to occur, the dialectic of life, as we said, would have to be internalized; for this would mean that the preself, grounded in desire, had become his own genus--that is, had become desire as such. 

 As is obvious, we cannot begin with the preself “holding its life as naught.” This existential position is a term-towards-which the dialectic must move. The term-from-which the dialectic must start is desire, desire as the ground of the preself’s being-alive. Now, consistent with the notion of dialectical overcoming, desire must manifest itself such that its appearance results in its negation. But for this to occur, desire, the ground of the preself; must manifest itself as desire as such, as pure negativity, as a desire to negate the whole of nature. Only a total desire can tear the preself loose from the context of nature and make it more than an expression of the natural whole. Only a total desire can overcome the purpose of Life as such. Thus, the grounded, the preself that is to become a self, must overcome its ground by making its ground manifest in itself, by making itself desire as such. The grounded must overcome its ground such that it both preserves its ground (in becoming desire as such) and negates it (in not being tied to nature).
 

But how can this inordinate desire appear in nature? How can this desire which is the antithesis of the expression of the natural whole be grounded in the thesis of nature? The fact of its presence (and, thus, the “necessity” of dialectical transition) is testified by our own position as phenomenological observers, beings knowing themselves, enquiring into the origins of self-consciousness. For us, the phenomenological observers, the end is present in the beginning, that which is to be grounded (the not-yet) is a constituent of the reality of the ground. We realize that the transition is the union of the union and non- union of ground and grounded, that the given being of the ground is not sufficient for the presence of the grounded (for then there would be simply static union). We realize that the grounded (as the not-yet) is an essential constituent of its process of grounding (for only on the condition of this last is newness capable of appearing? Now to say more than this, we need the category of Spirit, which though in a sense present from the start, has not yet appeared. Suffice it to say that the end is present in the beginning as the preself, as the self-to-be that is constituted by this inordinate desire. 

 How can this desire ever be satisfied, how can it ever be more than, so to speak, desire-to-desire? A preself no more than an animal can physically negate nature as a whole. No direct satisfaction is possible for the preself. Our dilemma is that a not-yet satisfied desire can never know its true object, and an already satisfied desire is by definition a self already made. Thus in order for a preself to become a self, in order for desire to manifest itself as the being-for-self of the preself, indirect satisfaction must be assumed as possible. The desire of the preself must constitute its own indirect object through which it can constitute itself as a self. As we shall see, the creation of self-consciousness necessarily involves a dependence of one preself on another. The desire to negate nature as a whole finds indirect and true satisfaction in the negation of this same desire as it exists in another. A preself, to manifest his desire, must make this desire manifest in another. This action on the part of the preself is in no sense to be considered one sided; it involves full mutuality. As Hegel says, “Action from one side only would be useless” … “the act simpliciter” of creating self-consciousness “is the act of the one as well as the other regardless of their distinction” (Phen., p. 230). Now the action that Hegel alludes to is action involving the risk of life, action which leads each preself to hold his own life as naught for the sake of his desire. The action is a fight to the death for the sake of what may be called, “pure prestige.” 

 To make this clear, we must bring in the concept of “recognition” for this is indirect but true object of the desire of the preself. The preself desires to be recognized as a self distinct from nature, that is, as a self “not fettered to determinate existence, ... not bound at all by the particularity everywhere characteristic of existence as such, and ... not tied up with life” (Phen., p. 232). But for the preself to be recognized as such, the preself must appear as such; that is, the preself must make manifest its grounding in the pure negativity of desire. This manifestation occurs in the fight to the death in which each preself aims at the death of the other and risks his life to accomplish this. This fight, in forcing the preselves to the risk of life, is the means by which the preselves constitute each other as selves. For the fight makes possible the appearance of selfhood (in its essential ground as pure negativity), and this appearance makes possible recognition. Not that the appearance precedes recognition, rather the fight, the risk, the appearance and recognition are all simultaneous in the constitution of selfhood. 

