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ABSTRACT

THE EMBODIMENT OF THE INDIVIDUAL SELF: A
CONCEPTUALIZATION OF BODY IN HEGEL’S PHENOMENOLOGY OF
SPIRIT

Onder, Sevi Emek
M.A., Department of Philosophy

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Elif Cirakman

June 2018, 98 pages

The primary purpose of this thesis is to investigate and conceptualize the notion of
“body” in the context of certain sections of the Phenomenology of Spirit. While
investigating the notion of “body” in the thesis, my intention is to see the
possibility of reading the Phenomenology as “the science of the embodiment of
consciousness”. By relying on this approach, I will try to thematize and give a
comprehensive account of the “body” in the “Consciousness” and “Self-
Consciousness” sections of the Phenomenology. | will address the question of
individual embodiment of consciousness as to reveal how the bodily existence of
consciousness is implicitly carried out in these sections. | will problematize the
body in an attempt to show its implications from a Hegelian perspective. In this
regard, here, the notion of body will be made explicit by introducing a detailed
interpretation and implications of the movement of consciousness. At the same
time, it is also shown that the movement of consciousness cannot be separated

from the bodily existence of consciousness.

Keywords: Hegel, phenomenology, consciousness, self-consciousness, body
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BIREYSEL KENDILIGIN VUCUT BULMASI: HEGEL’IN TININ
GORUNGUBILIMI’NDE BEDENIN KAVRAMSALLASTIRILMASI

Onder, Sevi Emek
Yiiksek Lisans, Felsefe Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Elif Cirakman

Haziran 2018, 98 sayfa

Bu tezin baslica amaci, beden methumunu, T7inin Goriingiibilimi’nin belirli
kisimlar1 ¢ergevesinde incelemek ve kavramsallagtirmaktir. Tezde, beden
kavramini incelerken, yonelim, Géringiibilim’i “bilincin viicut bulmasinin bilimi”
olarak okumanin imkanmi gozetmek olacaktir. Bu bakis acisina dayanarak,
“beden” temalastirilacak ve Gériingiibilim’in “Biling” ve “Oz-biling” kisimlarinda
bedenin genis kapsamli bir agiklamasi sunulacaktir. Bilincin bireysel diizeyde
viicut bulmas1 sorunu, bilincin bedensel varliginin bu kisimlarda ortiik bir bi¢gimde
nasil yuritiildiigiiniin agi8a ¢ikarilmasi olarak ele alinacaktir. Beden, Hegelci bir
perspektiften, anlamim1i agiga vurma c¢abasinda sorunsallastirilacaktir. Bu
bakimdan, beden kavrami, burada, ayrintili bir yorumlama ile agik kiliacaktir. Bu,
ayn1 zamanda, bilincin hareketinin, onun bedenli olusundan ayrilamazliginin

gosterilmesi olacaktir.

Anahtar sozciikler: Hegel, goriingiibilim, biling, 6z-biling, beden
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

“How could it be denied that
these hands or this whole body are mine?”

(Descartes, “First Meditation™)

Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit is one of the revolutionary books in which the
immanent examination of the consciousness is taken into consideration. The
significant effect of the book, as Merleau-Ponty rightly says, leads to the
beginnings of “all the great philosophical ideas of the last century- the
philosophies of Marx and Nietzsche, phenomenology, German existentialism and
psychoanalysis- . In the opening paragraphs, Hegel declares that the immanent
treatment is required to be dealt with the whole book as “the science of the
experience of consciousness™?. Accordingly, this means that the Phenomenology of
Spirit begins with “natural consciousness” and proceeds to various shapes of
consciousness that emerge in the experience of consciousness. The comprehension
of these shapes of consciousness gives opportunity to examine the progression
from the most primitive forms of consciousness to the absolute standpoint in
which it becomes consistent with itself. So to speak, Hegel’s Phenomenology can
be read as a journey from a phenomenology of consciousness to a phenomenology
of spirit. The first three chapters of the book are collectively designated

“Consciousness” by which Hegel refers not to the concept of cognition or mind,

! Maurice Merleau-Ponty, “Hegel’s Existentialism” in Sense and Non-Sense (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press, 1996), 63.

% Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, trans. A. V. Miller (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1977), § 36.



but rather to “the consciousness of something”. Moreover “Consciousness” part is
not simply about knowing, but rather about the knowledge of the objects that
consciousness claims to know. Hegel begins by stating that there is a common
view of our knowledge of the world that is immediately given to our senses, which
we call as naive realism. In one sense, throughout the Phenomenology, Hegel’s
examination of consciousness will always direct us to the question whether one
comprehends the truth of its object in and through each shape that its experience
takes. When any shape of consciousness fails to know the truth of its object, it
necessarily turns into another shape through which it reclaims the truth of its
object in a transformed way. In this regard, the journey of consciousness
necessitates the immanent critique of its own certainties which results in undoing
its particular positions to arrive at a more comprehensive one that could overcome
the one-sidedness and the limitations of its experience. This is the progress to the
philosophical standpoint or the “absolute knowing” that will be achieved at the end
of the Phenomenology. Thus, self-transformation is the key point for all attempts
of consciousness to know the truth of its object. My intention, in this thesis,
however, is not to repeat the steps made in the Phenomenology. Rather my
intention consists in finding the way in which we can trace the implications
regarding the bodily existence of consciousness in the configuration of its
experience. In other words, the purpose of my thesis is to question the individual
embodiment of consciousness. In this regard, 1 will address this question as to
reveal how the bodily existence of consciousness is implicitly carried out in
Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit. Here, my purpose is to make the notion of the
body explicit by introducing a detailed interpretation of the Phenomenology. My
interpretation aims to show how the internal dynamism of the self-transforming
consciousness simultaneously paves the way for the transformation of the

phenomenological meaning of the bodily existence®.

® Russon emphasizes that proper reading of a text depends on the exploration of the different
‘meanings’ within the text, so he writes that “the “reading” of Hegel’s text is not simply a matter of
reconstituting an already fully accomplished sense but will always be interpretation, will always be
trasformative”. John Russon, “Dialectic, Difference, and the Other: The Hegelianizing of French
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Before stating the structure of my thesis, let me briefly summarize one of the main
problems that Hegel had inherited from the history of philosophy. The most basic
characteristic of traditional thinking for Hegel is the distinction or separation
between the mind and the body, and the mind and the world in which mind is
taken to be prior to both the world and the body. Therefore, traditional
philosophers hold a fundamental separation between consciousness and the body
that raises one of the most important epistemological problems, i.e., “Cartesian
dualism”. The ineluctable “destiny” of Cartesian dualism is that the mind and the
body are two kinds of different substances, and exist independent of each other.
Moreover, the duality of body-mind leads to dismissal of the body from Western
philosophy and to the shifting of the emphasis from the body to rational thought.
The problem for the dualist approach is how the mind can relate to its body. In
other words, the question is here, from a Hegelian perspective, whether
consciousness can ever experience itself without the bodily existence of it, or
whether it can escape from experiencing the body. The separation between the
body (or the world) and the mind, and the metaphysical character of “reality” in
philosophy are the core points for the Hegelian critique of dualist philosophy.
Throughout this attempt, the question of their unity remains one of the central
problems of his philosophy. In other words, Hegel attempts to overturn the
traditional Cartesian understanding of the world in which the idea of the mind
“beyond” the body is preserved, and proposes a non-dualist relation of mind and
body.* In this regard, Hegel’s Phenomenology will provide us a non-dualistic
interpretation of the body-mind relation. In contrast to traditional conceptions

which conceive the bodily experience of consciousness solely in Cartesian duality,

Phenomenology” in Phenomenology: Responses and Developments, ed. Leonard Lawlor (Durham,
UK: Acumen, 2010), p.20.

* Winfield points out the nondualist relation of mind and body in Hegel by writing that “mind,
inherently embodied, exhibits the true relation of the universal and paticular by being at one with
itself in the body [...] So mind, relating to itself in the body, will equally relate to the body in a
relationship contained within the whole that mind comprises.” Richard Dien Winfield, “Hegel’s
Solution to the Mind-Body Problem” in A Companion to Hegel, ed. Stephen Houlgate and Michael
Baur (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell Publishing, 2011), 234.

3



with phenomenological analysis of the notion of body, we will be able to trace the

relation between the experience of consciousness and its bodily existence.

Although Hegel’s views on the notion of the body is taken into consideration, as
Judith Butler rightly says, it is “almost never to be found as object of philosophical

reflection [...] and only referred to indirectly”®

in the Phenomenology. Above all,
in this thesis, | shall try to develop an interpretative approach to the study of the
body within the context of Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit. The primary purpose
of my thesis is to investigate the notion of “body” in the context of certain chapters
of the Phenomenology of Spirit, and to comprehend the embodiment of the
individual self that appears in these chapters of the book. The reading | propose
here, which depends on Hegel's immanent examination of the shapes of
consciousness, mainly focuses on probably the richest chapters of his work,
namely, on the “Consciousness” and “Self-Consciousness” chapters of the
Phenomenology of Spirit. In both these chapters I claim that Hegel implicitly
writes about the body. However, my thesis depends on not only what Hegel says
with respect to the question of body, but depends on what he should say about the
body. In other words, | shall investigate the ways in which this question is
systematically implied by his phenomenological analysis of the experience of
consciousness. My concern is to reveal how the bodily existence of consciousness
is implicitly carried out as a phenomenological concept in Hegel's Phenomenology
of Spirit, and the effort here will be directed to revealing the key
phenomenological steps that make the comprehension of embodiment of
consciousness possible. Throughout this study, I will show how the experience of
consciousness requires a relation to its bodily existence, and how the journey of
consciousness consists in a constant configuration of this relation in terms of the
manifestation the truth with its various significance, i.e., as “here and now”, as the
unity of a perceived thing, as force and its expression, or as the world of a desiring,
struggling, laboring, serving self that finds itself in its relation to the other. In

particular, I will focus on the ‘bodily existence of consciousness’ in order to show

> Judith Butler, Psychic Life of Power (Standford: Standford University Press, 1997), 34.
4



how it is the locus of the mediation between not only consciousness and the world,
but the mediation of consciousness and itself. The dialectic of consciousness will
make clear that its bodily existence is the very characteristic of consciousness,
rather than an item that merely attaches to it. | believe that the exploration of the
meanings and implications of the bodily existence of consciousness will lead to a
transformative approach to Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit. Regarding all these
point, this study will be written with the motivation of making explicit the
underestimated notion of the body in Hegel’s philosophy. Certainly, the notion of
the “body” arises as a logical presupposition of every experience of consciousness
in the Phenomenology, but this issue is not explicitly taken into consideration in
Hegel’s work. Although the sphere of influence of Hegel’s Phenomenology is
taken into account in terms of certain notions, such as life, desire, recognition or
death with which his Phenomenology proceeds, the notion of the “body” is
unexpectedly glossed over by most commentators. The body does not suddenly
appear in the book, but arises as an essential moment of every experience of
consciousness. In this regard, the reader cannot easily find a systematic and clear
explanation of what Hegel means by the “body”, and the main reason of this seems
to be that Hegel defines his project as “the science of the experience of
consciousness”. Thus, while investigating the problem of the “body” in this study,
my intention is also to see the possibility of reading the Phenomenology as the

. . . 6
“science of the embodiment of consciousness™”.

The second chapter of this study will begin with the explanation of the shapes of
consciousness that implies a certain conception of bodily existence. | will intend to
explain Hegel's account of the shapes of consciousness in which the bodily
existence of the world stands aside, and consciousness experiences this self-
subsisting existence as a thing apart from it by way of the three moments which
are titled as ‘Sense-Certainty’, ‘Perception’ and ‘Understanding’. Throughout this

® John Russon, The Self and lIts Body in Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit (Toronto: Toronto
University Press, 1997), 3.



chapter, my intention will be to show the self-improvement of the internal
movement of consciousness and to reveal how the conceptualization of the body is
required by means of these three shapes of consciousness.

The main concern of the third chapter will be to trace the problem of the “body” in
accordance with the unity of “Self-Consciousness”. The notions of “self-
consciousness”, “other”, “life” or “death” will be analyzed with respect to the
problem of the “body”. In the first two parts of this chapter, I will try to show
Hegel’s implicit understanding of the notion of the body in the context of “bodily
life” and the “life and death struggle” while considering the question of what sort
of an “attachment” to and “detachment” from the life and the body is possible. In
shifting to “recognition”, we will see that consciousness is looking at the self
proper in order to provide the unity with itself, which will lead to recognize the
other's self-certainty. In this context we have been lead to attend quite a bit more
complicated meaning of the bodily existence of consciousness, namely, the bodily
existence of master and slave. In what follows, | will consider the question of how
the “master and slave relation” makes room for the possibility of reading the
bodily existence of consciousness as the “embodiment of consciousness”. What is
more, [ will try to discuss some Hegelian commentator’s approaches to the issue
and will discuss their contributions for both the master and the slave consciousness

throughout the section.

In chapter four, I will follow the orientation developed in the third chapter to
understand the notion of the body in the transition from “Stoicism” to
“Scepticism” and to “Unhappy Consciousness”. The earlier sections of this chapter
will explicate that how the body emerges in terms of the moments of “vacation”
and “abrogation” of it. Then, when consciousness turns into the ‘“Unhappy
Consciousness”, | will try to give an account of the conceptualization of the body
as the moment of ‘disembodiment of consciousness’. In this regard these three
determinations of consciousness will show us how the bodily existence of

consciousness reveals itself as an experience of the separation from bodily



existence and as an experience of re-finding the very existence of the body in this

separation.

In sum, throughout all these chapters, | will try to explore the full implications of a
rejection of a dualistic conception of consciousness and the body in Hegel's
Phenomenology of Spirit. Although there is no systematic articulation of the body
in the Phenomenology, we can still discern a way of reading Hegel’s
Phenomenology that can challenge the traditional understanding of consciousness
and the body by providing a new understanding that takes into account the
dialectical movement between consciousness and the body. Finally, | hope that
focusing on the bodily existence of consciousness will contribute to making
explicit some of its impressive features that are implicit in the Phenomenology of

Spirit.



CHAPTER 2

INVESTIGATING THE POSSIBLE CONCEPTUALIZATION OF THE
BODY IN THE FORMS OF CONSCIOUSNESS

2.1 The Three Stages of the Experience of Sense Certainty

The first section of the “Consciousness” chapter of the Phenomenology is entitled
“Sense-Certainty”: Or the ‘This’ and ‘Meaning’. At the most general level, when
Hegel talks about “sense-certainty”, he always refers to the form of consciousness.
Although it is a form of consciousness, Hegel does not focus on the question of
what kind of form it is; rather, he intends to examine the experience of
consciousness itself. The experience of sense-certainty is not merely on
“knowledge”, but rather on the “object of knowledge” or “something” in the
world. It immediately contacts with individual objects in the world through the
senses. It is the view that individual objects are simply given to our sensations and
we can gain knowledge by apprehending them immediately. Sense-certainty,
according to Hegel, is “immediate knowledge itself” or “knowledge of what

simply is”. It adopts its “immediate knowledge™’

, Which contains nothing but
apprehension of the objects. Apprehension aims to grasp its object to be
immediately given to the senses and also supposes that the object is identical to its
truth. That is why Hegel calls consciousness as “natural consciousness” in this

section. It also appears to be “the richest and truest form of knowledge™®

, since it
claims that objects in space and time are immediately given to seeing, hearing and
so on. “Space” and “time” (or here and now) offer us infinite variety. | see (sense)

the house (certainty) or | hear the sound, and by this way sense- certainty confronts

" Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 90.
& Ibid., § 91.



an “infinite wealth for which no bound can be found”.® At this point, Hegel
precisely points out to us that sense-certainty holds apprehension to be more
fundamental than comprehension.™ It prioritizes direct, immediate and concrete
experience. Although sense-certainty aims to “know” its object by apprehending it,
indeed, its own activity is not “knowing” the object but rather “apprehending” it in
its specific being. It appears to sense-certainty that individuality and specificity
constitute the essence of the object or its unique nature. In other words, sense-
certainty aims to grasp “thisness” of the object without feeling the need for any
concepts. Sense-certainty, therefore, takes its individual object to be a “This”.
Then, it tries to grasp the meaning of “This” and asks: “What is This?” Then, it
responds to the question by asserting that “This” is simply present. It exists “here”
and “now”. Sense-certainty claims that I take “this” individual thing which is
given to me in space and time as simply here and now. However, it has merely an
immediate awareness of here and now. It only sees this night or this house and it is
only aware of the fact that it is not day or not tree. But, it immediately focuses on
“pure this” and does not become aware of the opposition between night and day
(or house and tree). So, it cannot say that “This is a house, not a tree”. Hegel points
out that “All that it says about what it knows is just that it is; and its truth contains
nothing but the sheer being of the thing”.** And, according to Hegel, sense-
certainty is unable to propose anything about the object more than that it is. Then,
he investigates the way in which the object reveals itself in the actual experience
of sense-certainty, so that we can compare it with the initial claim of sense-

certainty.

° Ibid., § 91.
19 I pid.
1 1bid.