 The crucial role of the moment of recognition can be seen in its transformation of desire, a transformation which moves the consciousness of the preself to self-consciousness of the already created self. As we have said, life can be said to be conscious only insofar as it is grounded in desire. Desire distinguishes the object from subject of consciousness by placing the latter in opposition to the former. In terms of modern phenomenology, we can say that the intentionality or “aboutness” of consciousness is based upon the being of consciousness as desire.
 Now the animal is not self-conscious precisely because animal desire alienates the “selfhood” of the animal. This is why it is only “sentiment of self.” The animal places its essential reality in the object of its desire qua desiring consciousness, which desires this particular object, it is only being-for-this-object. It can be said to know itself only by the character of opposition to its particular desired object. When its desire is satisfied, when the opposition ceases, it “forgets itself” and, as we have said, falls asleep. The animal thus can never retrieve its selfhood from the object of its desire; for this object is conceived by the animal under the aspect of thinghood or given being. But a “thing” can never recognize, never return selfhood to the animal. And recognition is just this return, just this giving back of “selfhood” to the self. Thus the fully human, self-conscious desire is desire for recognition. This implies that a desire that is fully human never desires a natural object as such, but only insofar as this object (for example, a flag) is recognized, desired by another. The fully human man desires to appropriate not the body, the given being of another man, but rather the desire, the love, the recognition of this man. 

 The desire for desire is then ultimately the desire for the recognition of each preself by the other. The preself desires to be recognized as a self; but before this desire is “satisfied.” it cannot, we noted, know that this is its true object. How does this recognition come about? Desire on the fully human plane is always desire for a value.
 Thus, the desire for desire is desire to be desired, recognized, respected as a value by another. It is desire to substitute oneself for the value of another. Now the supreme “value” for the animal is its life; at any rate, all its desires center around its desire for the preservation of its life. With this in mind, it follows that in the struggle for selfhood, in the fight to the death between preselves, the outcome of the battle (if it does not end in death, in the simple abstract cancellation of one or both consciousnesses as such) is for the defeated combatant to hold the other as life itself, to recognize him, through fear for his own life, as master, to recognize himself as slave. Now, how precisely do mastery and slavery, and the recognition they imply come out of the fight? How is selfhood here constituted? In the answer that Hegel gives us, we can see the crucial role recognition plays in the creation of selfhood. Two preselves encounter each other. Each preself appears to the other in the first instance as a “simple appearing object.” At first they appear to each ether as no more than forms, “modes of consciousness that have not risen above the bare fact of life” (Phen., p. 231). They have not, in other words, “accomplished for one another the process of absolute abstraction” from all given being, “of uprooting all immediate existence and being merely the bare negative fact of self-identical consciousness; or, in other words, have not revealed themselves to each other as existing purely for themselves, i.e., as self-consciousness” (Phen., p. 232). 

 Now the process of revelation, of manifestation, of selfhood is, as we have said, the fight in which each preself is brought to risk his life. Revelation, manifestation of selfhood is crucial, for only that which is manifest can be recognized. Thus each preself, driven by his inordinate and as yet unsatisfied desire must goad the other into the fight with its risk of life. Each must bring the other to show its selfhood; each must make the other manifest itself--not as an aspect of mere given being--but rather as a being that can recognize the other. This is so because only through recognition can the preself overcome the self-externalization of its animal desire. In order for the preself’s sentiment (or “subjective certainty”) of self to become true self-consciousness, the “self-externalization” of desiring consciousness must be “for consciousness.” Consciousness, in other words, must find “that it immediately is and is not another consciousness” (Phen., p. 231). Thus, the two preselves must overcome their grounding in desire by manifesting this desire as desire for conscious recognition. By responding to each other’s goading, both preselves show themselves as pre-selves, that is, as more than animal “selves” by virtue of their inordinate desire. By being brought to the point of risking their lives in the fight for selfhood, both show themselves as “pure self-existence” as “being-for-self.”
 And by virtue of this successive reduplication of the consciousness of each in the other, a reduplication involved in the process of manifesting their ground as desire, at each moment of the process of the fight each recognizes the other as a consciousness identical to itself. The desire of each consciousness for the given being of the other becomes a desire for consciousness as it presents itself in the form of another. Each preself, qua desiring consciousness, becomes, then, not being-for-this-particular desired object, but rather, being-for-consciousness-identical-to-self. Now, to become “pure self-existence” pure “being-for-self” each consciousness must try to negate the other. As self-consciousnesses, they are still outside of themselves. They must attempt to cancel this externality. Thus the moment of the mutual recognition of self-consciousness is the moment of the risk of life. Each self-consciousness must attempt to affirm its being-for-self through the recognition of the other. Each must attempt to make the other shrink from his selfhood and recognize him as his value. This value, as we have said, is life itself. Each self-consciousness through the risk of his life manifests himself as desire as such; but this desire is the ground of life itself. To win recognition is, thus, to win recognition as the ground of life, to be for the other the ground of his being alive, to be for the other, through the others fear for his life, “master.” 

 Now if one of these selves does not shrink from selfhood, the fight will continue on to death. But death as the “simple, abstract cancellation” of consciousness can never provide the recognition that the self requires. If one or both opponents die, they lapse into thinghood or mere given being. If only one of the selves survives, deprived of the recognition he seeks, he soon lapses into his former condition of being a preself. For the fight, then, to accomplish a dialectical transition, the preselves must constitute themselves as unequals in this fight. One combatant must shrink from his selfhood; he must desire life more than recognition of self. Having risked his life, he must now shrink from this risk. Having held his life as naught and contemplated his own non-being, he must--having feared for “his entire being”--withdraw from this vision. Thus the self that shrinks from selfhood affirms his grounding in a ground that is external to him. His desire for his natural life has won out over his desire to avoid the self-externalization of animal desire. In withdrawing from the risk of life, he affirms himself as dependent upon the ground of life, as dependent on the master who has affirmed himself as pure desire.
 As such, he satisfies the master’s desire; he recognizes the master without being recognized in turn. Rather than being simply and abstractly cancelled through death, he is thus “dialectically” overcome by the manifested consciousness of the master, which as consciousness “overcomes in such a way that it keeps and preserves the overcome entity” (Phen., 234). His autonomy, his certainty of being-for-himself, is overcome; his life and consciousness are preserved as being-for-another, being for the master. His dialectical overcoming is thus his enslavement; he exists in the first instance as simply unrecognized recognition of the master. 

 The being of consciousness, then, by virtue of the fight, breaks itself up into two extremes: being-for-itself and being-for another. The being of the slave is his activity of recognizing the master. The being of the master is his being-recognized by the slave. Being first comes to know itself by virtue of the recognition of the slave for the master. This recognition involves nature, first, because the slave belabors nature at the masters request to reduce it to an object of enjoyment. The master through the mediation of the slave satisfies his original desire for the pure negation of nature; the “independence of the thing” is cancelled by the mediating labor of the slave; and the master “thereby relates himself merely to the dependence of the thing and enjoys it without qualification and without reserve” (Phen., p, 236). This recognition involves nature, secondly, because the Slave, having shrunk from his selfhood, fears above all for his natural life. His fear of losing his life chains him to both nature and the master. Fear and labor constitute the slaves very being--i.e., his activity of recognizing the master. 