2.1.1 The First Stage of the Experience of Sense-Certainty: The Now and the
Here

At its first stage of its experience, sense-certainty does not take itself to be an
essential moment of the “knowing”. It remains as a passive receiver when
confronted with the question of “What is here and now?” It can only respond by
saying that “Now is night” (or “Here is tree”). However, Hegel points out that the
object of knowledge as ‘Here’ and ‘Now’ is preserved, but the truth of the object is
converted into its opposite’?. Its truth vanishes in the face of the day. It cannot
preserve itself as the night and turns to “something that is not”. Similarly, the truth
of the object is inaccessible in the case of the “Here”. Hegel states that “If I turn
round, this truth has vanished [...] No tree is here, but a house instead”.™ The truth
of sense-certainty can only be kept for a while, and then it is no longer true. Both
assertion of sense certainty cannot constitute the truth of the individual object,
since its truth disappears in the other “Now”’s or “Here”s. Sense-certainty does not
experience only the “Now” as night or day, but also the variety of other moments
or “Now”s. Nonetheless, as Hegel puts it, the “Now” preserves itself since it is
“indifferent to what happens in it, indifferent to whether it is night or day”.14 The
experience of sense-certainty proves that the specificity or individuality of the
object is indifferent to the Now or the Here. In other words, being this, now or here
is far from the individuality of the object. It cannot be identified through simply
this, now or here. Moreover, this, now and here can be applied to any number of
individual objects. The indifferent character of the Now and the Here makes them
universal. The first stage of the experience of sense-certainty, according to Hegel,
demonstrates that “the truth of its object is the universal”.'® It is to say that this
immediate moment of sense certainty cannot reveal the truth of its object as it

claims. And it does not grasp any determinate content when it takes an individual

2 Ibid., § 98.
3 1bid.

Y Ibid., § 96.
Y Ibid.,§ 97.
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object as the “This”. Therefore, the first experience of sense-certainty

demonstrates that “This” is an abstract universal.
2.1.2 The Second Stage of the Experience of Sense-Certainty: The “I”

After this first stage of the experience of sense-certainty, consciousness drives
back into itself and asserts that the essential element in knowing is not this as
individual object, but this as “I”. It tries to maintain its immediate certainty, and
claims that the truth of the object does not lie in the object, but in the “I”. Sense
certainty supposes that its object cannot be universal or indeterminate, but it is
something that is specific. It asserts that “here is a house”, because | see it. It
means that sense certainty thinks that the truth of its object is identical to seeing,
hearing or the other senses of it. In other words, it proposes that, in my experience,
I, this “I”, see that “here is a house”. It tries to provide immediate knowledge of
its object through the immediate certainty of the I. However, the “I” is subject to
similar experience as in the previous one. The truth of the object disappears, when
it encounters with the other “I”’s or experience of other subjects. When | declare
that ‘Here is a tree, because | see it’, the other | can also maintain that ‘Here is a
house, because I see it’. Hegel indicates that “I am a pure [act of] intuiting [...] |
stick firmly to one immediate relation”.*® The immediacy of the | makes the truth
of the object unattainable because of the exclusion of the oppositions between the |
and the other Is. Hegel emphasizes that like this, here and now, | is also “not
immediate but mediated” and universal since “when I say ‘I’, this singular ‘I’, I
say in general all ‘Is””.*” There is nothing ‘something’ specific to this “I”. Both of
them have the same “authentication”. Like this, here and now, the “I” cannot
provide the truth of its individual object, because every I is this singular 1. And
sense certainty cannot grasp anything about its individual object if it sticks to this

singular | given that it proves itself to be an abstract universal. The second

18 Ibid., §104.
7 lbid., §102.
11



experience of sense certainty shows that the truth of the individual is neither in this

object nor in this I.
2.1.3 The Third Stage of the Experience of Sense-Certainty: The Pointing-Out

Although sense-certainty asserts to know the truth of its object as this, as a result
of previous experiences, its truth emerges as a universal. Now, sense certainty tries
to prevent its object becoming a universal through the activity of pointing out or
picking out. It ignores all other ‘nows’, ‘heres’ and ‘I’s by focusing only on this
specific object. In the act of pointing out, sense certainty aims to prevent its
specific object from turning into an abstract universal; therefore, it restricts itself to
one ‘Now’ or ‘Here’. However, in every attempt of pointing out, sense certainty
cannot capture this now, or this here and cannot escape from the “plurality of
Nows” or “Heres”. As Hegel notes, this Now is “an absolute plurality of Nows”

and this Here is “a simple complex of many Heres”.'®

It tries to point out this now, but it finds out that it cannot distinguish one “Now”
from the others. It cannot isolate this Now by simply pointing out to it. In being
pointed out, this now vanishes and it becomes not is, but has been. It is no longer
this now; rather, “the Now that is, is another now than the one pointed t0”.° In the
previous experiences of sense certainty, it takes its object as “this is” or “now is”
or “here IS”, but in the experience of being pointed out, it cannot apprehend its
object as this is, since it no longer is but lies in the past. Therefore, for sense-
certainty, this, now and here are not pure and simple. Moreover, their presences
are not immediate presence, but they come to presence through their past. The
presence of this Now lies in the past. For example, the presence of this day lies in
the night as a past. Therefore, the object of sense-certainty turns to a unity of this
and not-this or of different moments rather than simply a mere “this”. In respect to

this, Hegel asserts that such a unity “consists in remaining itself in being what it is

8 |bid., § 107-108.
Y Ibid., §106.
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and its negation”.?® What emerges through the experience of pointing is not

strange, since its experience proves that the truth of it is universal. However, this
universal is not similar to previous universals, because it is not abstract and
indeterminate but rather complex and differentiated. The emergent truth is the very
opposite of what sense-certainty initially claims to know. While it was seeking to
know its object as simply this, the result of its experience demonstrates that its
object is a complex universal. This new object is the truth of sense certainty. And
Hegel indicates that sense-certainty itself is nothing else, but its own experience or

movement.
2.2 The Three Stages of the Experience of Perception

Above all we have investigated how the experience of sense-certainty
demonstrates that its truth is a complex universal. This truth paves the way for a
new form of consciousness which is called as “Perception”. Now, perception takes
“its truth as a universal”®’. Although consciousness learns its truth from the
experience of sense-certainty, as Hegel puts, “equally it is always forgetting it and
starting the movement all over again”.?? In this manner, while perception is still at
the level of sense certainty, the object of it still refers to a simple and immediate
this. However, unlike sense-certainty, perception attempts to know this as a
combination of sensible properties and as Robert Stern claims, “treats each
individual object as a bundle of universals?. In other words, the principle of the
object is a complex or mediated universal with many sensible properties. Thus,
Hegel emphasizes that the object of consciousness still fits for the level of sense-
experience and it is merely a sensuous universal. Now, perception has an object
with many sensuous properties. It apprehends manifold of sensuous properties

which are held together in the same object. Perception firstly identifies the object

2 |bid., §107.
2 bid., §111.
%2 |bid., §109.
%% Robert Stern, Hegel and the Phenomenology of Spirit (London: Routledge, 2002), 51.
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as “medium” in which there is no unity between different properties of the object;
rather, it is a collection or “medium”. However, when consciousness treats the
thing as a “medium”, it can merely reach a collection in which each property
excludes one another, and it does not constitute a unity. It is nothing but the co-
existence or occupation of the same “here and now”. This medium, Hegel writes,
is thus the “simple togetherness of a plurality”, or “thinghood”.24 Hegel gives an
example, a grain of salt. It consists of several properties such as white, cubical and
tart. For perception, the object combines being this white and not just being this
white. It means that the object is white as long as it is not just white, but rather
also cubical or tart. Being white is also not being red, or cubical, tart and
something else. Thus, for perception, properties of the object are excluding each
other. In this sense, properties within a grain of salt are said to be opposed to each
other and they are the “moment of negation”.”> As Hegel says, although they are
separate and indifferent to each other, they are connected by an Also. At the same
time, we have “One” object, the salt or the this. Now, how these separate
properties get unified in the salt becomes the main problem for perception.
Moreover, the problem is that although we perceive the color, shape or taste of the

object, we cannot perceive the unity or the salt itself without these properties.
2.2.1 The First Stage of the Experience of Perception

Like sense-certainty, experience of perception takes its object to be immediate and
simple, as well. It is supposed to find an immediate ‘Also’ between the distinct
aspects or the manifold of properties of the object. Moreover, it also takes the
knowledge of the object to be immediate. For the movement of perception and the
perceived object are the same. In other words, the truth of perception emerges as to
be self-identical with the object, and the truth depends on this self-equal object. On

the other hand, depending on the previous experience, perception knows the

* Ibid., §113.
% Ibid., §114.
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“possibility of deception?®. It sees that if it is not careful, it can fall into error or
contradictions. Then, it does not claim that its object is this self-identical object,
and there is no contradiction in it; but rather, it affirms that consciousness is
responsible for these contradictions. Perception takes the object to be a simple
unity in which contradictions do not emerge, and the object of it is considered as
separate and self-identical. However, the problem emerges for perception. The
object is taken as something that is ‘One’ and, also as a manifold of properties.
Moreover, it sees that these properties as sensuous universals do not only attach to
this object, but rather also attach to other objects. For perception, the object cannot
be both one and many at the same time. And the universality of these properties
conflicts with the singularity or the oneness of the object. These contradictions that
emerged in the experience of perception teach that subjective perspective
necessarily causes the error and paves the way for always being in error. It means
that it “is also conscious of its reflection into itself, and separates this from simple
apprehension proper”.?” Now, perception claims that, as Stephen Houlgate
explains, “it always has a twofold view of the object. One of them is untrue

subjective view and the other is objective view which provides the truth.”?
2.2.2 The Second Stage of the Experience of Perception

The first stage of the experience of perception has disclosed that perception has
both a “subjective” and an “objective view” for the object. In other words, it also
approves that the object presents itself to consciousness in a different way from
what it is for itself. In this sense, while the manifold of properties belongs to the
“subjective view”, the oneness of the object is in relation with the “objective” one.
The unity is due to the object, and the diversity to the subject. It is to say that the
object is one and many at the same time, but not in the same respect. Rather, “it is

% |bid., §116.
" Ibid., §118.

%8 Stephen Houlgate, Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit: A Readers Guide (London, New York:
Bloomsbury Publishing, 2013), 52.
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divided into what it is for itself, and how it shows itself to consciousness™?. For
perception, the object is still one thing, but it is also “other for itself than it is for
another”.*® Now the object is taken both as “something for itself” and “something
for another”. However, the diversity of the object emerges as a new contradiction
for perception since the object exhibits doubled character. And perception cannot
find any agreement in the object and claims that while the object reveals itself in a
doubled character, this kind of doubling is independent of consciousness. It also
claims that both being “for itself” and “for another” cannot just belong to the
object, but it must depend on the other things to which the object relates. For
perception, “the thing is self-identical, but this unity with itself is disturbed by
other things”.*" It means that perception must take the object in its relation to other

objects.
2.2.3 The Third Stage of the Experience of Perception

Now, the truth of the object involves the relation between other things or different
things. For perception, while all objects have a single and separate character, they
are always disturbed by distinct objects. Any object is “in its own self” the thing it
is which separates it from other objects. Perception claims that it is the distinct
character of the object which is essential for each object. However, this character
makes the object of perception self-contradictory. While it was separating the
object as “for itself”, it also connects the object to other objects, and makes it “for
another”. The object is separate and one as long as there is another object. It is to
say that the object gets the distinctness of its own if it is something in relation to
the other. At this point, the relation simply means being “for another”. The other
objects undermine the distinctness of the object. And equally, being for itself is
also undermined by being for another. The object is “in one and the same respect

the opposite of itself: it is for itself, so far as it is for another, and it is for another

# Ibid., 53.
% Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 123.
% 1bid.
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so far as it is for itself”.** Thus the truth, for perception, is turn into a self-
contradictory truth. It is a truth in a way in which the distinct aspects of the object
raise the unity of opposing moments. This is a unity between the way the object is
“for itself” and the way it is “for another” and, it is a unity between one and many.
Therefore, in the experience of perception, the unity of opposites emerges as its
truth. And, the experience of consciousness results in its failure to explain the
object itself, and consciousness takes an attitude toward the object that carry outs
its own internal relations. Now, it seeks the unity of these internal relations or
opposing moments in which the immediate differences are undermined. This is

1”2 which

why Hegel points out such a unity as “unconditioned absolute universa
contains a unity of opposites. It is also a self-relating unity that has contradictions
which are intrinsic to the object itself. Unlike perception, the new form of
consciousness will not attempt to free from the contradictions of the object, but it

will try to discover them.
2.3 The Three Stages of Force and the Understanding

At the beginning of this section, Hegel reminds us that the “unconditioned unity”
IS a unity that arises through the experience of perception in which being this and
being not-this is combined. The “unconditional universal” appears as a unity in
which the “being for self” and “being for another” of the perceivable object
become one. In other words, it indicates both the unity of the oneness and the
manifold character of the perceivable object. As Houlgate emphasizes, it is a unity
in which each aspect of the object negates itself and “passes over into its
opposite”, in this sense, it is a “dynamic unity”®*. Perception would attempt to
keep these aspects separate by claiming that the object is one “in this respect” and
also it is a manifold “in that respect”. However, understanding does not attempt to

keep them distinct; instead, it attempts to discover dynamic movement of the

* Ibid., §128.
* Ibid., §129 .

% Stephen Houlgate, Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit: A Readers Guide, 58.
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opposition. Now, firstly, understanding focuses on this “dynamic movement”.
And, in Hegel’s own words, this movement “is what is called force [Kraft]™*® for
understanding. In this section, understanding of the “force” becomes crucial. The
notion of “force” is used for a new way for solving the “one and the many
problem”. Before investigating the “Force and the Understanding” section, we

should understand what Hegel indicates by the notion of force.
2.3.1 The Notion of Force

The notion of “force” is explained through the “movement” in which the matters
of the object make “transition into one another”*®. Understanding takes the notion
of force in order to discover “unity in difference” and “difference in unity” of the
object or, the phenomena. An observed movement in phenomena is counted as
force. However, the manifold of properties and their oppositions are taken into
consideration as the “expression of force”.>’And by contrast, the unity in the object
is counted as “force proper, force which has been driven back into itsel.*® It
means that the movement from the one to the manifold is the “expression of
force”, while the movement from the manifold back into the one is “force
proper”.*® And, for the understanding, force must appear in its expression. In other
words, ‘force’ can become apparent only in expressing itself. In that sense, the
“force” and the “expression of force” remain only as the moments of the same
process. And understanding asserts that the difference between the moments exist
“only in thought”, not in reality. Understanding at this stage does not see the
difference between force and its expression in reality. However, if understanding
regards the difference between the force and its expression as something that exists
only in thought; their conceptualization becomes contradictory. The reason is that
if the two moments of force are to be different from one another, the expression of

% Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 136.
% Ibid., §135.

" Ibid., §137.

% Ibid., §136.
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force must be something other than the force. But, at the same time, understanding
asserts that force implies nothing without expressing itself. Now, understanding
attempts to know this contradictory conception of force.

2.3.2 The First Stage of the Experience of Understanding: The Play of Forces
and the Inner Being of Things

Now, understanding takes all the contradictions as a “play of forces”. Hegel
explain us that the “play of forces”, which are in opposition to each other, refers to
the dynamic relation between the objects. Unlike to perception wherein the world
appears as a fixed or static world of things, in this experience, understanding
stresses the movement of contradiction of the play of forces. It sees forces as

>4 Indeed these moments are a flux of

“appearing” and “vanishing moments
forces. In other words, what the understanding grasps is that the “immediate
transition of each into its opposite” occurs in the play of forces. So there is not so
much force, but rather a flux from one to another. Through this flux, force proves

4L of the moments. The unity paves the way for

to be “an immediate unity
undermining the difference between the moments. There is no longer a real
difference between the force and the expression of it. As Hegel puts it, they are
“driven back into” themselves to unity.*? Thus, he emphasizes that such a unity is
the negation of real difference. Hegel emphasizes that what the understanding
merely experiences is the way in which the play of forces “collapse unresistingly
into an undifferentiated unity”.*> Thus, understanding takes this sort of unity
beyond the play of forces itself. Consciousness assumes that something must be
beyond the play of forces. Now, it is “the inner being of things”*. The term of
inner is used for explaining the unity of forces. Understanding takes this inner

being of things as a supersensible world, the true world. Now, proper object of

“0 Ibid., §137.
* Ibid., §136.
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“ Ibid., § 141.
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understanding is taken as inner being. the true object of experience of
understanding. While the play of forces exposes itself in the realm of appearance,
the truth of it lies in an inner or supersensible world. In other words, for
understanding, sensible properties constitute mere appearances and what lies
beyond them is the supersensible world. By doing so, understanding divides the

world as sensuous or perceivable world and supersensible or intelligible world.

2.3.3 The Second Stage of the Experience of Understanding: Appearance and

Law

In the previous experience, through the play of forces, understanding claims that it
has merely the representation of the object which is appearance, and what lies
behind appearance is the supersensible world. It claims that the objects are not
simply what they initially arises to be, so that understanding draws back to the
realm of “inner being” of things. However, the inner being of things can only
come to consciousness through the realm of appearance. It is to say that the inner
being of things “comes from the world of appearance”.* In this sense, the inner
being cannot be other than the realm of appearance. By means of the realm of
appearance, the the inner being of things expose itself and the realm of appearance
makes them explicit. As Hegel puts it, the supersensible inner being of the thing
implies nothing, but the realm of appearance. In this sense, it is the “appearance of
appearance”.*® For this reason, understanding takes appearance itself as a unity in
which law appears. In other words, such a unity is called as law*’. Laws express
themselves in and beyond the appearances. At this point, forces turn into the laws
“that governs the natural phenomena, which both stand above the phenomena and
are instantiated in them”.*® In this manner, the unity in the flux of appearances

refers to the concept of law.The law explains phenomenal diversity through an

* Ibid., § 147.
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underlying unity or stability in the flux of appearance. Thus, Hegel characterizes
law as “the stable image of unstable appearance™.*® Now, understanding conceives
that the inner unity can be found in and beyond the appearances, but only in the
form of law. While the law is precisely the law of appearance, it also “has a
different actuality in different circumstances™.> It is to say that there cannot be
one stable law, but there must be many different laws such as Galileo’s law or
Kepler’s law. Different laws govern different circumstances of the unstable and
fluxing appearances. Now, understanding sees that the realm of the law does not
only consist of one unified law. And the unity of law is lost. Then, understanding
seeks to reduce them to a single unity. Therefore, it introduces to the concept of
law that all objects in the world are subject to law and every object is connected
and expressed by the law itself. Related to this new generalized conception of it,
the law turns the activity of explanation that expresses lawfulness of the objects. It
means that the activity of explanation of law always falls within the law. For
example, the law of gravity is explained by reference to the force of gravity or the
law. Thus, as Hegel points out, the force and the law do not apply different
content, but they are in the same content. In this way, understanding learns that
while it was seeking the general conception of the laws, it cannot attain any
content for the general conception of the law, if there is not any empirical
phenomenon. Therefore, the expression of a general law is not an expression of
what stands unchanging beyond empirical phenomena. In this sense, the
conception of general law or the second law arises in which the realm of
appearance. It means that the appearance and the inner being, change and
unchange, the one and the many are now in the same realm. Then, understanding
characterizes this new situation as the law of the inverted world.>* This realm

appears as an inversion of what understanding conceives.