 As for the master, the slave is a “thing”; for the slave has “proven himself dependent” on nature and therefore on the master who represents nature to him as being the ground of his being-alive;; and thus the slave has shown to the master that he holds “his life in the shape of thinghood” --i.e., in the form of the given being of a natural object. “The master, however, is the power controlling this state of existence” this state of being-alive, “for he has shown in the struggle that he holds it to be merely something negative” by virtue of his not shrinking from the risk of life, (Phen., p. 235). The master has thus manifested his independence of all given being. But this phenomenal manifestation of independence is grounded in dependence and in the end shows itself as such. The master needs a slave to command and nature to enjoy. The master has become “a being-for-self which is for itself only through another” (Phen., p. 235). His relation to nature is mediated by the laboring slave; his relation to the slave is mediated by nature-- i.e., by the “natural” fear of the slave for his natural life. Fear and labor constitute the slave’s recognition; and the slave’s recognition is that which makes the master a being-for-self.
 Now this recognition is by definition inadequate. For fear and labor constitute the slave’s recognition only to the point that the slave shows to the master that he holds “his life in the shape of thinghood.” But a mere “thing” cannot provide recognition. The master, in other words, has fought and risked his life for that which has no value to him. A recognition that cannot be recognized as a self-conscious recognition can never satisfy the master, for it can never return his selfhood to him. Hegel says, “But for recognition proper there is needed the moment that what the master does to the other he should also do to himself, and what the bondsman does to himself, he should do to the other also” (Phen., p. 236). Now this is obviously not the case when the master lives in idleness and enjoyment and the Slaves life is filled with fear and labor. As Hegel says, “a form of recognition has arisen that is one-sided and unequal” (ibid.). Thus Being, which first knows itself in the recognition of the master by the slave, knows itself inadequately. 

 Let us end this paper by considering, within the compass of this brief exegesis of one of many dialectical transformations, what the adequate self-knowledge of Being implies. That our standpoint, that of considering but a fraction of the Phenomenology which is itself but a part of the Hegelian System, is inadequate and one-sided goes without saying. But we can at least begin to sketch out a few of the answers to questions that we raised at the beginning of this paper. Insofar as the end is present in the beginning and the beginning is preserved in its (successive) dialectical transformations, our solutions, though one-sided, will not be false. 

 What would be an adequate self-knowledge of Being? Hegel says, “A self-consciousness has before it a self-consciousness. Only so and only thus is it self-consciousness in actual fact; for here it comes to have the unity of itself in its otherness” (Phen., pp. 226-7). What is the “unity” what is the “otherness” here alluded to? Hegel clarifies his meaning by saying, “Ego which is the object of its notion, is in point of fact not ‘object.’ ...’When a self-consciousness is the object, the object is as much ego as object” (Phen., p. 227). The unity here alluded to occurs, then, in the “pure conception of recognition.” Insofar as a consciousness (a knowing subject) is conscious of a consciousness as its object, “its self-externalization is for consciousness” (Phen., p. 231). It comes through the mediation of the other to know itself; it becomes, in other words, self-consciousness. The unity, then, is that of subject and object of consciousness. That otherness is implicit in this unity is obvious not only in terms of the grounding of self-consciousness in the recognition of the other, but also in the appearance of this self-consciousness if we ‘abstract it from the other. Consciousness presents itself to itself not as a being-in-itself, an identity, but in being-for-itself, that is, a difference which always obtains between the being that is thought and the being that thinks. Now the reason that the “I” (abstracted from the other) cannot, even in its innermost thoughts, “see” itself is that seeing--or, abstractly conceived, particular knowing .always separates the subject from the object of consciousness. But this phenomenological fact is simply the result, the manifestation, of the actual grounding of self-consciousness in the recognition of the other. In actual fact, the “I” can see itself insofar as the being-for-self of self-consciousness is always mediated by a “different self-related and self-existent” self-consciousness. 

 Thus, if the adequate self-knowledge of Being comes through the union of subject and object of consciousness, this union must be one of unity and otherness, of union and non-union of said subject and object of consciousness. Such a union (which is indeed the culmination of Fichte’s “perpetual transition from matter to spirit” and “from necessity to freedom”) can be called the substance of “Mind” or “Spirit.” Such a. substance, according to Hegel, “is the unity of the different self-related and self-existent self-consciousnesses in the perfect freedom and independence of their opposition as component elements of that substance” (Phen., p. 227, italics mine). Adequate self-knowledge of Being occurs, then, in the self-knowledge of Mind or Spirit which overcomes the ego in the particularity of its standpoint by raising it through recognition to the level of the absolute standpoint. Thus Hegel immediately adds: “Ego that is ‘we’ a plurality of Egos, and ‘we’ that is as a single Ego.” The single ego is the union of unity and plurality, i.e., the union through mutual recognition of the union and non-union of the self with all other selves. Here the self-externalization characteristic of the dialectic of life is overcome and Mind in knowing itself (for example, in its manifestations in art, revealed religion, and philosophy) finds nothing alien in this self-knowledge. Because of the overcoming of self-externalization, the union of union and non-union does not express itself as dialectical transition but rather as dialectical fulfillment. The manifestation of the ground that results in the dialectical transition of negation and preservation of the ground, ceases to bring about such a transition when the ground itself is fully manifest. 

 To concretize this last point in terms of the actual process of self-making, let us end by a brief consideration of the relation of time and desire. We asked at the beginning of this paper, “How does the continuing genesis of the world preserve what went before and yet present us with the real possibility of newness?” This ultimately is the question of time in its relation to human self-making. What is our experience of being and becoming in the temporal historical world? The world :as we mentioned before, can be divided up into the moments of Here and Now which are always irrecoverably passing away. But if our experience of time were limited to this level of sheer immediacy, neither time in its fully developed sense nor we ourselves, as beings for whom time is a question, would be. Under the terms of simple immediacy, neither the past nor the future would be because neither the past nor future would be present. Sheer immediacy experiences time as the simple continuing presence of the Now. The past, however, is not for us an unqualified negation; for if the not-being-present of both past and future were unqualified negation, the past and the future would be indistinguishable. The past exists, then, as a negation of something, a negation of the present which is itself the negation of the future. From sheer immediacy and continuing presence we pass, then, to negation and continual change. Now only if time can be experience as a negation of this negation can we have a being persisting through change for whom time can be a question, The being for whom time is a question is thus transcendent of unchanging presence and sheer passage of the Now. For time to be a question, it must be experienced as neither the simple immediacy of the present Now nor them continuing transience of the negated Now. Time, lived time, is predicated on the recognition of identity within the awareness of change. The “not-yet” could not become the Now, nor the Now become the “has-been” without the recognition of the identity of these moments. 

 Human time-consciousness is thus dialectical. It is the result of the continuously re-enacted affirmation, negation, and negation of the negation of the Now.
 The simple immediacy of the Now is negated through the awareness of change; the resultant sheer passage without any concept of identity is itself negated by the conscious subject’s awareness of the identity of presence and passage. The Now that constitutes the internal time-consciousness of the persistent subject is not, then, a class concept or genus--i.e., not a distinction of reason--nor: is it an eternal now that swallows up its particularity; it is, on the contrary, the dialectical synthesis of all the particular Nows as persistence in the passage of time. As the union of union and non-union of these moments, that
as the identity of presence and passage, lived time-consciousness is by virtue of the structure of its temporality transcendent of both the immediacy of the Here and the Now as well as the passage of these moments. 

 This transcendence finds concrete expression in the phenomenon of desire. It shows itself as the temporal opposition (and, hence, separation) of subject and object of desire. Desire qua desire is a not-yet; it expresses itself on the level of animal desire by negating its present object and making it into the past. The negated real which has ceased to be is the real past. Desire, in other words, is on all levels a project of self-making in the most literal sense; the persistent reality of the desiring subject is grounded on making past the realities it conceives under the character of negation. Thus, desire is not what it is at present (for in itself it is simply a nothingness, an absence of presence); it is (it becomes) what it is not. It is, as we have said, a not-yet that exists by making past the present. But this negation of the present into the past is time; and consciousness, qua desire, is time. Kant, then, in a sense, was right; time, in one sense, is what we, as conscious and, therefore, desiring subjects, bring to the world.
 

 But human desire is not simply desire for a present object (for if it were, it would constitute its subjectivity through the satisfaction of its desiring acts simply in terms of an already present reality).
 Human, self-conscious desire is, we recall, a desire for desire. But since desire is itself a not-yet, human desire acts and receives satisfaction in terms of a not-yet, in terms, that is, of the future. In other words, human time, by virtue of human desire, is engendered by the future and moves towards the present by way of the past.
 