* Ibid., §149.
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2.3.4 The Third Stage of the Experience of Understanding: The Inverted
World

By presenting the idea of “inverted world”, understanding no longer makes a
distinction between the law and appearance, supersensible and sensible world. In
other words, now, understanding undermines all previous oppositions. Related to
the law of inverted world, Hegel writes it impressively:

what in the law of the first world is sweet, in this inverted world in-itself is

sour, what in the former is black is, in the other, white. What in the law of the first
is the north pole of the magnet is, in its other, [...], the south pole.*

Then, understanding perceives that the realm of appearance is up to these two
different and opposed laws. However, the truth of understanding reveals that the
first law depends on the law of inversion. In this sense, the law of inversion
undermines the view that there are two opposed laws. Hegel points out that “the
inverted world, i.e. the inversion of itself; it is itself and its opposite in one
unity”.>® Thus, there is just one world which is a world of law that is knowable
only by the understanding. Then, the truth of the understanding falls into one
simple process in which distinctions appear and then vanish themselves. As Hegel
emphasizes it, we have to think “pure change or contradictions as such”.>* Thus,
he ends this section by telling us that understanding can overcome contradictions
through the concept of “infinity”. And infinity becomes the proper object of
consciousness. Hegel describes the concept of infinity as the “absolute concept”
and also as “the simple essence of life”.> Infinity constitutes a unity in which the
opposed moments become one. Moreover, when the law of inversion is itself
conceived as the unity of itself and its opposition, it becomes “intelligible unity”. It

is a unity in which “pure self-movement” occurs. It also constitutes “the essence of
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life”®® as “an autonomous process”. Hegel asserts that infinity implicitly includes
the concept of force, but it can only become explicit through the play of forces.
And also, the expression of force makes its structure explicit. In this sense, infinity
is not the object of consciousness; but rather, it is the movement of consciousness
itself. Now, what Hegel invites us to see is that in the experience of inverted
world, understanding experiences only itself. It can find nothing except “itself”
beyond the appearance. At this point, Hegel claims that consciousness is no longer
consciousness, but self-consciousness.”” Self-consciousness takes the stage when
consciousness aware of the fact that there is nothing but itself in the infinity. Thus,
Hegel notes that the movement of infinity makes the emergence of self-
consciousness necessary>®. Depending on the immanent movement of
understanding’s own experience, self-consciousness is made necessary. In this
movement, when consciousness explicitly affirms that the true object of
consciousness is consciousness itself; thus it takes the shape of self-consciousness.
Unlike the sections of sense certainty and perception, now, “what is true for
consciousness is not something other than itself”.>® To put it another way, when
consciousness conceives itself as essential in its relation to its object, then it must

become a new shape of consciousness, i.e. “self-consciousness”.
2.4 The Problem of Appearance in the Shapes of “Consciousness”

The conclusion that consciousness comes to realize at the end of this chapter is
that each form of consciousness experiences that the object of it is not what it
initially takes to be, that is, consciousness fails to know its object properly. And,
both consciousness and its object necessarily appear into a further form. Each form
of consciousness differs from the others and transforms itself in a certain way, but

any form of it is not distinct from the other; but rather, they are required to be
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bound by necessary connections. And by this very reason, the new mode of
consciousness includes the previous mode of consciousness and its object.
Consciousness changes its way of understanding in order to be different from the
previous one, and to grasp its new object. As Hegel states, “for the knowledge that
was present was essentially a knowledge of the object: as knowledge changes, so
too does the object, for it essentially belonged to this knowledge’>.° However,
what binds all these forms of consciousness together is the fact that all of them in
some way attempt to capture what they assert about the truth of their object. The
main focus, throughout the “Consciousness” chapter, is on the process of how
consciousness conceives its objects. And, at the end of the chapter, any shape of
consciousness realizes that the truth of its object cannot be something other than
itself. As Hegel puts it, “there is nothing to be seen unless we go behind it

ourselves |[.. .]”61

According to some commentators, the transition from consciousness to self-
consciousness can also be understood with regards to Hegel’s critique of Kant’s
Critique of Pure Reason. As Robert Stern states, although the transition from
“Consciousness” to “Self-Consciousness” is quite unclear in the Phenomenology,
Hegel’s account of this transition is to be clearly understood through “the shift
from independent object as “in-itself” to the object as “constructed” by the
subject”.%? The Kantian view, however, relies upon the distinction between our
cognitive structure and the thing-in-itself, or the knowledge of the object and the
object itself.”® For Hegel, the problem in Kant’s philosophy, resides in this
difference between our experience of the things, and what things in themselves
are. Kant’s “Copernican Revolution” offers that instead of holding the traditional

supposition that our “knowledge or concepts conform to the objects”, we should
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hold that “objects conform to our concepts”. Kant’s brilliant achievement is to
change the meaning of objectivity by stating that “what is objective is not what
exists outside us”, but that which is conceived to be universal and necessary for
there to be any experience at all. On the other hand, Kant also holds that there is an
aspect of reality which is “in-itself” and which cannot be known through the
universal and necessary concepts of pure understanding. Concepts can only apply
to the things that appear to us, not to the “things in themselves”. Thus, the object
“in-itself” cannot be known; it is only thinkable. Hegel claims that “Kant is wrong

% In the section “Force and

to think that the “thing-in-itself” is unknowable
Understanding” what Hegel tries to surmount is, in a sense, the separation between
the objects that appear to us and the thing-in-itself. To put it another way, in this
section Hegel deals with the theory that resides on a distinction between the
knowledge of appearance and reality (or, for Kant, appearance and the thing-in-
itself) which announces itself throughout the history of philosophy. In the
“Preface”, Hegel writes that neither knowledge nor the substance of the object is
distinct from each other. “To know something falsely means that there is a
disparity between knowledge and its Substance”.®® ® It is to say that taking into
account of the object as something other than its appearance is a mistake, which
makes a room for a fundamental ground for the distinction between “what belongs
to consciousness and what comes from the things themselves”.®” As Houlgate
points out:

Since the Phenomenology shows that, ultimately, no fundamental distinction

between the determinations of thought and the determination of being can be

made intelligible, what we understand to be the determinations of things are

always to be understood- as Kant recognized- as the determinations of our
thinking; but conversely- and contrary to what Kant believed- what we know to be

® See, e.g. §44 in the Encyclopaedia Logic.
% Ibid., §39.

% Hegel’s analysis of substance can also be found in his Encyclopaedia Logic: “Essence must
appear...Shining [scheinen] is the determination, in virtue of which essence is not being, but
essence, and the developed shining is [shining- forth or] appearance. Essence therefore is not
behind or beyond appearance [...] 7, Ibid., §§112- 159.
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the determinations of our thinking are always also to be understood to be the
determinations of things.68

Hegel addresses the thing-in-itself as not something other than appearance.
Therefore, according to Hegel, the structure of the object and its appearance reveal
also the structure of world or reality; but, this does not mean the reduction of
reality to objects; rather, the claim is that reality and the object have the same
structure within conceptual form. As we have seen above, through the play of
forces “appearances appear”. The play of forces shows that essence of the object
(or thing-in-itself) cannot be conceived in its inwardness and has to be expressed
by the appearance. What is necessary for thing-in-itself is that it must express itself
in appearances, that is, “what is inner must become outer”. Unlike Kant, in Hegel’s
view, the existence of thing-in-itself depends on its being related to the appearance
of the thing. Now, the focus shifts from the distinct character of the appearance
and the essence of the object to their relation. The root of Hegel’s objection to the
“thing in itself” basically lies in his view that the concept of thing in itself is

5969

nothing but an “abstraction™ or a concept of “something alien and external to

thought”.”® As Houlgate states in his The Opening of Hegel’s Logic:
He shows that the thought of a thing in itself, in abstraction from all relations, is
not actually sustainable after all. From Hegel’s point of view, the problem with
Kant’s concept of the “thing in itself” is thus that it is too abstract to count as the

thought of any possible or actual something [...] It is too abstract to establish the
real or logical possibility of the thing it pretends to conceive. &

In this sense, throughout the “Understanding” section, the focus switches from
how consciousness attempts to know its object as “in itself” to how it conceives it

in its relations.”® This section exposes the claim that without the thing’s relation to
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other things, there would be neither a proper character assignable to the thing nor
any distinctive being that is conceivable in itself. The point we should keep in
mind is that an object can be what it is in itself in its relation to other things.
Moreover, this point must also be applicable to consciousness itself.
Consciousness can be what it is in itself only in its relation to what is other than
itself. As we shall see, consciousness will take itself to be the proper object of
consciousness as an independent self-consciousness. For the first time in the
Phenomenology of Spirit, consciousness explicitly attempts to overcome disparity
between itself and the world, that is, it finds itself in the world and has become

“other” to itself.

2.5 The Implicit Remarks on the Bodily Existence in the “Consciousness”

Chapter

While passing from one shape of consciousness to the other, the world stands
against consciousness as something other, as an “external object” [Gegenstand].
The world appears as a differentiated bodily existence like an object, and
consciousness attempts to know its object as other than itself. Throughout the
“Consciousness” chapter of the Phenomenology, consciousness is merely at a level
in which it assumes that the world is essentially different from itself.” In
distinguishing the world as different from consciousness, consciousness takes its
truth as something other than itself. All previous shapes of consciousness are
marked by the view that the sensuous and perceptual world they encounter is
detached from consciousness. It is the view that the bodily existence of this world
stands aside and consciousness experiences this self-subsisting existence as a thing

apart from it. In this sense, this world has no need of consciousness. For

takes the independent thing-in-itself, now as consciousness. Paul Redding, “The Independence and
Dependence of Self-Consciousness: The Dialect of Lord and Bondsman in Hegel's Phenomenology
of Spirit’in The Cambridge Companion to Hegel and Nineteenth-Century Philosophy, ed.
Frederick C. Beisser (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), 95.

" Judith Butler points out that “Consciousness is different from the sensuous and perceptual world
that it encounters, but this difference is not an external one; rather, consciousness is internally
related to that which it seeks to know”. Judith Butler, Subjects of Desire: Hegelian Reflections in
Twentieth-Century France (New York: Columbia University Press), 30.
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consciousness, the world is nothing more than a “physical world” as a self-
generating and stable whole. The world it encounters is a stable world in which
consciousness attempts to experience different empirical objects. In encountering
with the world, consciousness sees a totality, and believes that it has no capacity to
reflect on it. Consciousness sees itself outside of what it attempts to know and as
other from the truth it reveals. Consciousness, in this manner, attempts to know
any aspect of the physical world by distinguishing itself from the world. However,
all shapes of consciousness fail to know the truth of its object which they take to
be different from itself. If consciousness cannot give an account of its difference
from the world, then knowing what the world really is becomes impossible. No
shape of it can find any way to determine the existence of such a distinct world.
Hence, a contradiction arises within the experience of consciousness when it tries
to express itself as independent from the world. As Butler emphasizes,
consciousness arises as “of” the world, therefore, it appears in the world. In this
sense, when consciousness attempts to explain how it is ontologically different
from the world, the result is nothing more than a contradiction.”* To make it clear,
it can be said that when consciousness attempts to express its own difference, it
always falls within the world; therefore, participates in the truth of the world. Seen
from this point of view, consciousness has learned through its experience that it
cannot take itself to be other than the physical world, and has a major role that has
manifested itself in the physical world. By presenting the contradiction, Hegel
aims to show not only the truth arising out of it, but also indicates the disparity
between consciousness and the empirical world. At the end of the chapter, we have
seen that consciousness can find nothing but itself in its attempts to know
empirical world. It is to say that truth is not other than consciousness, and the
world is no longer remote from it and unrelated to it. For the first time,
consciousness now finds itself as a being in the world and it “can directly engage

with the world through its relation to it”.”” From a phenomenological perspective,

™ Ibid, 30.
™ Stern, Hegel and the Phenomenology of Spirit, 69.
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we can assert that consciousness has learned through its experience that it has a

reflexive structure to recognize itself within the world.
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CHAPTER 3

SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS AND ITS BODY: EMBODIMENT

In the preceding sections, consciousness consists in its claim to know the truth of
its object that is held to be something other than itself. In the light of previous
experiences of consciousness, as we have seen, the truth of the object that
consciousness encounters is no other than itself; thus, the truth that emerges is that
the object of consciousness corresponds to itself; and it is for self-consciousness
that “being-in-itself and being-for-an-other are one and the same”.’
Consciousness asserts its own activity as the truth of its object, and returns form
“otherness” to itself; then, it becomes self-consciousness. However, insofar as this
return of consciousness is immediate, Hegel states, it finds itself in “the motionless
tautology of: ‘I am I’”.”" And yet, consciousness cannot become a proper self-
consciousness since any determinate content is graspable when consciousness
takes itself as the object of its own. It is because it cannot give an account of what
it knows when it states itself as ‘I am I’, and cannot attain its ‘self-certainty’. In
order to become a proper self-consciousness, consciousness must present itself in
its relation to otherness, and so must mirror or reflect back to itself. In Hegel’s
words, self-consciousness “is essentially the return from otherness™.”® Thus, in its
following movement, consciousness must attain a confrontation with the ‘other’.
However, consciousness takes this ‘other’ as ‘appearance’79, and for
consciousness, the ‘other’ that belongs to the world that it faces has no

independent being of its own. In its relation to the world, this world appears as

"® Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 166.
7 Ibid., §167.
"8 1bid.

" Hegel states the idea by saying that for consciousness “the sensuous world is for it an enduring
existence which is only appearance”. Ibid.
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“delineation”®; and, the truth of it lies not in the world, but in the self-

consciousness. Now, the problem under consideration is how self-consciousness
connects with the sensuous and perceptual world, or, how it is possible for self-
consciousness to be conscious of itself alone while relating to the ‘other’. In order
to solve this contradiction, consciousness needs for ‘unity’, that is, a unity of the
world and itself through presenting itself in its unity by reflecting back to ‘itself’.
It seems that this is the reason why Hegel identifies self-consciousness with desire
by stating “the unity of self-consciousness with itself; this unity must become
essential to self-consciousness, i.e. self-consciousness is Desire in general”.®*
Hegel’s concept of desire figures that desire is the ‘reflexive’ movement of
consciousness in which it intends the unity of the ‘I’ with itself. However, the
concept of desire does not ‘casually’ emerge, as Judith Butler claims®*; rather,
Hegel introduces the concept of desire necessarily since if and only if desire makes
possible the movement of reflection. In Hegel’s concept of desire, I think, the
focus should be on the ‘reflexive character of desire’.®® Without the reflexivity of
desire, self-consciousness cannot present the ‘unity with itself”. In a sense, the
reflexivity of desire is a mode of “being-in-the-world” in which it turns back to
itself. Thus, “desire becomes a reflexive pursuit of self-consciousness itself”.#*
Through the reflexivity of desire, the world that the ‘I’ encounter gains a new
relation to consciousness that is the negation of the world. Now, consciousness

seeks the unity with itself by negating the world.

8 The term is used by Judith Butler in her Subjects of Desire, p. 25.
8 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 167.

8 J. Butler attempts to critizes Hegel’s defination of concept of desire that is introduced in §167 by
stating that “ Hegel introduces the notion of desire casually, at the end of a complicated
explanation, as if it were something we should already understand” Butler, Subjects of Desire:
Hegelian Reflections in Twentieth-Century, p.32.

8 J. Butler emphasizes the crucial role of reflexivity of desire by asserting that “The reflexivity is
enacted by desire [...] Desire is also reflexive in the sense that it is a modality in which the subject
is both discovered and enhanced”. Ibid., p.25.

8 |bid., p.33.
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3.1 Life and the Body

Self-consciousness is desire, but what it desires is not merely the sensuous object,
but rather the unity with itself. Self-consciousness, in order to affirm its unity with
itself that it is the essence of certainty of its own being, attempts to negate given
objects. That is, self-consciousness aims to annihilate the independence of the
world by negating the object of its desire. To put in another way, desire, firstly,
attempts to find its unity with itself in the natural objects of the world. On the other
hand, according to Alexandre Kojéve, who makes influential interpretations of
Hegel’s concept of desire, desire as a negating activity is essentially “the presence
of absence”.® In his formulation of desire, the desiring subject implies
“emptiness” that seeks content for the certainty of itself through negating the
object. Reading the desiring subject as “emptiness” is quite crucial because his
conceptualizing of it has influenced some of the post-Hegelian philosophies,
especially existentialism and twentieth-century French philosophy.®® Most of their
main concepts are grounded on Kojéve's interpretation of ‘desire’. However, |
claim the Kojévian conception of desire distorts its Hegelian meaning by
interpreting it as the negating activity that leads one to fill a sense of one’s own
being. It is true that desire negates the object, but in this negating activity it does
not seek to fill something empty in the desiring subject, but rather to prove the
unity of the self with itself. If anything is a lack for the desiring subject, it is not
the sense of its own being®’; rather, what it lacks is the unity of the “I” with itself.
In Kojéve’s formulation, it also means that the subjectivity is attributed to have

desire for something, and the “I” emerges through the experience of this desire, but

% Alexandre Kojéve, Introduction to the Reading of Hegel, trans. James H. Nichols, ed. Allan
Bloom (NY: Cornell University Press, 1980), 134.

8 The lectures given by Alexandre Kojéve have a huge impact on whole successors of Hegelian
thought. All of them had deep influence on his lectures which is put together in a book called
Introduction to the Reading of Hegel. Kojéve’s reading of Hegel had created inevitable impressions
especially on Sartre and Merleau-Ponty.

8 Houlgate opposes Kojévian concept of desire by reminding that the desiring subject is “too full
of itself, for it regards everthing around it as there for it alone.” Stephen Houlgate, “G. W. F.
Hegel: The Phenomenology of Spirit” in The Blackwell Guide to Continental Philosophy, ed. R.
Solomon (Oxford: Blackwell), 13.
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in contrast to Kojéve’s view, | assert desire does not merely create its subject; but
rather, it embodies the relation between its object and the subject by virtue of its
intentional structure. In other words, if desire has a relational character of the
object and the self in that stage of self-consciousness, it is always desire of or for
something other than itself. When | desire, | desire of or for something; when 1
desire to eat, | desire for food; when I desire to drink, | desire for water or
something liquid, etc. It means that my desire embodies the intentional relation of
the desiring subject and the desired object. That desire is always desire for
something other than consciousness itself explicitly reveals that desire has to have
an object for reflecting back to itself. In this sense, if desire always binds me to the
object and the experience of it, it is only possible through this object; the
intentionality of desire is constitutive of desire itself. The intentional character and
the connection of it with reflectivity of desire are emphasized by Judith Butler here

as follows:

As the experience of desire, self-consciousness sustains a necessarily ambiguous
relation to that which is other to itself. Desire is always desire “for” something
other than self-consciousness. Moreover, the intentionality of desire is always also
informed by its reflexive project; desire always reveals the desiring agent as
intrinsically other to itself: self-consciousness is an ecstatic being, outside itself, in
search of self-recovery.®

Clearly, to posit desire as intentional and reflexive, as Butler does here, means to
accommodate it in the context of the world. To put in another way, in the first
experience of desire, desire is “of” the world, in the sense that the proper object of
desire proves to be the objects of sensuous world. Now, for Hegel, it is explicit
that self-consciousness initially turns into a form of natural desire. In what follows,
Hegel aims to demonstrate how self-consciousness engages with the object in the
form of natural desire. In the process of desiring activity, Hegel emphasizes that
self-consciousness has a double object which are opposed to each other: one is the
immediate object of sensuous world, and the other is itself®. And now, natural

desire is a desire to prove that self-consciousness is the true essence of the

8 Butler, Subjects of Desire, 39.

% Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 167.
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otherness, and a desire to annihilate the independence of the immediate natural
objects. Accordingly, self-consciousness seeks to realize its own independence by
opposing itself to natural objects around it, and by negating the objects of its
desire.® At this stage of desire, it is at the level of bodily desire, since it bears
merely on natural objects of the world, and this is why desire here refers merely
appetite.®® In this sense, the term includes the meaning of bodily consumption.
Hegel, on the other hand, does not restrict the meaning of the terms as only
tendency for greed; rather, he makes the term spread out to all negations of the
body, that is, bodily consumption. And it is clearly that all we as living beings
encounter in everyday life is that we are consuming bodies requiring other sources
to live. In this regard, Hegel emphasizes the necessity of the ‘other’ in the

following passage:

Desire and the self-certainty obtained in its gratification, are conditioned by the
object, for self-certainty comes from superseding this other: in order that this
supersession can take place, there must be this other. [...] It is in fact something
other than self-consciousness that is the essence of Desire; and through this
experience self-consciousness has itself realized this truth.”

This passage suggests that bodily desire in negating such objects is like a black-
hole in which the objects are absorbed, and in their annihilation desire acquires a
kind of temporary certainty for itself. However, this certainty cannot last long

because of the satisfaction of the negated object is only momentary. For self-

 One of the most important commentators of Hegel, Pippin, asserts that desire as a form of self-
consciousness refers no longer to any theoretical relation to the object, but to practical one. “Such a
relation must be understood as the result of an attempt [...] and it often requires some sort of
striving”. Quoted in Hegel on Self-Consciousness, p.15-16. | would like to dwell on this assertion
because of its implicit reference to the concept of the body. As we have seen, self-consciousness in
the form of desire, in order to prove its independence, strives for others to negate. That is, the
activity is rooted in the body, or in the character of bodily striving. All activities of desire imply
adequately understanding how we come to know more about the bodily existence of self-
consciousness, and the ways in which it is related to its body as its other.

° Originally, Hegel uses the German word Begierde through which consciousness’s relation to its
object is implied. In English translation of the word, the term primarily refers to appetite or a
tendency, so it is always required to be used with the preposition “for” [nach in German]. | think
that the term of Begierde arises at this point, not because we have an organic nature, but beacuse of
the structure of desire itself.