 To explicate, let us recall (1) that desire for desire manifests itself as a desire for recognition, and (2) that to each preself, the recognition of the other is a not yet. It is a not-yet that must be overcome, made into the real past, if selfhood is to be made manifest as a persisting present reality. At the conclusion of the fight for selfhood, the master’s recognition remains a not-yet to the slave. And because of the inequality of this not-yet mutual recognition, the master’s selfhood, as well as that of the slave, is not fully manifest but remains in large part itself a not-yet. Now human time which is engendered by the desire for the not-yet becomes, by virtue of the opposition of mastery and slavery in the world, human historical time. The desire for recognition acts to engender human history--which is itself nothing less than the process of self-making--and continues to move it until it is fully satisfied. 

 Inadequate mutual recognition is, in terms of the end--i.e., in terms of Spirit certain of itself, knowing itself and finding nothing alien in this self-knowledge--the inadequate self-knowledge of Being. In order for Being to know itself, it must become manifest as the being of selves capable of mutual recognition. And in order for history to have an end, Being must come to know itself in terms of the end, in terms of Spirit.
 Human history, the history of human being, is, thus, the history of human becoming. Each stage of more adequate mutual recognition is a stage in the process of human self-making. And conversely, the process of self-making is the process of the attainment of the ever more adequate self-knowledge of Being. The possibility of real change is thus inherent in the structure of historical human temporality by virtue of its grounding in the desire for recognition. As long as self-consciousness is grounded in the not-yet,
 it remains alien to itself, and its selfhood remains simply a project for self-making. This externalization of the ground and grounded, as when the slave holds the other, the master, as the ground of his being-alive, can only end when full mutuality of recognition is accomplished. Thus, only when history is at its end, can the radical temporalization of the ground and grounded in terms of the not-yet be overcome. At the end of history, both are fully present; and the relation between them is manifestly one of full mutuality. The ground is as much “grounded” as ground, the grounded is as much “ground” as grounded; and both openly appear and are recognized as such. 

 Although we have in speaking of this end, in a sense, let the Absolute drop from the heavens, its coming should not surprise us. Its arrival is predicated on the spirit of optimism that views grounding not as concealment but rather as revelation. 
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ENDNOTES





� 	Every object has a personal and what we might call a transpersonal history. The book is a product of a specific type of work (printing) which itself has a history exceeding the temporal character of the individual book


� 	“Only when speaking of something regarded as accidental, that is, which we suppose might also have been otherwise, though it was not determined by freedom, can we inquire concerning a ground. ... The problem involved in seeing the ground of anything means to find something else, from the special nature of which it can be seen why the accidental, among the manifold determinations which might have come to it, assumed precisely the one it did.” Fichte, “First Introduction into the Science of Knowledge,” trans. B. Rand, classroom mimeograph, p. 2.


� 	The Ethics, part I, prop. xxxiii, note 1


� 	Our implicit argument is that being-from-another in the sense of being determined by another is, when radically thought through, the same as union. This, we note, is why Spinoza’s system is both the end and the fulfillment of mediaeval philosophy. The dialectic of esse ab alio becomes when thus thought through the affirmation of the being of One Substance.


� 	The categorical imperative is not, in other words, a datum of experience


� 	Here we are in agreement with A. Kojeve when he says, “All the Desires of an animal are in the final analysis a function of its desire to preserve its life. Human Desire, therefore, must win out over this desire for preservation. In other words, man’s humanity ‘comes to light’ only if he risks his (animal) life for the sake of his human Desire.” Introduction to the Reading of Hegel, ed. A. Bloom, tr. J.H. Nichols, Jr. (New York, 1969)., p. 7. 