%2 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 175.
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consciousness, satisfaction is only permanent on the basis of the long-lasting
existence of a desired object, which it is capable of negating of its apparent
independency. Furthermore, and more importantly, self-consciousness in the form
of bodily desire finds itself in a contradictory position. If bodily desire is always a
desire to negate the independence of the natural objects, it is, at the same time,
bound by the necessity of preserving them. Put differently, self-consciousness
becomes aware of the fact that it necessarily depends on the independency of the
object which it attempts to overcome. Desire, in order to overcome its object,
needs to destroy it in order to attain satisfaction and to make its self-certainty
available. Self-consciousness in the form of desire, while consuming its object,
dissolves and puts an end to the very existence of the object that would provide
reflection back to self-consciousness. This is the very reason that desire and the
object are constantly re-produced. Now the challenge, for self-consciousness, is to
find a new form of object in order to provide permanent satisfaction for its self-
certainty. Through negating the object, self-consciousness becomes aware of the
fact that its desire is essentially related to Life. That is, in the negating activity of
bodily desire, self-consciousness learns that it cannot just merely get rid of
everything that which is not itself. If it continues to do so, it is just involved in a
vicious circle, since, as we have seen shortly before, life constantly produces the
object and also the desire. In the process of the negation of the object by desire and
in its re-production, consciousness realizes that its object is nothing, but the
determinate shapes of Life®®. The incessant separation and incorporation of these
shapes are, as Hegel expresses, “a movement of those shapes”94 or is Life: “the
simple substance of Life is the splitting up of itself into shapes and at the same
time the dissolution of these existent differences [...] life [...] is just as much an

imparting of shape as a supersession of it.”® As a movement of access to those

% I think that what happens in the stage of “play of forces” is similar to Hegel’s defination of Life
at first glance. As we have seen above, the transition of each forces into its opposite occurs in the
play of forces, and Hegel’s concept of Life “recasts” the play of forces at a more different level, as
dissolution and consolidation.

*Ibid., §171.

% |hid.
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shapes, now, desire conceives that it is primarily attached to Life, and then the
proper object of it proves to be Life. While self-consciousness seeks to realize the
dependence of the object to itself, it discovers its dependence to Life. Yet, for self-
consciousness, attachment to life is not fully acceptable, and this is because it
keeps trying to find an unalloyed certainty of itself. Thus, with the concept of
Life, self-consciousness attempts to prove its own certainty by opposing itself to
life, and life appears as other that threatens its own independence and self-
sufficiency. Hegel states that indeed, the object of desire is no longer any object,
but a “living thing”*. For Hegel, life, as the totality of living beings, can only be
thought as the principle of infinite division and reintegration into unity; it is the
very movement of life. As a self-producing process within which these two
moments of life turns into a “reflected unity”, life, in Hegel’s words, is a “self-
developing whole which dissolves its development and in this movement simply
preserves itself”.>’ In this regard, life exposes itself as an engagement with infinity.
As we have seen in above (2.3.4), like infinity, life is one essential process in
which distinctions arise and undermine themselves in the unity. This is why the
concept of infinity is explained as “the simple essence of life”. In the Philosophy

% in which

of Nature, Hegel also explains life as a “self-related negative unity
individual living thing comes to existence and is negated. In this sense, the
movement of life and the living thing cannot be separated from each other. In the
Science of Logic, Hegel declares that everything has a contradictory character,
which spreads in all organic forms of life as well. Life is the process in which the
living thing is inverting itself into its own contrary by negating itself. This also
implies that it is the operation of death within life. It is necessarily doomed to
death through exposing itself to the negation. Exposing itself to its own death
belongs to the natural character of living body, or to the fact of natural life. While

Hegel construes the essence of life as a process of self-negation, the word “self”

% Ibid., § 168.
" Ibid., § 171.

% Hegel, “Organism” in the Philosophy of Nature, ed. and trans. Michael J. Petry (London and
New York: Allen and Unwin, 1970), § 337.
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implies that living bodies are not subject to death from outside, but death is
immanent in living bodies from the beginning. If living bodies, at the end of the
day, are not able to preserve themselves from their own death, that is, if they do
not persist through their self-negation, and can be “independent in this negativity
of itself’, then self-consciousness cannot achieve its own self-certainty through
the ‘living thing’ that is desired. The problem for self-consciousness depends on
the fact that it cannot achieve its self-certainty by merely annihilating the living
thing. The living thing must also be able to negate itself and to persist in existence

in the face of its self-negation.

Above all, | would like to note that, in this stage, the notion of the ‘body’ can be
considered in relation to natural life. In fact, I think, the account of bodily desire in
terms of the living body makes natural life actually more comprehensible. The
living body, on the one hand, exposes itself as a finite process of self-negation and
as having a life of its own, but on the other hand, it is this body that remains
merely on the level of nature.*®® Through the experience of self-consciousness,
self-consciousness comes to see that it is impossible to fully negate or annihilate
life; indeed, it is essentially related to the independency of life and its own
dependence on its object, i.e., Life. And, the other lesson gleaned from this
experience of self-consciousness is that the permanency of self-certainty and the
satisfaction of desire depend on the way in which the other is capable of reflecting
the negative activity of self-consciousness, by rendering itself as dependent on this
negation without being totally annihilated. Now, what is essential for self-

consciousness is no longer the infinite ‘living things’; but, the finite other that

% Ipid., §175.

1% john Russon, one of the contemporary commentators of Hegel, proposes that it is not simply
that Hegel’s Phenomenology is also about the embodied character of consciousness. In that sense,
Russon states that the whole of the “Self-Consciousness” section is to be understood as an
important contribution to making the problem of the “body” explicit in the Phenomenology. In his
The Self and Its Body, he explains the notion of the “body” through some basic Aristotelian
concepts such as phusis, hexis, or logic. Russon, The Self and Its Body, 53. We will explore how
Russon reads the notion of the body in the context of self-consciousness in the section 3.4.
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negates itself in its independence, and so provides the path to the self-realization of

consciousness in this otherness:

On account of the independence of the object, therefore, it can achieve satisfaction
only when the object itself effects the negation within itself; and it must carry out
this negation of itself in itself, for it is in itself the negative, and must be for the
other what it is. Since the object is in its own self negation, and in being so is at
the same time independent, it is consciousness.'™

Consequently, the other that can provide self-certainty to consciousness and satisfy
its desire in this context must be “another self-consciousness”, that is, in Hegelian
terms, “self-consciousness achieves its satisfaction only in another self-
consciousness”.'® The relation to another self is made necessary by the previous
experience of self-consciousness. It inescapably needs another self-consciousness
because of the fact that “only in this way does the unity of itself in its otherness
become explicit for it”.*** We also should keep in mind that as we have seen in the
previous experiences of consciousness, the other does not suddenly appear at the
stage, but rather, it is always an essential structure for all the forms of its
experience from “Sense-Certainty” to “Self-Consciousness”. To say that self-
consciousness does not discover a new phenomenon that is called the Other, but it
is only for now that the concept of the Other becomes more sophisticated form as
the Other self-consciousness that proposes to satisfy self-consciousness. And, self-
consciousness confronts this another self-consciousness as the explicit object of
desire that is no more an object of bodily desire. Hence, this recent object of self-
consciousness must negate itself in a way that can be still independent for the sake
of having the initial self-consciousness reflected in the Other. Only in being related
to another self-consciousness that negates itself, it can sustain its self-certainty, but
the other must be “equally independent in this negativity of itself”.*** In this sense,

it is explicit that the logic of self-consciousness necessarily needs to attain

191 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 175.
12 Ibid.

193 1bid., §177.

%% Ibid., §176.
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concrete satisfaction in relating not to bodily desire but to recognition.® The
implicit remark that should be noted here is that self-consciousness no longer
attempts to negate the other, but rather, it seeks this other in order to be recognized
because of the fact that only in this way it can attain self-certainty of itself and also
proves its independence. And for that reason the other must be a living self-
consciousness in which the initial one seeks nothing but itself. While the other
does not put an end to exist in the act of self-negation, at the same time, it is not to
exist in its own right, but rather, it is to be “for another”. In desiring the other self-
consciousness that is willing to exist for another, the necessary structure of self-
consciousness appears, i.e., the “duplication” of self-consciousness. Within the
section, one of the key developments that Hegel tells us about is that the very
nature of self-consciousness is what he calls the “doubling” and the “ambiguity”'%°
of it. Thus the relation to the other is at the same time being related to the self,
because of the very fact of being related to another “I”. If self-consciousness is
relating itself through the other self-consciousness, and it is doing it as a sort of
another “I”, or somebody similar in structure to itself, they are similarly doing the
same thing in relating the other as well. Hegel tells us that “Self-consciousness
exist in and for itself” only “by existing as such for another”.%” So, this means that
self-consciousness cannot be what it is without existing in relation to another, and
the other also relates itself to that self-consciousness. The unity with itself that
self-consciousness seeks cannot be attained except by a kind of unity, i.e., a unity

of self and the other. Self-consciousness cannot be certain of its being in and for

1% Hans-Georg Gadamer states explicitly this necessary logic of self-consciousness by writing that
“only consciousness is able to [...] cancel itself in such a fashion that it does not cease to exist”.
Hans-George Gadamer, Hegel’s Dialectic. Five Hermeneutical Studies, trans. P. C. Smith (CT:
Yale University Press, 1976), 61.

1% The Greek word “ambi” means ‘both’ or ‘two’. So, in Hegelian manner, if we say something
ambiguious, we do not mean that it is unclear; we mean that it could be interpreted multiple ways.
Any unclearity then comes from that it is precisely because of that ambiguity. Strictly speaking, it
means that there are multiple ways to interpret the situation to make sense of other things. The
German word “Doppelsinn” really captures the meaning as well. The word “Doppel” means
‘double’, and the word ‘sinn’ means ‘meaning’ or ‘sense’. Then, the word ‘ambiguity’ refers
nothing but the double meaning of self-consciousness.

197 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 179.
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itself without existing for the other, and this brings us to the key notion of

“recognition”'%

, or Anerkennen in Hegel’s German. At this point, Hegel’s concept
of “Spirit” winks to us, introducing us to the realm of Spirit through the experience
of recognition. This is why Hegel, at this point, writes ““I’ that is ‘We’ and ‘We’
that is ‘I".® So, Hegel points out that the process of recognition, even if it is one-
sided for now, is a cornerstone for the emergence of Spirit, which will be later the
consequence of mutual recognition among independent self-consciousnesses, or
the ‘I’ and ‘We’ relation. Although self-consciousness needs to confront another
self-consciousness, in order to be properly conscious of itself and achieve the
satisfaction of its desire, it must exist “only in being acknowledged”''’, or
recognized. While self-consciousness is trying to figure out how it exists in
relation to other self-consciousness, Hegel says, in a sense, “it loses itself”,
because it goes out of itself, and then finds itself in another. On the other hand, it
also recognizes the other self as other self-consciousness precisely by seeing its
own self in that other. Thus, Hegel says, it loses itself, and finds itself as another

being. In doing so, it tries to supersede™!

the other and also to negotiate its
relationship to the other by figuring out the way in which it finds itself in the eyes

of the other, in the action of the other, or in the desire of the other. Then, the

108 Robert R. Williams writes, in Hegel’s Early Theological Writings, the concept of “love” is the
very condition of the emergence of the movement of recognition, it presupposes both different
selves and a kind of unity. He claims that the Hegelian understanding of “love” approves the
recognition of “identity in difference” and “difference in identity”, and points out that Hegel takes
into account the movement of “love” that gives rise the role of mediator between “self” and “other”
and does posit itself like desire. The essence of the relations between oppositions of “self” and the
“other” emerges in the light of “love” that necessitates the mutual recognition. Robert Williams,
“Love, Recognition, Spirit: Hegel’s Philosophy of Religion” in A Companion to Hegel, ed. Stephen
Houlgate and Michael Baur (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell Publishing, 2011), 394. In my view, the
primitive roots of the concept of recognition could be found in Hegel’s early idea of love, but at the
same time finding them does not make clear the essential argument that ‘self-consciousness exists [
... ] only in being recognized’.

1% Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 177.
10 1pid., §178.

11 The Hegelian concept of superseding [Aufhebung] refers to the movement of consciousness in
which it tries to negate its object in order to overcome its difference and absorb the object into
itself. However, at the same time, the negation of the object also leads to preservation of it and
paves the way for a dialectically developed concept.
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supersession of otherness becomes another ambiguity for self-consciousness.
Hegel implies that we could think of this as a situation in which multiple ways are
suggesting themselves to the self-consciousness that is now engaging, hoping for
something from its other.*? In his view, self-consciousness constantly engages
with the other in such a way as to try to remove the independence of the other, and
forces it to fit into its own desire. It is important to see that this constant struggle
stems from the desire to attain certainty of self-consciousness through the other.
And the other has to be fixed in a place in order to provide the required certainty of
self-consciousness. However, in this case, the other also exhibits the same desire
and the same type of action. In superseding the other, self-consciousness
supersedes its own self, and the other is doing exactly the same what the first does
in relation to the second self-consciousness. Hegel exposes the duplication of self-

consciousness that is precisely fundamental to it as follows:

This movement of self-consciousness in relation to another self-consciousness has
in this way been represented as the action of one self-consciousness, but this
action of the one has itself the double significance of being both its own action
and the action of the other as well [...] Thus the movement is simply the double
movement of the two self-consciousness [...] Action by one side only would be
useless because what is to happen can only be brought about by both.***

What we have here is the “double significance” of the movement in which one of
the self-consciousnesses is doing something, and the other self-consciousness is
doing the same thing back. Then, in the relationship between the duplication of
self-consciousness, the form of recognition exposes itself: “they recognize
themselves as mutually recognizing one another”.™* To be a proper self-
consciousness, it must not only to be recognized through the mediation of the
other, but also recognize it in return, which can only take place by “mutual
recognition”. However, this duplicated self-consciousness initially experiences
one-sided recognition by claiming that | can prove that I am an independent ‘pure

being for myself’.

12 |bid., §181.
3 |bid., §182.
14 1bid., §184.
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3.2 Meaning of Life and Death Struggle for Bodily Existence

Self-consciousness is faced with a challenge through the necessary result of the
experience that is required by the act of recognition.**® Recall that, on the one
hand, self-consciousness in relation to the other finds itself ‘over there’ and thus,
feels itself lost in the other; on the other hand, it does not see the other as genuine
self-consciousness, but what it sees in the eyes of the other is its own self. In other
words, self-consciousness sees the other self as being essentially and intrinsically
“there for me”. However, what it comes to know by the previous experience is that
if it negates the other merely as an object of its desire, it loses the other in the
process and does not attain its desire. Moreover, it sees that the supersession of the
other will be the supersession of itself as well, then, it must find an object that

118 guch a

negates itself and ““is equally independent in this negativity of itself
relation is still a negation, but in a different sense. Although later in the

Phenomenology, the problem of recognition is engaged thoroughly, for now, we

15 Kojéve argues that desire is the basis of recognition through which social and historical
existence of human being emerge. In Kojéve’s anthropological reading, the term ‘desire for
recognition’ is used instead of ‘struggle for recognition’. By replacing the term of ‘struggle’ with
‘desire’ makes his reading central to the entrance into social relations. He claims that “the Action
that is born of desire can be nothing but a life and death fight” and historical existence of human as
human — at least at the beginning- depends on the ‘desire for recognition’. Kojéve, Introduction to
the Reading of Hegel, 40. From his perspective, recognition can be understood as a conceptual
framework through which the self desires to become fully humanized being. He asserts that
recognition provides for individual to exist as human beings. In this regard, he understands the
‘desire for recognition’ as a fundamental human desire, thus it is one of the main points which
makes his reading ‘human-centered’. In other words, it is the result of his excessive focus on the
concept of recognition and his effort to make recognition ground for social and historical existence
of human being.

However, it is certain that Hegel never uses the term of ‘desire for recognition’ throughout the
Phenomenology, so that pointing out to the Hegelian desire as ‘desire for recognition” would lead
to a misconception. In fact, it is not the case that self-consciousness merely desires to be
recognized, but it essentially desires to be certain of itself. While Kojéve states that “desire is
directed not toward a thing, but toward another desire- thus, it was a desire for recognition”, for
Hegel, desire is not ‘desire for recognition’, but it implies to be certain of itself. 1bid.,19. As Judith
Butler rightly writes, “In the turn to another self-consciousness as a possible object of satisfaction,
we can see that it is not desire itself that is superseded, but a peculiar form of desire”. Butler,
Subjects of Desire, 44. In my view, while it is important to emphasize the different understanding
of Kojévian conceptialization of Hegel’s ‘recognition’, Butler’s understanding the concept of
recognition as a peculiar form of desire is closer to what Hegel really say in ‘the life and death
struggle’ part.

118 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 176.
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can say that the initial configuration of recognition shall be one-sided. This one-
sided recognition turns out to be the inevitable outcome of the life and death
struggle in which we observe the encounter of two self-consciousnesses to attain
the certainty of their pure being. As we shall see, in this struggle, the other self
inevitably reduces itself to nothing by negating itself in such a way that it could
make it possible for the first one to relate to itself, that is, it negates itself for the
sake of the other.'"’

The life and death struggle is an inevitable stage in the formation of self-
consciousness given that to accomplish the truth of one’s self-certainty, each self-
consciousness must prove its selfhood as depending on nothing including life
itself; that is, each must prove itself to the other as fully free and independent, and
not being attached to life, that is, as being free from any determination that is given
by nature. We also should note that, here, there is an implicit philosophical
affirmation, which supposes that freedom is also a characteristic of self-
consciousness. However, not only the negation of the other, but also the negation
of the other’s body promotes the assertion of self-consciousness. In other words,
insofar as the meaning of the bodily existence of the other is determined by the
initial self-consciousness, it captures its being as free. Both self-consciousnesses
expect the other’s living body to be determined by itself, not only in thought, but
in the activity. Indeed, the concrete existence of the living body is co-emergent
through the movement of recognition, and it starts to reflect its implicit meaning to
self-consciousnesses. Both self-consciousnesses claim that they are not even
attached to their own body, that is, to their own life, and hence to life itself. Thus,
each one must also present itself to the other through the way in which their bodily
action appears in its twofold sense as risking one’s own life and seeking the death

of the other, i.e., life-and-death struggle. Insofar as the life-and-death struggle is

" Hans-Georg Gadamer emphasizes that the act of “self-negation” points out that the second self
does not recognize itself as a pure ‘I’, but rather it conceives itself as nothing for itself, as that
which does not exist in its own right, so it is just “for another”. This reading of him makes clear the
sense of self-negation of the second self-consciousness. Gadamer, Hegel’s Dialectic. Five
Hermeneutical Studies, 61.
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the way for both self-consciousnesses to attain the truth of self-certainty, it is also

the way to seek a way for the destruction of each other’s body.

Above all, we can refer to Judith Butler who states that desire, at this stage, returns
to the form of destruction: “It is desire once again transformed to destruction, a
project that assumes that true freedom exists only beyond the body. [...] desire
endeavors to overcome bodily life altogether, i.e., to become abstract identity
without corporeal needs”.**® Only in this way, self-consciousness presents itself to
the other so that there is nothing essential for it except its own pure freedom or its
being for itself. Indeed, each has precisely a primitive conception of freedom and
subjectivity, so each declares that the other is wholly absorbed in the natural life as
a natural body. However, what self-consciousness shall learn from its encounter
with the other is that it should not let the other cease altogether in consequence of
the life-and-death struggle. In other words, the death of the other should be kept in
suspense as a possibility which one is capable to accomplish through killing.
Obviously, the fact of killing the other cannot prove the recognition that one seeks
in the other. Therefore, self-consciousness must subjugate the other while letting it
live in this subjugation. Butler is right to say that this “is a way of forcing the other

to die within the context of life”.**°

At the end of the “life and death struggle”, the determinations of both the master
and the slave emerge by the attitudes towards life, and by the ways in which they

120 is the self-consciousness that wins the

posit their own body in life. The master
struggle by proving its self as above life, and the slave is the one that regards life
as above its self by showing its dependence. The master holds the slave in
subjection in order to preserve its own independence of life and its own body.

Unlike the master, the bodily existence of the slave remains at the level of bodily

118 Bytler, Subjects of Desire,.52.
119 Butler, Psychic Life of Power, 41.

“The alternative usage for the term of ‘master ’is ‘lord’. The term of lord does not only have
historical associations, but it is still used in order to refer God in German language.
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life because of its “attachment”*?!

to life. The result of the “life and death struggle”
shows that the struggle is not only between two self-consciousnesses, but it is also
a struggle with reference to the status of each body. To put it another way, the
struggle is between the attachment to “natural life” and the detachment from it
through a relation to one’s and the other’s “body”. The life-and-death struggle is
impossible without bodies that are capable of fighting and of dying, or of living.
To put it differently, the movement of recognition requires a body that can perform
the struggle and risk its bodily life. The bodily existence of consciousness also
encounters with its own actual death or, in Hegelian terms, with absolute
negativity. Being an embodied self is significant and necessary when one thinks
about why one of the self-consciousnesses appears as master and the other one as
slave. While both self-consciousnesses are impelled to risk their life in order to
gain the recognition of the other, one becomes the slave by coming to the
awareness that life is essential to it, and death actually would lead to losing
everything that was at stake. Thus, in the struggle between master and slave, the
slave preserves and attaches to its own life, while the master, so to speak, replaces
the risk of its actual death with the possibility of detachment from its life and the
body. The risk of death allows us to understand how the slave arises out as a
bodily life that is not “in-and-for-itself”, but “for-another”. The slave does not
recognize itself as having the power to detach its self from life and its body, but,
accordingly, recognizes this as what the master as such is capable of. It no longer
considers itself as an independent self and, conversely regards itself as in
attachment to its own body and life, that is, as a dependent self and as unfree in its
living bodily activity. Although the truth of the certainty of the master is beyond
its own body, it becomes aware of the fact that it cannot totally get rid of its body;
however, it can still remain on its project of being a disembodied pure self through
the mediation of the slave’s body. Thus, the master takes the slave to be a living
body that exists for it. It is remarkable that the body of slave is captured by the

21 Throughout this section, I borrow the terms of “attachment” and “detachment” from Butler and
Malabou. They use the terms in order to give an acoount of the relation between the concept of life
and the body.
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master; but, the relation between master and slave will expose to what extent it is

possible.
3.3 The Bodily Existence of Master and Slave

The body is with the king,
But the king is not with the body.
(Shakespeare, “Hamlet”)

What characterizes the relation between the master and the slave consciousnesses
is their bodily position in the process of life. The demand of ‘be my body’ stated
by master is a means of identifying the relationship between master and slave that
governs the emergence of the body as enjoyment and the work. The master
expresses its identity and domination in the acts of consuming the objects around it
and in its enjoyment. It enjoys the consumption of objects because of the
emergence of the primitive sense of freedom in its ability of negating the objects.
Hegel distinguishes this kind of enjoyment of the master from the previous natural
desire because, while the master “takes to itself only the dependent aspect of the

thing and has the pure enjoyment of 1%

, the slave works on is the independent
aspect of the thing. It means that the enjoyment of master is only for the ready-
made things that the slave prepares for it. However, through consuming the things,
master is on the side of passive reception that cannot provide any satisfaction,
which requires both an active negation and reflection. In other words, insofar as
the master appears in the act of consumption of ready-made fruits of the world, it
never indeed exhibits the active negation, and it cannot reflect on itself through
this enjoyment. Given the fact that the master demonstrates its ownership on the
objects that are prepared by the slave, the slave cannot identify the objects of the
world as its own, but instead it produces and serves for the master by means of its

bodily work. Even that the master gains recognition for its own identity, its

122 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 190.
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enjoyment could still be read as a sensuous relation to the objects, which is

previously investigated at the level of sense-certainty.

The master is not aware of the fact that how its independence is in truth dependent
on the laboring activity of the slave and the objects of the world that the slave
produces for its enjoyment. It is also unaware that slave is the unique constitutive
part of its masterhood. In other words, the master does not comprehend that its
independence is dependent on bodily existence of the slave, and it is engaged with
the objects of the world through the labor of slave. What the master does not also
comprehend is that it is not merely dependent on slavery in general, but rather, it is
dependent on a particular slave, i.e., the particular body of the particular slave. It is
further also to realize that what it is actually attached to is the life itself. In my
view, it is important to see that the master and the slave are connected through the

objects of the world, or life itself.

The slave is not only forced to recognize the master without being recognized by
it, but also the body of slave is instrumentalized within this one-sided recognition.
The slave becomes a producer or laborer in order to ascertain the pure self-
consciousness of the master because it is forced to produce the objects that the
pure self-consciousness only wants to enjoy. It is the master who “enjoys” the
ready-made products without the trouble of giving form to them, but it is the slave
who works on the objects and shapes them in a particular form. Therefore, the
activity of slave identifies the ‘reality’ of these objects through its laboring
activity. What is displayed at the level of form giving activity is that it does negate
the abstract indeterminacy of the objects and makes them determinate in turn. On
the basis of its activity, it makes the objects its ‘own’. Through bodily form giving
activity, the slave also makes a difference in the external world. In the same
process, it also posits itself as its other. Thus, it becomes external and confronts

itself in this externality. It finds its identity with itself in this externality*,

12 The term of “externality” is one of the main ways in which the subject-object duality is
overcome. In a Hegelian sense, laboring process is seen to be an answer to overcome the external
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For the Kojévian reading, the concept of freedom can only be engaged with the
capacity to negate and transform any determination that is given to slave. Thus,
according to the Kojévian reading, the crucial emphasis is on the laboring activity
through which a ‘social and historical’ account of Hegel’s formulation of “master
and slave” is given. He attempts to give an account of bodily existence of the slave
by claiming that slave’s labor mainly leads to the attachment to life and
detachment from the human side of consciousness.*** However, what is missed in
Kojéve’s point of view is that the acts of “attachment” and “detachment” are only
taken into account from the perspective of slave’s labor. If the issue of
“attachment” and “detachment” is only possible through slave’s labor, then what
about the master? In other words, if the master is the one who only enjoys the fruit
of slave’s labor, then, what about its bodily position in the process of masterhood?
Whether its body arises as an “attachment” or a “detachment” is unclear in his
interpretation. For this reason, his interpretation is not enough to bring to light the

notion of the “body” in the Phenomenology.

It is true that the labor of the slave consciousness changes the relation of
‘attachment’ and ‘detachment’, and with its laboring activity it entirely changes
the scene of the movement of recognition. As Hegel states, the slave firstly comes
to recognize itself as master over the object that it forms, and realize that its own
independence mirrors itself from the object that it produces. It recognizes itself in
this state of being reflected from the object:

Through work, however, the bondsman becomes conscious of what he truly is

[...] The negative relation to the object becomes its form and something

permanent, because it is precisely for the worker that the object has independence

[...] It is in this way, therefore, that consciousness, qua worker, comes to see in
the independent being [of the object] its own independence.'®

character of the object, thus there is no longer a clear division between the slave and the object in
this process.

124 Kojéve, Introduction to the Reading of Hegel, 25.

125 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 195.
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However, the laboring activity is not only the moment for the independence of
slave consciousness, but this independence is implicit in the “fear of death™'?®,
since as we seen above; the emergence of the laboring activity is grounded in the
“fear of death”. Through the experience of life-and-death struggle, the slave has
experienced the “fear of death” and has also learned the fact that its existence is
not only “for-another”, but also “for-itself”. It becomes aware of the fact that it
always already depends on its own existence. If it dies, it dies its own death, and
thus its self only belongs to it, not to the master. Unlike the master who does not
feel the “fear of death”, as Hegel states, with the “fear of death”, slave “becomes

: . 2127
conscious of what he truly is”

in the process of laboring, which makes explicit
to see that its being is independent of both master and the nature. Although the
slave cannot find itself recognized by the master throughout the master and slave
relation, what it finds in this relation is its freedom. While the slave embodies the
active negation through working on the objects, and thus it proves that it is more
than an attached body; rather, its body emerges as an expression of freedom
through the experience of work. However, this sense of the freedom the slave sees
in its laboring activity is still a primitive form of freedom, i.e., it only exists in the
ability of transforming activity. Nevertheless, in contrast to the master, the slave is
obviously more free than it initially thinks. Now, the slave’s consciousness while
preserving its contradictory nature in which it is also independent from and

dependent on the master turns into the new shape of consciousness, i.e., ‘thought’.
3.4 Some Approaches to the Bodily Existence for Each Consciousness

As we just saw in the section “Lordship and Bondage”, the implicit meaning of the
“body” becomes explicit in the relation between the developing notions of desire,

life, and recognition. Thinking on these relations by means of some crucial

126 Houlgate points out that the fear of death leads a transformation in slave understanding of his
labouring activity: “For he can now undesrtand his labor, not just as the exercise of a particular
skill, but as the outward, active expression of the fact that his being as self-consciousness is not tied
to being anything in particular [...] He can thus see himself as master not just over some things, but
over “the whole of objective being””. Houlgate, G.W.F. Hegel: The Phenomenology of Spirit, 24.

127 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 195.
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secondary literature is the main concern of this section that will trace the problem
of the “body” in accordance with the unity of this chapter. Before investigating the
implications of the bodily existence of consciousness that could lead to a
transformative approach to Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit, we should bear in
mind that the process of the Phenomenology is also the very process of
“overcoming bodily existence”?. Butler asserts that “If desire is always a desire
to overcome bodily existence, it is equally bound by the necessity of preserving
it"*?. In this sense, the central notions of this section presuppose the “bodily
existence”. To discuss such a presupposition, | think, Butler’s and Malabou’s
explication of “Lordship and Bondage” is crucial to provide a proper

understanding of the section.

According to Butler and Malabou, the notion of the “body” could be investigated
in terms of the Hegelian concept of “life” in which the implied structure of his
views on the “body” is exhibited. They suggest that the concepts of “life”” and its
relation to the “body” should be considered in the context of “lordship” and
“bondage”. From this point of view, Butler and Malabou assert that “[i]n the
Phenomenology of Spirit, the two substantives “Lordship” and “Bondage” appear
to be conceptual names for “detachment” and “attachment”™*° They think that a
possible relation between the notion of the “body” and the concept of “life” can be
constituted by taking into account both the “attachment” to and the “detachment”
from life. Their reading centers on the interpretation of the “attachment” to one’s
life and body, and the “detachment” from them. As we have seen, in this chapter,

however, it firstly arises as “detachment”:

To able to prove itself to be a consciousness -and not a thing or an object- to
another consciousness, consciousness will have to show that it is not attached to

128 Catherine Malabou and Judith Butler, “You Be My Body for Me: Body, Shape, and Plasticity in
Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit” in A Companion to Hegel, ed. Stephen Houlgate and Michael
Baur (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell Publishing, 2011), 620.

129 1hid., 633.
130 |pid., 612.
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any specific existence, not to the individuality common to existence as such, that it
is not attached [gekniipfi] to life."**

If detachment from life is a requirement to prove one’s self-consciousness, then
the detachment from life arises as a necessary condition to become proper self-
consciousness. It will become an issue given that it is already attached to a body.
Therefore, Butler and Malabou claim as follows: “Attachment to life means first of
all attachment to one’s own body. What Hegel calls the “objective mode of

existence” can only be understood as bodily life”. 132

Butler and Malabou expand the account of the “body” by relating it to the
discussion of the “life and death struggle”. At the end of the “life and death
struggle”, the meaning of the master emerges beyond the bodily life, but not
beyond its own bodily existence. The master preserves its bodily life through the
slave: “The master is the one who is capable of such a detachment; the bondsman,
on the contrary, is enslaved by his irretrievable attachment to life and consequently
to his body”.*®® Unlike the master, the bodily existence of the slave remains at the
level of bodily life because of its “attachment” to life. While the master is related
to the bodily life through the slave’s “attachment” to life, the slave attaches to both
bodily life and life itself through the mediation of its labor. Unlike the master, the
slave works on bodily objects and negates them. At this point, Butler asks: “Can,
then, the labor reflected back be said finally to be the bondsman’s own?” 1% Then,
she gives the answer as follows: “The bondsman discovers his autonomy, but he
does not (yet) see that this autonomy is the dissimulated effect of the lord’s.” % It
is not aware of the fact that its own “body” is attached to life for the master. What
is more, the master supposes that it is detached from bodily life and it is also
beyond its body. And from the perspective of the slave, it is crucial to understand

131 | bid.

132 | bid.

" Ibid.

134 Butler, The Psychic Life of Power,36
* Ibid., 37.
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that it is not “for-itself”, but “for-another”. In this sense, the bodily action of the
slave belongs to the master; “for what the bondsman does is really the action of the
lord.”*® It is to say that the master is not fully detached from its own body. As
Butler says:
In the lord and bondsman section, it is the laboring body that is elsewhere, that is a
body for the lord, but the lord still consumes and in this way remains a body in
relation to what his exteriorized body provides. The lord’s body is thus never fully
evacuated, and it follows that nobody’s living body fully is: the very process of

evacuating the body or loaning it out is inevitably partial and, hence, partially
impossible.*

The impossibility of an ultimate detachment from the “body” and “life” for the
master reveals that its body is partially attached to life and to his own body. It is
also obvious that the master attempts to establish its mastership by means of
“detachment”, but it fails. Butler points out the impossibility of “detachment” from
the body and also from life:
It is impossible, first, because the operation of bodily substitution is denied by the
master. The master claims to be able to detach himself from his own body but

denies, in doing so, that he is only transferring it to the slave, asking him to be his
body in his place while disavowing this very demand.**®

From the perspective of the slave, what we see at the end of the “Lordship and
Bondage” section is the way in which its bodily finitude emerges. The slave
becomes aware of the fact that it does not only negate things, but it “is subject to a
full and final negation in death™®. It is the “being towards death” by which he
encounters its mortality and finitude. At his point Butler’s comment is close to the
Heideggerian assertion that “no one can take the other’s dying away for him™**°, In

this sense, the slave brings to light the truth of the finitude of its bodily existence.

“Being towards death” attaches the slave to its own body. The slave’s body is no

138 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 191.

37 Malabou and Butler, “You Be My Body for Me: Body, Shape, and Plasticity in Hegel’s
Phenomenology of Spirit”, 633.

%8 1hid., 614.
139 |pid., 618.

0 Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. Joan Stambaugh (Albany: State University of New
York Press, 1996), 223.
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more only “for-another”, but also “for-itself”. It becomes aware of the fact that it is
always already attached to its own body. In this regard, the ultimate detachment
from its own body is impossible, and its body belongs to it, not to the master.
Butler shows that “finitude is discovered at the end of Lordship and Bondage as a
definitive attachment [...]”***The crucial point for this section is that the “body”
includes both an “attachment” and “detachment”; they go hand in hand from the
viewpoint of Butler and Malabou. The result of the “life and death struggle” shows
that the struggle is not only between two self-consciousnesses, but it is also a
struggle within each body. To put it another way, the struggle is between the

attachment to “natural life” and the detachment from it through the “body”.

In addition to the section on the “life and death struggle”, Butler and Malabou add
another point to their reading of “Lordship and Bondage”. This point mainly
suggests that the concept of the “Other” and its relation to the “body” could be
considered in the context of this section. This indicates, for Hegel, that to become
a proper self-consciousness, consciousness must present itself in its relation to
otherness. On the ground of Hegel’s understanding of the section “Lordship and
Bondage”, what Butler points out is that “The first lesson gleaned from the
encounter with the ‘Other’ is that of the essential ambiguity of self-consciousness’
externalization. Self-consciousness seeks a reflection of its own identity through
the other.”™*? The ‘Other’ makes possible a reflexive relation between the self-
consciousness and its own identity. Thus, the “Other” is not to be understood in a
one-sided relation to consciousness. It simultaneously reflects the “self” within its
own otherness. For this reason, the attempt to overcome the otherness of the
“Other” is simultaneously an attempt to overcome the bodily otherness of the
‘Other’. It means that self-consciousness aims to render the bodily existence of the
‘Other’ its own. However, this effort of self-consciousness is useless: “Although

there is no body that is mine without the other’s body, there is no final

1 Malabou and Butler, “You Be My Body for Me: Body, Shape, and Plasticity in Hegel’s
Phenomenology of Spirit”, 620.

142 Butler, Subjects of Desire: Hegelian Reflections in Twentieth-Century France, 48.
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expropriation of one’s own body, and no final appropriation of another’s body.”143

In this regard, the main consequence of the ‘Other’ may implicitly reveal whether
the “attachment” to the other’s body and life, or the “detachment” from one’s own
body and eventually to one’s life is possible. The discussion of the “body”
throughout the section “Lordship and Bondage” reveals what sort of an
“attachment” to or “detachment” from the “body” is possible. Thanks to the
impossibility of an ultimate detachment from or attachment to the body, the body
arises as an unfixed “process”. It means that no permanent attachment to the body,
or detachment from it is possible; rather, it is a process in which “ultimately
unsuccessful attempts” come into existence. Butler also states that “there is no
permanent attachment -or permanent detachment- but a series of withdrawals and

144
reattachments” .

The other point of view in the discussion of the “body” in the Phenomenology
comes from John Russon’s reading, who proposes a rational comprehension of the
“embodiment” of consciousness by stating that “This will be a presentation not of
the science of the experience of consciousness but of the science of the
embodiment of consciousness™ . There is a possible compromise between the
“embodiment of consciousness” and the “body” throughout Hegel’s work. For
Russon, it is not simply that Hegel’s Phenomenology is only about the experience
of consciousness; rather, his work also includes the notion of the “body” to the
extent that we see the embodied character of consciousness: “[...] the conception
of body that is systematically implied by his phenomenological analysis of the
experience of consciousness™*® In this regard, according to Russon, the whole of
the “Lordship and Bondage” section is to be read as an important contribution to

solving the problem of the “body” in the Phenomenology. Russon’s analysis of

43 Malabou and Butler, “You Be My Body for Me: Body, Shape, and Plasticity in Hegel’s
Phenomenology of Spirit”, 611.

** Ibid., 614.
5 Russon, The Self and Its Body in Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit, 3.
% 1hid.
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Hegel’s notion of the body specifically focuses on the “Lordship and Bondage”
section. Before proceeding to Russon’s reading of the “body”, it may be useful to
define what he means by “embodiment”. Russon mainly uses the term to clarify
the meaning of a bodily existence for consciousness. In his The Self and its Body,
he uses the shapes of consciousness presented in “Lordship and Bondage” to give
an account of “three logical determinations” of the notion of the body. He calls
these determinations phusis, hexis, and logos.**” It is to say that the notion of the
“body” is explained through these Aristotelian concepts: phusis as nature, hexis as
habit, and logos as expression. Related to Russon’s point of view, the notion of the
“body” as phusis emerges as an essential notion in the context of “life”, and it
posits “feature of the logic of bodiliness that is the non-reflective system of
activities that accomplish an immediate relation of desire to its 0bject”148. His
reading of the “body as phusis” is revealed through the analysis of Hegel’s basic
concepts of desire and life in the section “Lordship and Bondage”. In the section,
self-consciousness is only in the form of natural or bodily desire. At this stage,
self-consciousness attempts to destroy or negate its object to show the
independence of life. Bodily desire tries to supersede life in the process of
consuming or negating the object. In this sense, self-consciousness merely arises
as an organism or living being. Russon also remarks that life “remains merely
natural”**®. This is to say that, at this stage, self-consciousness indicates nothing
more than a “nature” or “organism”. As Russon states, “we must see how the logic
of desire is precisely the logic of organism*®. The crucial point, for Russon, is to
ask how the body as phusis is important in this stage. Later, he refers to the
organic body as “self- maintaining system’”:

We have the notion of organism as an interactive totality, but we also need to

notice that the unity of this totality is an activity; that is, the organic body is not a
static whole, but is united only as a dynamic process and a process, precisely, of

7 Ibid., 8.

18 1bid., 53.
9 1bid., 60.
% 1bid., 55.
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self-maintenance, that is, self-unification. Essentially, then, the organic body is the
process of self-production or, indeed, self- production.™

In this regard, the organic body does not only remain at the level of the merely
living body, but it also implies a “dynamic process of self-production” or “body-
building”. Russon states that the “organic body” is the first principle for the second
determination of the body which is named hexis or “habit”**? (as second nature).
According to Russon, the difference of master and slave appears as the
consequence of their choice'®. In other words, the characteristic of such a
determination reveals itself through the choice of who is the master or the slave at
the end of the “life and death struggle”. For this reason, Russon describes habit “as
a product of self-conscious choice”™* As a result of this choice, while the slave is
at the level of phusis, the life of the master is built on hexis: “This notion that the
master-self really is built out of the slave’s life — that is, the notion that the life of
the master really is a developed (gebildet) form of behavior that could not be
carried out by the master simply through the operations of her own ‘natural’ body
— allows us now to call the body a hexis”**>. The meaning of hexis depends on a
process of habituation and also the process of habituation needs to be independent
from natural life. It means that it requires being a master. Through the
independence from natural life (or bodily life), the master overcomes its “nature”
and, creates a “second nature”. Therefore, while phusis implies a biological or
natural body, hexis appears as habit or second nature. However, for Russon, it is

important that as long as the bodily life of the master depends on the slave’s body,

B8 hid., 57.
152 |pid., 62.