� 	If modern technology, as some hold, is the ground of our present state of being, it follows from what we have said that the romantic flight from the technological to the agrarian commune can never overcome this ground. Since it occurs only in thought (like the Stoic’s negation of his world), such a flight remains only an abstract negation; in reality, the commune remains parasitically dependent on the technological world. Modern technology, as the ground of our being, can only be overcome when technology itself manifests itself such that its appearance results in both its negation and preservation. The evidence for this manifestation is still fragmentary. It includes such phenomena as the automated factory making superfluous the work ethic upon which it was founded, the use of technology to combat,- the pollution engendered by technology, and the emerging concept (itself technological) of the “spaceship earth.” The use of technology to overcome technology as a ground of our present ways of being is, we point out, fundamentally different from its use in the conquest of (non-technological) nature. It marks the point of dialectical transition.


� 	Even in the contemplative theoria of Plato, philosophy is predicated on the desire for the forms. This is why Cephalous (literally, “head”) who has lost his Eros, cannot enter into the discussion of the Republic. See Bk. I, 328-331, esp. 328 where Cephalous quotes Sophocles answer to the question, “How does love suit with age?” Cephalous, after affirming that “the more the pleasures of the body fade away, the greater to me is the pleasure and charm of conversation,” (328), leaves the conversation a short while later


� 	Kojeve says that “all Desire is desire for a value” (Introduction to the Reading of Hegel, p. 6). But this can be true only in an analogous sense for the animal. The animal certainly desires to preserve its own life; but animal consciousness is not at the state where it can realize that life as such is essential to it, that it stands as its “supreme value.” The awareness of desire as desire-for-value is a privilege of the already created self. It is the result of the fight to the death for selfhood. “In this experience,” Hegel says, “self-consciousness becomes aware that life is essential to it as pure self-consciousness.” Phen., p. 234. The raising of the ground of desire to the level of conscious awareness is precisely what the fight must accomplish. Only when the preself becomes aware that his desires are for life as such (that is, for life as a “value”) can he overcome his grounding in desire, and become desire itself by holding his life as naught


� 	“And it is only by risking life that freedom is obtained; only then is it tried and proved that the essential nature of self-consciousness is not bare existence, is not the merely immediate form in which it at first makes its appearance, is not its mere absorption in the expanse of life.” Phen., p. 233.


� 	The master, in a sense, has become his “world.”


� 	If the master “finds that his truth is rather the unessential consciousness” of the laboring slave,” and the fortuitous unessential action of that consciousness.” (Phen., p. 237), the slave’s dependence ultimately manifests itself in independence. Relentlessly pushed by the master’s quest for a recognition that, given the conditions of slavery, must always be insufficient, the slave’s life becomes a living death. When death and life become the same for the slave, slavery accomplishes for him what the fight could not. The slave in his agony holds his life as naught. With the loss of fear, both the master and nature sink into inessentiality; the slaves labor becomes autonomous self-activity. This transformation comes, in part, out of the process of labor itself. Out of fear of the master, the slave first takes up a negative attitude towards nature by belaboring it. But “labor” which transforms nature rather than consuming it, “is desire restrained” (Phen., p. 238). Thus labor, as desire restrained, overcomes the self-externalization of desire; and “the negative relation to the object passes into the form of the object, into something that is permanent and remains,” p. 238). In preparing nature for the master’s enjoyment, the slave informs nature with the form of his human laboring activity. Thus, “the alien, external reality before which it trembled” becomes for the laboring slave “not ... something other than the consciousness molding the thing through work,” (Phen., p. 239). The autonomously laboring slave, then, conceives both Nature and the master as inessential; and because he thinks of them as such, he is, according to Hegel, whether in chains or on the throne, free. The slave, in other words, becomes the Stoic who is free because he thinks and thinks because he is free.


� 	See Phen., p. 156.


� 	We say, “in one sense,” to avoid being drawn into the heteronomy of the phenomenal-noumenal world.


� 	In other words, the not-yet for it, as that which it becomes through the satisfaction of its desire, would be the already existing present. This actually is the state of animal desire, which remains in the particular animal subject bound to the melancholy monotony of nature


� 	Here we follow the interpretation of A. Koyre as given in Kojeve’s Introduction to the Reading of Hegel, pp. 133-4.


� 	Not that Being is Spirit, but rather Being must become Spirit and show itself as such.


� 	that is, as long as the not-yet is a constituent of the reality of the ground