153 In Sartre’s famous book, Being and Nothingness, | think, he implicity points out that the
emergence of master and slave is based on ‘existential desire’. According to him, every desire
indicates a ‘fundamental choice’ (or a radical decision) regarding how to reveal itself in the world.
In his account, fundamental choice determines ‘a mode of being’ that refers to a way of life. Any
particular desire presupposes this original choice that exposes the decision of how to live. In this
regard, at the end of the “life and death struggle”, each consciousnesses announces their
fundemantal choices that make them master or slave. Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness,
trans. H. E. Barnes (London: Routledge, 2002), 562.

154 Russon, The Self and Its Body in Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit, 69.
% bid., 68.
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its body is not only hexis but also phusis. After all the determinations of the body,
Russon proposes the third determination of it as logos or expression. In the same
part, Russon identifies the “body” as logos and also indicates its expressive
character. Moreover, he focuses on the relation of the master and the slave through
this expression. Russon states that the result of the “life and death struggle” can
only be effective as long it is expressive: “In order for her choice to be effective,
the slave-to-be must express her decision to her opponent. The only means at her
disposal are those over which her will has control, that is, her living body”*®.
Expression is driven to the point of recognizing who is the master or the slave.
Moreover, Russon also understands the “body” as an expression in which the
gesture of both the master and the slave is presented. In this sense, the body of
them implies a sort of “communication” through the way in which their gestures
are presented to the other. Such a communication makes the slave’s body open to
the understanding of the master. In other words, Russon considers that what it
means to be the slave consists in being the starter of the communication.
According to him, the master is a receiver who understands and reacts to what the
slave expresses through its gesturing. It means that the master must “be able to
recognize the body of the other as gesturing, and he must understand what the

157
gesture expresses”’ >

Moreover, Russon’s approach to the textuality of the “body” is another crucial
aspect for the section “Lordship and Bondage”. For Russon, we can think of the

138 insofar as it seems to include both “reading and writing”**°,

“body” as a “text
According to Russon, “Self-consciousness is essentially reading one’s body, and it

is the recognition of this which completes the development of self-

1% 1bid., 73.
7 1bid.,p.74.
158 John Russon, “Reading and the Body in Hegel”, 22:4 (1993), 322.

91t may be important to keep in mind that, for Russon, the whole of the Phenomenology of Spirit
would then appear as a process of both reading and writing. He states that “Absolute knowing is the
recognition that | can only ever read the autobiography | have always already been writing, or
again, I can only ever write the autobiography I have always already been reading”. Ibid., 336.
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consciousness™ . In this regard, he understands the role of the master as a reader
of the expressions of the slave in the section. To be a master means not only to be
the winner of the “life and death struggle”, but also to be an effective reader. And
to be a slave means to be an efficient writer. It writes through its labor, because
unlike the master, the slave works on objects and leaves its signature on them. The
master attempts to read the signature on the objects on which the slave labors,
however, the signature is disappeared by the master “who stamps it with his name,
owns it, or consumes it in some way”161 At this point, the master is at the end of its
role as an effective reader. By means of his consumption, there is no signature to
read: “The signature is always already erased, written over, expropriated,
resignified”.'®® The slave becomes aware of the fact that its signature belongs to
the master and it does not mark its own labor: “The working of the slave is thus to
be understood as a marking which regularly unmarks itself [...]"*%%. Moreover, at
this point, the role of the slave cannot remain as an effective writer, then, the slave
turns to what it writes, i.e., self-recognition. It is to say that it turns to its labor
instead of offering the master to be a writer for it. At the end of the section, the
slave becomes a reader of what it writes through its labor. It sees and reads the

essential character of its labor:

[...] The bondsman, through working on the thing, embodies the principle of
negation as an active and creative principle, and thus inadvertently dramatizes that
he is more than a mere body, and that the body itself is an embodying or
expressive medium for the project of a self-determining identity. Through the
experience of work, the body is revealed as an essential expression of freedom.'®*

As | have tried to explore in this chapter of the study, the notion of the “body” is
not only essential for the section “Lordship and Bondage”, but it is also the basis

of many Hegelian concepts such as consciousness, life, the other, recognition, and

180 |pid., 323.

1L Malabou and Butler, “You Be My Body for Me: Body, Shape, and Plasticity in Hegel’s
Phenomenology of Spirit”, 618.

182 1hid.
183 1hid.

164 Butler, Subjects of Desire: Hegelian Reflections in Twentieth-Century France, 53.
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desire. Each concept of the section presupposes the “body” or “bodily existence”
in terms of its different aspects. As it seems to be more explicit now, we can
understand more clearly what the meaning of a bodily existence for consciousness

is in this section of Phenomenology.

Before passing to the next form of consciousness, above all, I would like to draw
attention to an ambiguity that emerges at the end of ‘Lordship and Bondage’. As
we have seen, throughout the relation between master and slave, Hegel puts a
strong emphasis on work that is projected into the idea of actualization of freedom.
It is the ground that makes a possible objective expression of the slave’s freedom,
and the slave seeks to gain self-recognition through its work. While the slave gains
the proper image of self-consciousness in an objectified form through its labor, the
master lacks the proper external relation to independent objects and also an
objective expression of its freedom. In other words, what is crucial in terms of the
relation between master and slave is that with the working activity on the objects,
the slave finds an objective expression to its independence and self-recognition
through being in relation to independent objects that it forms. Even though the
work seem to be a solution to the problem of both recognition and freedom, the
slave remains in being un-recognized as a free self by another self-consciousness.
It means that even if the slave finds any objective expression of its independence,
its independence only depends on its work or slavery. Put differently, the relation
between master and slave emphasizes the actualization of freedom in a way in
which the slave becomes an independent self-consciousness through its bodily
activity; on the other hand, it still depends on the master. Therefore the slave
cannot fully free itself from its initial submisson to the master (as for-another) and
articulate its independence (as for-itself) into a more determinate way other than
the form-giving activity to things by means of its labor, if it does not internalize
and appropriate the independence in its transformative activity as the freedom of
thought. However, this internalization, in the sense of its inner freedom, which
emerges at the close of the ‘Lordship and Bondage’ section, turns into a more

complex problem of freedom for the next shape of consciousness, i.e. “Stoicism”,
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which will reveal the inherent contradiction between inner freedom and external
unfreedom. In other words, in so far as the self-consciousness remains within the
terms of the opposition between its independence and dependence, the problem of

its freedom becomes more visible with all its inherent tensions as | shall articulate
in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 4

FREEDOM OF SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS WITHOUT THE BODY

Throughout the second section of Self-Consciousness chapter, which is called
“Freedom of Self-Consciousness”, Hegel shows us the ways in which self-
consciousness takes a new attitude to the world that which is divided into three
modes: Stoicism, Skepticism, and the Unhappy Consciousness. At the end of the
preceding chapter, we have seen how the slave finds its ‘truly independent
consciousness’ in its bodily activity through forming the object of nature. It finds
itself in the form giving activity. By virtue of realizing the impossibility of an
ultimate independency of both the master and the object, slave consciousness finds

its own independence in the form of the object to which it relates.
4.1 Vacating the Body in Thought: Stoicism

Before exploring these modes of self-consciousness, we should make explicit the
transition'®® from the first section to second. In the previous section, the relation
between the master and the slave was not symmetrical regarding the demand of
recognition. While the master is unable to give objective expression to its freedom,
the slave is conscious of itself, and finds its own freedom through its labor.
Depending on its formative (labor or work) activity, consciousness finds itself in

this form. In other words, by finding itself in the form of its activity, it also finds

1% According to Robert Stern, Hegel’s implicit account of transition from ‘Lordship and Bondage’
section to ‘Freedom of Self-Consciousness’ includes a shift from practical attitude of consciousness
to the world to theoretical one. Stern explains the transition by asserting that it involves a sort of
rationalism, which is primarily believed by Ancient Stoics who takes the universe governed by
logos or reason. Thus, Stern states that Hegel probably refers to actual historical episodes in the
three subsections of ‘Freedom of Self-Consciousness’: “In this text historical episodes have the
place they do because they relate to particular stages in the conceptual development that Hegel is
tracing out for consciousness.” However, at the same time, he reminds us that reading the whole
Phenomenology as that includes merely historical episodes would distort Hegel’s account. Stern,
Hegel and The Phenomenology of Spirit, 86.
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its own self-consciousness in it. Hegel, thus, stresses the point that “the form of the
object and self-consciousness of the slave have the same structure”.*®® The new
form of consciousness sees not only its own formative activity over the object but
also its own self-consciousness in it, that is, it recognizes itself in the form of the
object. This is the reason that the slave has no longer a need for another self-
consciousness in order to be recognized, and stands in relation only to the object
that which provides the self-realization and recognition of it.'®” The form of the
object belongs to self-consciousness itself as much as to the object; in fact,
consciousness of the slave identifies itself with the very same substance of the
object. Then, it takes a new form of consciousness called as Stoic “thought”. The
criterion of slave consciousness for its own freedom emerges from the
unsatisfactory relationship between the master and the slave, and as a result of this
relationship, the Stoic self conceives freedom as a total independence from all
determinations or limitations of the others, i.e., the other selves and the world
itself. Thus, the Stoic consciousness positions itself as outside of the whole
sensuous world that it actually depends upon. Moreover, it has a reaction against
the unsatisfactory experience of the master-slave relationship because of the fact
that it has experienced that total independence is not possible by remaining in
relation to the master and the world. Thus, it takes primarily a position in which
denial and negative attitudes emerge as central. Its rejection is not just against
slavery; rather, it exhibits a rejection to any sense of limitation against its own
consciousness. It means that stoic consciousness withdraws itself from master-
slave dependencies, and becomes indifferent to all relations of the world. Its
freedom of thought is also in a negative form by which it is free from all

determinations of the world, and it is free to think what it pleases. Thus, the stoic

1% Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 197.

187 If we ask about the master, it could be said that it has imprisoned itself in enjoying its own

mastery without giving any objective expression to its freedom. Then, a kind of attitude of mastery
to the world will again appear in the ‘Scepticism’ section. However, for now, the new shape of self-
consciousness is presented by only the slave. As John Plamenatz rightly put it "[...] the future lies
with the slave. It is his destiny to create the community in which everyone accords recognition to
everyone else, the community in which Spirit attains its end and achieves its satisfaction". John
Plamenatz, Man and Society, (United Kingdom.Longman, 1992), vol.2.
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self becomes identical with its own thought, and thought becomes identical with
freedom. Stoic self believes that freedom is an isolated realm, in which any
dependence to others is not required, and so thinking appears as a unique
alternative to act freely. This is the way in which self-consciousness appears

mainly as ‘thought’.

In Hegel’s point of view, Stoicism indicates a mode of thinking in which self-
consciousness has nothing beyond its own thinking that which is both essential and
self-relational. This mode of thinking is a version of “pure self-consciousness” that
takes the self as a pure abstraction without any content and makes it the essential
act towards other selves and the world. Thinking, for Hegel, primarily makes one
self-relational through which self-consciousness takes everything in reference to
its own thought. However, stoical thought, which arrives on its own insight, is not
aware of the fact that its self-relationality is nothing, but an abstraction. Form the
stoic point of view, the world exists only in thought. Hegel states that “Its principle
is that consciousness is a being that thinks and that consciousness holds something
to be essentially important, or true and good only in so far as it thinks it to be

SUCh”.lGB

For such thought, there is nothing essential beyond its own thought, and it always
thinks by withdrawing itself from the outside. It is indifferent to the natural
existence of the others, and mainly to the world. In other words, stoic
consciousness becomes completely alien to the internally differentiated sphere of
life because of the reason that the unstable sphere of life makes it feel
uncontrollable. Thus, it has a negative attitude against to what it cannot control or
what it cannot master. Stoic self thinks that it has no need of the particularities of
the world, that is, it is a progressive renunciation of the sensuous world by means
of ‘thought’.

The theme of "withdrawal” indicates, | believe, an essential movement through

which stoic consciousness ignores to be open to anything except its own self-

1%8 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 198.
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consciousness. It attempts to withdraw itself not only from the realm of life but
also from the bodily existence of its own self. The act of withdrawal provides it to
remain only in relation to its own self-consciousness. As noted above, it is the fact
that slave consciousness realizes in the master-slave relation that its body is
already dependent on anything other than itself, so that, it withdraws itself even
from its body in order to be independent. Thus, it makes its own body alien to
itself.*® In this regard, the body appears in the way that it has been abandoned for
the sake of pure self-consciousness of the stoic. As Butler properly states that
becoming a pure self-consciousness “entails vacating the body and clinging to
what appears to be most disembodied: thought.’® The reason of the act of
vacating the body for stoic self-consciousness is that freedom merely indicates to
be independent in thought, but not as body. However, this stoic thought is merely
an “abstract thought of freedom”, or “a truth lacking the fullness of life”!™. It
means that the abstract thought can merely include “the Notion of freedom, not the
living reality of freedom itself”*’ since, its freedom does not depend on any
content or any particular actuality. When it clings to abstract thought, it cannot
give any content to what is true or real, then it cannot find any satisfactory and
objective answers to independence assertion of its own self.

The True and the Good, wisdom and virtue, the general terms beyond which
Stoicism cannot get, are therefore in a general way no doubt uplifting, but since

189 As John Russon makes explicit, stoic self-consciousness also attempts to get rid of its own body.
According to the stoic self, its body is the distinguishable appearance. In this regard, stoicism could
be understood as our ability to say “I” to the extent that this “I” distinguish “me” from “it” or
“myself” from the world. Therefore, stoic consciousness can easily differentiate, and say “me” and
“my body”. In connection to the point, Russon reminds us the story told by slave Epictetus, who is
a Greek Stoic philosopher: “His master twists Epictetus’ leg and he says that ‘if you go on, you will
break my leg, and when his leg becomes broken, Epictetus calmly says that ‘I told you so.” By
reminding this story, Russon states that for Stoic self “The pain of the breaking leg exerts no
influence over the self; rather the pain is alien to the self [...] Epictetus differentiates and says ‘me
and my pain’. Russon, The Self and Its Body in Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit, 17.

170 Bytler, The Psychic Life of Power, 43.
"1 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 200.
172 | bid.
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they cannot in fact produce any expansion of the content, they soon become
tedious.'”

So that, it fails to give any content to its own thought without depending on any
object, since while stoic thought tries to reach substance of the object by
withdrawing to its own thought, it only remains dependent on the object in order to
give it any content. Then, self-consciousness becomes aware of the fact that the act
of “withdrawing” itself from the world leads to remain as its own thought merely

>4 Hence, then it leaves the withdrawal off, and

as an “abstract thought
necessarily makes transition to a new form of consciousness, which does not

withdraw itself from the world.
4.2 Abrogation of the Body: Scepticism

Sceptical thought appears as an infinite capacity to negate everything in the object
and “the many and varied forms of life as a real negativity”.”> It annihilates them
in thought and declares that there is nothing to be real in the world except thought.
It annihilates things by undermining them in thought, so that, claims to achieve the
freedom of thought in this negation. In that sense, sceptical self, like master,
relates to the world as a pure self-consciousness, however, unlike master, the
negation of the sceptic does not actually take place in the act of consuming, but it
occurs in thought. Hegel writes that sceptical self “procures for its own self the
certainty of its freedom [...] and thereby raises it to truth”. 1”® What Hegel tells us
about Scepticism is that it is “the realization of that of which Stoicism was only the

Notion, and is the actual experience of what the freedom of thought is.” " Such

173 1bid.

174 Kojéve takes the term of “abstract thought” as ideologies ( in a sense of Marxist point of view).
According to him, all forms of abstract thought are at work in order to impose the enslavement on
the slave. For example, for Kojéve, the unhappy consciousness is nothing, but a process in which
the ideology of it attempts to get the slave accept enslavement to the Unchangeable, i.e., God.
Accordingly, while it appears as a rejection of the reality in Stoicism, and, in Scepticism, it appears
as a negation of the whole world.

%5 Ipid., § 202.
178 Ipid., § 204.
Y7 Ipbid., § 202.
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kind of thought presents itself and its relation to the world sceptically. Hegel calls
sceptic self as a “medley of sensuous and intellectual representations™.*”® It is a
single self opposed to multiplicity, and it has also a single power of negativity for
all its experienced differences. While the stoical self presents itself freely in only
thought, the sceptical self clings to the comprehension that if the objects of the
world are revealed by virtue of thought, then negating of them also means to
annihilate how they are in themselves, or negation of their ground.'”® Therefore,
sceptic becomes doubtful for the ground of the objects, and asserts that the origins
of the object can never be knowable. The main concern of the sceptical thought is
certainly the negation of every origin, that is, sceptical thought essentially rejects
any ground for the basic epistemological and ontological claims except the
groundlessness of them.*® In other words, such a sceptial thought implies nothing,
but the purest nihilism. While it negates everything in thought around it, on the
other hand, it negates its own negativity as well. It vacates any principle of reason,
any principle for the truth, so that, as Hegel puts, it eventually finds itself in “pure
nothingness”, and in the inability to overcome its vacillation between the concept
of pure and unchangeable self and the fluxing self as changeable one. Then, as
Hegel writes, it “cannot get any further from there, but must wait to see whether
something new comes along and what it is, in order to throw it too into the same

empty abyss.”181

The experience of the freedom of thought becomes merely the absolute negation of
any particular truth. It is the reason that the truth, for sceptical self, exists only to

78 Ipid., § 205.

19 Kojeve incorrectly asserts that that “Hegel says that Man abandons Stoicism because, as a Stoic,
he is bored” Introduction to the reading of Hegel, p.53. The transition from stoic self-consciousness
to sceptic one does not come to existence because of the boredom of stoic self; rather, stoic self-
consciousness takes a new form in order to to find the determinate content for its freedom of
thought, even if the content that has found is groundlessness.

180 Another commentator, Hyppolite, defines scepticism in a way that it “penctrates all the
determinations of experience and of life; it shows their nothingness, dissolving them in self-
consciousness”’ Jean Hyppolite, Genesis and Structure, trans. Samuel Chernak and John Heckman
(Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1974), 184.

181 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 79.
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the extent that it is in thought. Scepticism is, thus, identified as a process in which
all the particular truths become explicit insofar as they are destined to be vanished.
All determinate origins are destructible in the eyes of the sceptic, who attaches
itself to the nihilated world that is determined by the freedom of thought. So that,
the world loses its character of being fixed and stable; everything in such a world
flows in its groundlessness. In other words, through the sceptical claim about the
groundlessness of the world, nothing can be comprehended as unchangeable or
eternal. Unlike the stoic self, who conceives freedom as the self-determination of
thought, the sceptic self conceives freedom as the vanishing of the ground for the
fixed truth. Therefore, it can be said that the core point of stoicism inverted into
scepticism regarding the issue of freedom. In this sense, sceptical self admits that
the truth that it conceives is based on the state of being groundless, and its freedom
of thought rests on the negation of any truth. As Russon rightly states it, “[i]n
scepticism [...] freedom is recognized not as the source of meaning, but as the
source of meaninglessness.”*® The Sceptic self, thus, becomes aware of the fact
that it has lost the distinctions between appearances because of the view that they
exist at the same root of groundlessness. In other words, they are merely variations
for the negativity of thought. However, at the same time, it cannot ignore the
existence of these uncertain appearances since it realizes that what is groundless is
initially to be presumed. Thus, even in the sceptic self-consciousness, there is a
sense of unchanging existence. If there is no ground for the existence of objects,
and the world is only nothingness, the sceptic cannot deny the fact that they exist
in a way that they are both unchangeable and changeable. Sceptic self-
consciousness, thereby, reveals its own contradictory character. Since, while it
takes itself as unchangeable, self-identical and as the pure power of negation for
all determinations, it essentially depends on the determinateness of what is
negated, i.e., the world. As Russon writes that two sides of the sceptical self-
consciousness oscillate “between the conception of the self as an independent,

self-sufficient power of negation, and the self as a flux of non-self-subsistent

%2John Russon, “Infinite Phenomenology” (Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern University Press,

2016), 128.
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determinations.”*® In contrast to anything it negates, skeptical thought takes itself
as unchangeable and pure ‘I’. However, while sceptic self-consciousness takes
itself as a pure unchanging ‘I’, it finds its changeable character in the process of
his own negative thinking. Through this experience, it sees its own “internally
contradictory” character, that is, now, it takes itself as both changeable and
unchangeable. Sceptical self-consciousness, however, is not explicitly aware of its
own internal contradiction, but it shifts from one to the other, and in a sense enjoys
itself in it. Now, the difficulty for the sceptic self-consciousness is that it has to
hold changeable and unchangeable character of the self together in one and the
same self-consciousness. Then, these two sides of self-consciousness have to take
a new form of self-consciousness, i.e., the unhappy consciousness in which the
two contradictory characters of sceptic self-consciousness become explicit and go
hand in hand.

Based on the discussion above, in my view, it is more obvious that how the bodies
of both stoic and sceptic consciousnesses are ignored and deported throughout
these sections. Through both vacation and abrogation of the body, consciousness,
now, takes itself as if it has elevated itself over the changeability and individuality.
In this regard, the emergence of the body in both stoicism and scepticism initially

18 and absence. While these self-

occurs as moments of disembodiment
consciousnesses recognize themselves only in thought and in groundlessness, they
conceive their own body as a kind of ‘obstacle’ in which the changeable
materiality of the self exists. The body of the self, which has explicitly emerged on
the scene by master-slave relation, is evacuated by the “pure self-consciousness”
of the stoic and the sceptic. For these sections, Butler points out that the body is
“split off from consciousness. Reconstituted as an interior alien, the body is

sustained through its disavowal as what consciousness must continue to

183 Russon, The Self and Its Body, 20.
8% The conception of “disembodiment” of the body will also be an essential concern for the

unhappy consciousness (in 4.3) in a more radicalized form.
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disavow.”*® Throughout these two sections, the body has been in exile in order to
prove that these self-determinations are nothing but the pure freedom of its
thought. In this regard, both their moments of self-determination reveal themselves
in the realm of immaterial subjectivity, that is, out of the body. “If I have come
“outside myself”, then I am no longer localized, and this tells me something new

about who I am.”*®® It is to say that consciousness is, now, disembodied thought.
4.3 Bodily Suppression: Unhappy Consciousness

The Sceptic’s comprehension of itself as both changeable and unchangeable paves
the way for the emergence of its ‘duplication’. Consciousness, now, knows that
these two characters of the self are opposed to one another, and they are
inseparable from each other. Throughout this section, the question of “How can I
reconcile my own changeable side and the unchangeable one” is tried to be
answered by unhappy consciousness. Therefore, the overall position of the section,
unlike Scepticism, does not to attempt to show unchangeability of consciousness,
but to imply the inescapability of the dialectic of the changeable and the
Unchangeable. The experience of unhappy consciousness begins with the claim
that if these two opposing self-consciousnesses take themselves to be one self,
then, consciousness turns into the ‘immediate unity’ of these two self within one. It
is the unity that what makes unhappy consciousness different from sceptic one.
Hegel here puts the difference between them:

In Scepticism, consciousness truly experiences itself as internally contradictory.

From this experience emerges a new form of consciousness which brings together

the two thoughts which Scepticism holds apart...This new form is, therefore, one
which knows that it is the dual consciousness of itself.*®’

185 Butler, The Psychic Life of Power, 42.

186 Malabou and Butler, “You Be My Body for Me: Body, Shape, and Plasticity in Hegel’s
Phenomenology of Spirit”, 625.

187 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 206.
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Consciousness desires'®

to unite two opposing and dual consciousness in one self.
For unhappy consciousness, there are two selves in one, and it makes
consciousness “inwardly disrupted”.®® In the first part of the section, where the
awareness of its dual consciousness comes to the fore, the aim of consciousness is
not mainly to show its contradictory sides as its true character, but rather to prove
the claim that the unity of the sides is its own true character or ‘essence’. Although
it takes the unity to be essential, the unhappy consciousness knows that it is
already divided into two, and the two are “not the same, but opposites, [...] are
alien to one another”.*® Thus, the unhappy consciousness is aware of the fact that
it is consciousness of this contradiction; thus, it can no longer identify itself with
the unchangeable, and takes itself as an unessential and changeable being. For this
reason, on the one hand, the unchangeable and the essential side of consciousness
becomes an “alien being” for it; but on the other hand, the ‘inessential’ and the
‘changeable’ side of it appears as a ‘scorned’ consciousness. Butler emphasizes
this point impressively: “As a dual structure, the unhappy consciousness takes

itself as its own object of scorn”. !

In order to become one with the unchangeable, now, consciousness attempts to
abandon its changeable self. For so doing, it attempts to free itself from the
inessential, changeable side of it, and thinks that it must free itself from itself in
order to be one with the essential and the unchangeable side that implies the

‘beyond’*® or being ‘over there’. The unhappy consciousness sees this

188 According to my conviction, consciousness continues to “desire” the unity with itself through
the movement of itself. In this regard, the concept of desire cannot be reduce to the ‘Self-
Consciousness’ part of the Phenomenology since it has still constitutive role in the following
experiences of consciousness. Thus, the concept of ‘desire’ permanently emerges as a persistent
character of consciousness in the whole process of the Phenomenology.

189 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 207.
199 Ipid., § 208.
91 Bytler, The Psychic Life of Power, 46.

192 Russon discusses the conception ‘beyond’ in the context of a searching to find any meaning in

our everyday life. He states that the ‘beyond’ appears as ‘meaning’ in the changeable flux of our
lives; otherwise, as he claims, we would lost the flux of the world. This is the reason that drives us
to find a way for the unity of the Unchangeable. Russon, “Infinite Phenomenology”, 130.
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unchangeable as its own essence. Now, we should note that consciousness is also
an unhappy religious consciousness in the context of the Christian thought'%,
However, it is still aware of the fact that each side belongs to its own self, for that
reason, it cannot escape from them. If it abandons the unessential part of it, it will
still be deprived of itself. Therefore, it feels itself in “a struggle against an enemy,

and the enemy is nothing, but itself"*"

thus winning the struggle is equal to the
loss of itself. The religious unhappy consciousness conceives its own nature as a
split, that is, as an enemy nature, while it has also a kind of spiritual nature, i.e.,
the Unchangeable one. These two are always in conflict to attain ‘oneness’ with
the unchangeable essence which requires abandoning the first nature and denying
bodily nature as well. Thus, the unhappy consciousness strives to attain the unity
with the unchangeable and thereby hopes to reverse its unhappiness to happiness.
In that sense, now, the problem that appears for unhappy consciousness is that it
adopts two different realms and must reconcile them. In order to do so, it
successively arises in the different three forms of unhappy consciousness, through
which it tries to attain a communion of both the changeable and the unchangeable.
In other words, it attempts to find three different ways in which the essential or the
unchangeable being might be there. These ways are respectively devotion,
gratitude and wretchedness, and the first way appears as pure devotional activity in
which the changeable aspect of the self yearns for the pure objective point of view,
i.e, the unchangeable, in order to be recognized in there. That is, it puts not only its
own subjectivity aside, and takes on the devotional inclination, but also moves

itself away from the bodily activity; thus, the first form of unhappy consciousness

193 One of the interpretations that stresses the Hegelian conception of ‘Unhappy Consciousness’
comes from Terry Pinkard. He claims that Hegel uses the term in order to "describe both medieval
Christianity and the Hellenic and pre-Christian worlds in which the older Greek gods were gone
with nothing yet having arisen to take their place.” Terry Pinkard, Hegel’s Phenomenology: The
Sociality of Reason (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 70. Most commentators spend
a good deal of effort to make explicit the religious implications of the ‘Unhappy Consciousness’
section. However, this implications are out of my scope, since, what | want to make explicit here is
that how the bodily existence of the unhappy consciousness is suppressed.

194 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 209.
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appears as a “movement towards thinking”.*® In other words, it strives for the
abandonment of whole material existence of its own self, i.e., the body in order to
attain a way in which it can elevate itself to the unchangeable point of view. The
various “thinking activities” are involved to achieve this self-elevation through the
devotional activity. On the one hand, in order to attain self-elevation, the negation
or the disavowal of the changeable body is required for the unhappy
consciousness, but on the other hand, it knows the fact that the body cannot be
fully negated so that it must be negated in the ritualistic activities such as rites,
chants, or the smell of incense. Butler states that the body is suppressed ‘as the
price of holiness’ and the devotee acts “religious practices whereby the entire body
is ritualistically purged”.**® While the devotee seeks to find a way to become one
with the unchangeable through these activities which are the same with the early
Christian church activities, consciousness merely becomes one with the ‘feeling’
that it “has fallen back into itself”.'®" It means that the first experience of the
unhappy consciousness shows that any feeling of unity with the unchangeable
refers merely to sense of its own self so that its essence remains alien to it. While it
is seeking the reconciliation with the unchangeable, it only experiences its
separateness from it through falling back into its own individuality. Through the
devotional activity, it conceives the "truth™ that it never actually succeeds to attain
‘beyond’ its own individuality. Moreover, this devotional attempt of consciousness
implies to overcome the gap between the subjective and the objective points of
view. In this regard, it reminds us the experience of ‘sense-certainty’ by which
consciousness has gained only the immediate experience of particularity. When
unhappy consciousness becomes aware of the fact that the devotion does not prove
any satisfaction to become one with the unchangeable, then, it approaches to a

second way that contains the gratitude — or thanks giving activity- through

1% Ipid., § 208.
19 Butler, The Psychic Life of Power, 51.
97 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 217.
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consuming and working.*®® It turns to different kinds of activities because it finds
itself falling back into its own individuality in the previous experience. The
unhappy consciousness supposes that the unchangeable manifests its universality
in the particularity of the world through the activities of consuming and working.
As Hegel writes, “the unchangeable consciousness renounces and surrenders its
embodied form, while, on the other hand, the particular individual consciousness
gives thanks [for the gift]."* It also knows that one can consume or work by virtue
of the unchangeable, so the world as a whole becomes an expression of the
Unchangeable. The activity of consuming and working become an affirmation and
giving thanks for the unhappy consciousness. The unhappy consciousness comes
to rely on its own everyday activities in order to have an access to the realm of
unchangeable. In the everyday activities, it, therefore, hopes to find the union of
universality of the unchangeable and the individuality of itself. However, as Hegel
writes, “The hope of becoming one with it must remain a hope”.?® To my mind,
the concept of hope establishes a ground for the possibility of the unity with the
Unchangeable. Through hope, unhappy consciousness envisions the possibility to
elevate itself to the realm of the Unchangeable. In this regard, on the ground of
hope, consciousness supposes that it has a possibility to convert its self-division
into the unity. However, all attempts of the everyday activities, which kindle the
hope for this unity, always remain defective and this defectiveness again leads to
“hope”. Consciousness, in the second individual experience, thus, again remains
unhappy.?®® In other words, such hope empowers divided consciousness to strive
in order to reach the unity with the Unchangeable, but the experience of

consciousness proves that the unity is always unattainable. Although the unhappy

1% Ipid., § 218.
99 1bid., § 222.
2 Ipid., § 212.

21 Merleau-Ponty understands the unhappy consciousness not as a being divided as the
Unchangeable and the changeable, but as one being separated from the nature. Therefore, Merleau-
Ponty writes that “all consciousness is therefore unhappy, since it knows it is a secondary form of
life and misses the innocence from which it senses it came.”Merleau-Ponty, “Hegel’s
Existentialism”, 67.
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consciousness finds a sort of enjoyment in the activities of consuming and
working, it rejects any responsibility for its own enjoyment. The rejection of the
responsibility for these activities means the rejection that these activities do not
belong to its own self, but to the Unchangeable. The disavowal of the self makes
its own life ‘nothing’, and this leads to self-negation in a certain way. In this
regard, through the experience of gratitude, it again gains the sense of itself, and
also, it feels itself as in the sense of ‘nothingness’, or unessential individuality. The
two previous experiences of unhappy consciousness show that consciousness
attaches to them merely by being an individual, a thing. It is to say that it realizes
not to be more than a material individuality and sees this individuality as
something that cannot be denied. And, Butler states that “Here again the self to be
renounced is figured as a bodily self, as "this actual individual in the animal
functions™.?%? Then, the third form of the unhappy consciousness turns against
itself as an enemy and declares itself in the form of “wretchedness”. It abandons
itself, surrenders and also alienates its ‘animal functions’, i.e., the bodily life.
Through the suppression of bodily life, it alienates itself from itself. The unhappy
consciousness believes that the existence of it is nothing, but the Unchangeable as
an essence is the source of everything including itself. “Consciousness [...] is the
merest particular; we have here only a personality confined to its own self and its
petty actions [...] as wretched as it is impoverished.”?® However, while it takes
itself as self-denial in the feeling of its wretchedness, it becomes aware of the fact
that its self-denial makes its unity possible with the unchangeable. In order to
attain this unity, it needs the other, a mediator, so that, unlike previous experiences
of it, consciousness ceases to negate or deny the other; instead, it surrenders to the
other, to the mediator. By means of the mediator, it attributes all doings to the
other and recognizes them as the activities of the other and could not have any

responsibility for its unessential being, and could contact with the unchangeable.

202 gytler, The Psychic Life of Power, 50.
2% Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 225.
74



204 is the third element that mediates both the individual

The mediator
consciousness and the Unchangeable. It allows being reconciled with the
individuality of it and the Unchangeable, then, consciousness appears as wholly

the will 2%

of the mediator by attaching itself to it. In this regard, the unhappy
consciousness frees “itself from itself”, and from now on, it is determined by the
will of the mediator. It is to say that consciousness is no longer a self, but a ‘thing’

or “objective existence”?®

which has no will. It is the highest form of alienation
that appears as an objectification that consciousness seeks. In relinquishing the
will of its own, as Hegel states, it also “renounces to regard itself as a free self-

207 “and reduces itself to merely a ‘thing’ that is assumed to be

consciousness
determined by the will of the Unchangeable. In this way, while the wretched
consciousness turns from the subjective individuality to a merely ‘objective
existence’, a mere living being or a bodily life, the Unchangeable appears in the
changeability of this objective existence or the bodily life of it. It is to say that for
the unhappy consciousness, the ineluctability of the body becomes apparent.
Accordingly, Butler points out the necessity of the body for such a consciousness
by writing that “In Hegel, the suppression of bodily life is shown to require the

very body that it seeks to suppress; in this sense, the body is preserved in and by

2% For a non-secular reading of the notion of “mediator”, most of commentators understand the
mediator as the Christian church. The rest of them point out that the mediator could only be
understood as “the Holy Spirit”. For example, according to Harris, whose reading really depends on
the religious ground, the Unhappy Consciousness in the first experience searches for unity with
“the Father”, the second implies the unity with the “Son”, and the third attempts to the
reconciliation of the particular consciousness with the Unchangeable, or namely “the Holy Spirit”.
Henry Silton Harris, “Hegel’s Ladder” (Indianapolis: Cambridge: Hackett Publishing Company,
1997), 409.

2 Houlgate points out the similarity between the Kantian ‘schema’ and the conception of the
mediator. He claims by saying that “Like the Kantian ‘schema’, the mediator emerges as a third
thing that links the changeable and the unchangeable. Stephen Houlgate, Hegel’s Phenomenology
of Spirit: A Readers Guide (London, New York: Bloomsburry Publishing), 118. However, Russon
points out the unclear position of the relation to mediation through the ‘mediator’ by asking “How
can the two aspects within the mediator themselves ‘communicate’ one with the other?” John, The
Self and Its Body, 26.

26 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 229.
27 |bid., § 197.
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the very act of suppression”.?® It is true that the bodily life, which had been
suppressed throughout the experience of the unhappy consciousness is irreversibly
conserved in the emergence of the Unchangeable within the changeable being. The
changeable individual, who attempts to detach itself from its body, comes to the
awareness of the fact that the body is required in order to become one with the
Unchangeable. This also exhibits the re-emergence of what is suppressed, which is
inherent in the Hegelian dialectic. In other words, the Hegelian framework
presupposes the impossibility of ultimate bodily suppression. Now, the changeable
individual, who seeks the universal unchangeable, can commune with the
Unchangeable, and thereby, such a consciousness also knows itself in its very
bodily individuality, that is, as being in the world. Through the experience of the
unity, what consciousness has learned is not only that it cannot find the
Unchangeable somewhere beyond its particular subjectivity, but also it becomes
aware of the fact that there is no ultimate way of suppressing its individual self.
Therefore, it turns towards this particular existence in which the immediate unity
of individuality and universality has already become one. In this respect,
consciousness finally does not feel itself separated from the Unchangeable or the
essence, but it knows itself as one with the Unchangeable. Now, consciousness
recognizes itself in “the unity with this universal which no longer falls outside of
it*?® and it becomes certain that this unity is to be found nowhere else than the

world. In this regard, it finds its true self as its reflected objectivity in the world.

Consequently, at the beginning of the section, while the free self has the attitude of
being opposite to the world, at the end of the section, it necessarily finds itself in
the world that forms the problem of the next chapter of the Phenomenology. When
the objective individuality of consciousness emerges in the unity as a moment that
attaches necessarily to this world, the new form of consciousness, then, concerns

to find itself in this world. In general, the movement of the unhappy consciousness

208 Bytler, The Psychic Life of Power, 57.

29 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 230.
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essentially can be read as an experience of the bodily separation from itself and re-

finding its own body in this separation.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

Throughout this thesis, the conceptualization of the notion of body and the
characterization of bodily existence of consciousness in Hegel’s Phenomenology
of Spirit is articulated. Based on the investigations carried out in the previous
chapters of this thesis, | define the intrinsic development of bodily existence of
consciousness within the chapters of “Consciousness” and “Self-Consciousness”.
This development is from a primarily animalistic body to a fundamentally self-
conscious body. The entire experiences of both consciousness and self-
consciousness reflect the movement of body: it arises as a body that the
appearance of it falls into the world; as a body that it is a part of natural desire; as a
body that in which the self finds itself as being unrecognized and recognized; and
as a body that consciousness attempts to get rid of. This study enables us to see
that the movement of consciousness does not exclude the bodily existence of it; on
the contrary, this movement can be understood better by rethinking it within the
relationship of consciousness to its body. The notion of the body, like the notion of
nature or the notion of art, is not excluded from the Phenomenology of Spirit.
However, it is not explicitly thematized in it.>!° Here, | have tried to bring into
light a possible thematization of the corporeality or the bodily existence of
consciousness by interpreting the chapters on “Consciousness” and “Self-
consciousness” of the Phenomenology. Thus, in this thesis, the exploration of the
bodily existence of consciousness approaches to the question of body from its
phenomenological significance, that is, through its configuration in the science of

219 john Russon claims that Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit can be read also as an implicit
phenomenology of the body, and he states that this kind of a reading paves the way for non-
Cartesian understanding of self and body: “The phenomenology of the body worked out implicitly
in Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit develops the full implications of a rejection of dualist
conception of self and body.” Russon, The Self and Its Body, 9.
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the experience of consciousness. The purpose of this thesis is to explore the ways
in which the bodily experience of consciousness is not an outsider’s experience,
but its own by providing an explicit analysis of the notion of body as it makes its
appearance in the stages of the development of consciousness and the self-
consciousness. Regarding all that was shown in the chapters, this thesis has been
prepared in order to make explicit the developing phenomenological approach to
the body by tracing the ways in which the notion of the “body” arises as a
presupposition in each stage of the experience of consciousness in the
Phenomenology. In this sense, from a Hegelian point of view, one of the
prominent aims of this thesis is not only to interpret the notion of body for a better
understanding of movement of consciousness, but also to interpret the movement
of consciousness for a better understanding of how the bodily existence of
consciousness appears in this movement. Thus, it can be said that this thesis
rethinks the movement of consciousness throughout the chapters of
“Consciousness” and “Self-Consciousness”. However, the scope of this thesis does
not extend to the chapters of “Reason” and “Spirit” because my principal aim is to
comprehend the embodiment of the individual self that appears in the chapters of

“Consciousness” and “Self-Consciousness” in the Phenomenology of Spirit.

As it is explored in the chapter two, | have, first, tried to give an account of how
the body emerges in “Consciousness” chapter of the Phenomenology. The
comprehension of the world as a differentiated bodily appearance that emerges as
a result of consciousness’ own immanent principle was central to this chapter.
While consciousness is passing from one shape to the other, the world stands
against consciousness as something other, as an ‘external object’ [Gegenstand].
Throughout the “Consciousness” chapter, the world appears like an object, and
consciousness attempts to know its object as other than itself. Put differently, it is
the view that the bodily existence of this world stands aside and consciousness
experiences it as a bodily stable thing apart from it. Then, knowing what the world
really is becomes impossible for consciousness without giving an account of its

difference from the bodily externalized world. While the claim of consciousness
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was that it is possible to know the truth of its object, i.e., the differentiated bodily
existence that is held to be something other than itself, the truth that emerges is
that the object of self-consciousness corresponds to nothing, but to itself. Thus, the
subject-object problem of consciousness is required to be linked to consciousness

and the problem turns into the issue of knowing itself as its true object.

The prevailing concern of the third chapter has been related to trace the notion of
body in accordance with the unity of the “Self-Consciousness” section. When the
notions of “self-consciousness”, “other”, “life” or “death” arise in this section, |
have tried to analyze them in their relevance to the problem of the “body”. Firstly,
| have emphasized the complexities of the desire and the connection of it with the
life in Hegel’s text. In what follows, the emergence of the body requires an
analysis of several transitions in the context of the self-consciousness: the
transition from life to natural desire and the transition from the two encountering
self-consciousnesses, whose desires carry them to the life and death struggle, and
to the problem of recognition. The most apparent manifestation of the body takes
its departure from the struggle for recognition in which the bodily existence of
consciousness is co-emergent with the theme of recognition. The co-emergence of
the body and the self also points to a possible reading of the body by taking into
account of the dialectic of recognition. Like the previous movements of
consciousness, this necessary movement of consciousness regarding the process of
recognition leaves its marks on the bodily existence of consciousness. At the end
of the struggle, the two opposing forms of consciousness -as master and slave-
provide the ground for the further explorations of the emergence of the body in the
text. Although, the bodily existence of master appears in the act of consuming the
objects around it, the body of the slave is considered only in the “thing-like”
character of enslavement. Through the instrumentalization of the bodily existence
of the slave, the desire of master is fulfilled; yet the instrumentalization of the
slave displays itself somewhat paradoxically as a precondition for the freedom of
the slave. While the bodily existence of the slave was initially at the service of the

master, and it signified the work done for the master, in this laboring
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transformative activity which is grounded on the slave’s attachment to life, the
freedom of the slave consciousness first makes its appearance. While the slave
attempts to get rid of itself from its attachment to life through its labor, it discovers
and recognizes itself in the bodily form giving activity. Thus, this is why the
bodily activity of the slave provides it not only the recognition in some partial
sense, but also the very feeling of freedom. Although the slave is defined by its
‘being-for-another’, in its transforming activity, it realizes the independence of its
self in the form that it gives to the thing, that is, it becomes aware of its own

negative activity immanent in labor.

Through the transition to the last chapter, i.e., from ‘the dialectic of master and
slave’ to the “Freedom of self-consciousness”, as we have seen above, the
emergence of the body occurs as the moments of vacation, abrogation and
suppression. In this regard, the conceptualization of the body emerges as the
moments of consciousness that seek different strategies of dissmbodiment. In this
chapter, the two forms of consciousness as master and slave become one again,
and consciousness comes to know itself in the duality, which makes consciousness
unhappy. However, the figure of the unhappy consciousness provides
reconciliation with the self-division of consciousness. At the end of the chapter,
through the reconciliation, Hegel presents a scene in which consciousness becomes

aware of the fact that there is no ultimate way to suppress bodily individuality.

Lastly, the exploration of the notion of body enables us to see that how the bodily
existence of consciousness has deep roots in the chapters of “Consciousness” and
“Self-Consciousness”. This study has concerned the body as one of the non-
negligible themes in Phenomenology in which the various emergent ways of the
body is handled as explicit as possible. Throughout the study I have tried to
explain that consciousness is always an embodied consciousness, and the
experiences of consciousness and the bodily existence of consciousness are
already inseparably connected. It is this problematization of the ‘bodily existence
of consciousness’ that has provided an adequate reading for comprehending how

body in each experience of consciousness appears in a unity with consciousness.
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From a Hegelian perspective, as an end, it could be stated that being in the bodily
existence is irreducibly definitive for each experience of consciousness. ‘I’ can
exist as a self-conscious body only in being outside of myself, i.e., in the world. So
to speak, the ‘I’, as a body, can only exist as a participant of the world. Throughout
the journey of consciousness, being in the world has always been manifested in the
bodily existence of consciousness, and in the ways in which consciousness
articulates its embodiment in the development of its experience. Thus, the
investigation has not simply included the exploration of bodily existence of
consciousness, but conceives it within the relations of the world. In other words,
any relation of consciousness to its body entails not only bodily existence of it, but
also its relation to the world. Thus, the way consciousness experiences its bodily
existence depends on how its body appears in the world. In order to reveal the
bodily existence of consciousness throughout the study, the relation to the world
that is experienced by consciousness has to be examined, and analyzing the
relation between consciousness and the world has made the bodily existence of it
apparent. In this sense, one of the most important insights we gain from the
exploration of bodily existence of consciousness is the essential role of the
dialectical movement of consciousness. Thus, these experiences are more than the
movements of consciousness; they are instead the means of revealing the bodily
existence of it. In both implicit and explicit senses, Hegel’s Phenomenology
accomplishes not only a journey of reconciliation between consciousness and the
body, but also a journey about the meaning of this reconciliation. This kind of
accomplishment is always to be done in the world, since one can only encounter
with the other who provides recognition in the world. The implicit idea of this
study is that the bodily existence that is initially immediate being transforms and

exposes itself as to be a living subject in the world with others.

Regarding all that was mentioned above, | would like to point out that this study
has been written with the motivation of calling attention to the underestimated
corporeality of consciousness in Hegel’s Phenomenology. The prominent point of

this study has the sensibility to think together the experiences of consciousness and
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the bodily implications of these experiences. In this regard, the conceptualization
of the notion of body in Hegel’s Phenomenology offers a critique of the misleading
“disembodied thought” view that appears throughout the history of philosophy. It
may be concluded that as a suggestion for further studies, it would be a great
contribution to conduct a research displaying the connection between the
Phenomenology and Hegel’s other works in the context of body which, | believe,
would lead to a brilliant contribution in order to offer a better understanding of the
philosophy of Hegel.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: TURKISH SUMMARY

Hegel, Tinin Fenomenolojisi’nin “Giris” boliimiinde bilincin ele alinis bigimini, bir
tir iceriden bilme olarak anlasilabilecek bir bilme bi¢imi olan “bilincin
deneyiminin bilimi” olarak isaretler. Varlik ve diisiince hakkindaki ge¢cmis tim
varsayimlar ve metafizik yapma bicimlerinin terk edilmesi gerektigini diistinen
Hegel, Fenomenoloji’de bilincin en “dogal” (natural consciousness) ya da bir
anlamda varsayimsiz bigiminden baslar ve bilincin aldigr formlar ile ilerler.
Bilincin bu bi¢gim ya da formlarmin farklilasmasi, onun en ilkel formundan
diisiincenin varligmin ya da varligin diisiincesinin bir ve ayn siirecler olarak
kavrandigi, kendiyle tutarli oldugu mutlak varis noktasina degin ilerler. Deyim
yerindeyse, Hegel’in Fenomenolojisi, bilincin  fenomenolojisinden tinin
fenomenolojisine dogru yolculuk eden bilincin hikayesidir. Tim bu yolculuk
boyunca, bilincin deneyimi, bilincin kendisi ve nesnesine iliskin bir belirlenim
sunarak onun aldigi farkli bigimler ile ilerler. Fenomenolojik bir bakis agisindan,
biling, bu yolculugunu bilme iddiasinda oldugu nesnesinin bilgisine erisim
hamlelerinde, yani kendi deneyiminde kurmak zorundadir. Bu demektir Ki,
Fenomenoloji  boyunca, karsimizda kendi deneyiminin kosullarina ve
bi¢imlenislerine taniklik eden bir biling vardir. Bir baska deyisle Fenomenoloji,
bilincin bilince bilinci anlatmasi, bilincin kendi yasami ya da hikayesi olarak

karsimiza cikar.

Tinin Fenomenolojisi, ne bir ontoloji, ne bir epistemoloji Kkitabidir, fakat ayn
zamanda tiim bunlari da iginde barindirir. Fenomenoloji’nin bu denli zengin bir
icerige sahip olmasi, bana bu c¢alismada, bilincin bedenli varolmasinin anlami
lizerine diisinme firsatt verdi. Fenomenoloji’de bedene dair bir kavrayis, Hegel

acisindan ne salt antropolojik ne psikolojik be de biyolojik bir zeminden
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yiiriitiilebilir. Fenomenoloji’de bedeni diisiinmenin imkani ancak ve ancak biling
ve onun diinya ile olan dolayiminda ag¢iga ¢ikar. Fenomenoloji, okuyucuya basinda
birbirine digsal gibi gorlinen biling ve bedenin dissal bir tarzda kurulabilir
olmadigini, onlar1 ayrimlari i¢inde kuran iliskinin ne tiir bir iligski oldugu sorusuna
verilen, bilincin aldig1 bi¢imler ile birlikte degisen yanitlar ile ilerler. Bilincin
asamalarinin her biri, farkl diizeylerde beden ve diinya ile kurulan iligkiyi agimlar.
Bu bakimdan, bilincin aldig: tiim formlar ya da bilincin agamalari, onun nesnesinin
hakikatini bilme yolunda ilerledigi “kendi-doniisiimii”niin (self-transformation) de
hareketidir. Bu calismanin amac1 ise, bilincin diinya ile kurdugu iliskide kendi
degisim-doniisiim asamalarinit adim adim takip etmekten ziyade, bilincin bedensel
varliginin anlamini, onun aldig1 her bir form ya da asamada izini siirmek olmustur.
Bir diger deyisle, bu ¢alismanin amaci, Fenomenoloji’de bilincin bireysel diizeyde
bedenli olmasiin anlaminin burada nasil agiga ¢iktigini incelemektir. Bilincin
kendi doniisiimiiniin i¢sel dinamigi, ayn1 zamanda onun bedensel varliginin
fenomenolojik anlaminin da degisimi olarak ele alinir. Bu bakimdan, ¢aligmada
ortaya koyulan problem, bilincin kendini bedensiz bir biling olarak deneyimleyip
deneyimleyemeyecegi problemidir. Dolayisiyla, beden kavraminin fenomenolojik
analizi, Hegel’in beden hakkinda Fenomenoloji’de ne sdylediginden ziyade ne
sOoylemesi gerektiginin de ortaya koyulmasini gerektirir. Fenomenoloji {izerine
yapilan ¢aligmalar, siklikla Hegel’in ‘arzu’, ‘6z-biling problemi’, ‘taninma
miicadelesi’ ya da ‘tin’ temalari lizerineyken, Fenomenoloji’de agiga ¢ikan beden
temas1 cercevesinden herhangi bir kavramsallastirma ise ¢ogu zaman goz ardi
edilmistir. Bir diger deyisle, bilincin bedenli olusu, onun her asamasinda mantiksal
bir varsayim olarak ele alinmasina ragmen agik olarak ortaya koyulmamistir.
Hegel Felsefesi’nin yalnizca belirli temalar {izerinden okunmasi, hakli bir okuma
degildir ve ¢ogu zaman bu temalar, bilincin kendi ile bir oldugu asamaya varisi
icin onun zorunlu ugraklaridir. Bu ¢alisma ise, bilincin her zaman ic¢in bedenli
olmasinin anlamini sorustururken, Fenomenoloji’yi de “bilincin viicut bulmasinin
bilimi” (the science of the embodiment of consciousness) olarak okumanin

imkanini sorusturur.
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Bilincin bedensel deneyimini Kartezyen ikilik i¢inde anlayan, felsefe tarihindeki
geleneksel kavramsallastirmaya karsi Fenomenoloji bize, biling ve beden iliskisini
dualizme diismeyen bir kavrayis icerisinden sunar. Platon ile baslayip Descartes ile
devam eden felsefi gelenekte biling ile beden birbirinden ontolojik olarak ayri
diismekle kalmayip aym1 zamanda, biling ve beden ikiligi iizerinden bilince her
zaman i¢in ayricalikli bir konum atfedilir. Beden, hem ayrilmig hem de ayiran
olarak Kartezyen diisiincenin i¢ine sikisir. Bu gelenek igerisinde, beden ve biling
ya Descartes Felsefesi’nde oldugu gibi birbirine zit 6zellikler tasiyan ayr1 ‘t6z’ler
olarak belirir ya da biling her zaman i¢in bedene boyun egdiren bir konum

izerinden anlasilir.

Tinin Fenomenolojisi’nde beden, birdenbire karsimiza ¢ikan herhangi bir felsefe
sorunu degil, bilincin nesnesini bilme iddialarinin sinandig1 hareketin i¢cinde ortaya
¢ikan bilincin bedenli varolma big¢imlerinin de bir sonucudur. Calismanin ikinci
boliimii, Fenomenoloji’nin “Biling” boliimiinde agilan “Duyusal Kesinlik” (Sense-
Certainty), “Alg1” (Perception) ve “Gli¢ ve Anlak” (Force and Understanding)
ugraklarinda bilincin bedenli var olmay1 nasil deneyimledigi lizerinedir. Biling, bu
ugraklarinin tiimiinde nesnesini ya da diinyay1r kendisinden bagimsiz olarak alir.
Diinyanin nesne olarak, biling tarafindan kendi karsisina koyulmasi, o diinyadan
bagimsiz olarak var olabilen bir biling iddiasim1 da tasir ki bilincin kendini
bagimsizliginda ortaya koyma problemi Fenomenoloji boyunca devam edecek ve
bu problem, Fenomenoloji’nin bilincin 6zgilirlesmesinin seriiveni olarak da
okunmasina zemin saglayacaktir. Fakat, simdi tiim bu asamalarda biling, kendi ile
nesnesini yahut kendi ile diinyay1 karsithik iligkisi i¢inde ele alir ve kendini, bu
diinyanin cismani varhiginin bir “sey” olarak karsisina dikildigi ii¢ farkli biling
formunda bulur. Biling, tim bu asamalar boyunca, bu diinyanin nesnelerini en
dolaysiz gerceklik ve bilgi olarak alir ve nesnesinin bu yolla ve dolaysizca
bilinebilecegi iddiasini tasir. Bu bilginin nesnesi, diinyanin verili bireysel ve somut
nesneleridir. Bilincin dolaysiz nesnesi olan ve bir “bu” olarak beliren duyusal
diinyanin nesneleri, bilingten bagimsiz bir varolusa sahip olmalar1 {izerinden

diistiniilir. Fakat, biling, kendinden bagimsiz olarak kurdugu bu diinyaya dair
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iddialarinin nesnesiyle ortiismedigini goriir. Bir diger deyisle, diinyanin bedensel
ya da cismani varligim1 kendinden menkul bir sey olarak karsisina koyan biling,
kendi ve diinya ya da kendi ve nesnesi ayriminin tutarlt herhangi bir agiklamasini
yapamaz, hesabin1 veremez. Bilincin, “duyusal kesinlikten” baslayan deneyimde,
duyusal diinyanin nesnelerinin varliginin, biling i¢in varliklar oldugu ortaya ¢ikar.
Boylece, bilincin, baslangicta kurmus oldugu kendi ve nesne ya da kendi ve diinya

arasindaki ayrim ortadan kalkar.

Bilincin biitiin bu ugraklarda ve kendisinden bagimsizligini 6ne siirdiigii nesnellik
iddialarinda kendi hareketini kesfetmesi, bilincin farkli bir form almasini
gerektirir. Bagka bir deyisle, 6z-biling, bilincin onceki ugraklarda nesnesi ile
kurdugu iligkinin hakikati olarak ortaya ¢ikar. Bilincin nesnesiyle kurdugu iliskide,
baskalik olarak beliren nesnesinden kendisine doniis hareketinin hakikatinin
belirdigi bu noktada, biling artik 6z-biling formundadir. Deneyiminde, nesnesinin
“kendi” oldugunu kesfeden biling artik kendi bilgisinin ya da kesinliginin teminini
saglamak zorundadir. Fakat, bunun i¢in kendinden bagka olan ile bir karsilagma ve
bagkaliktan kendine donen (reflection) bir hareket gerekecektir. Fakat, bu hareket
heniiz herhangi bir belirli igerik tasimadigindan dolay1 “Ben bendir” totolojisiyle
siirlt kalir ve bu igeriksiz “ben” bilincin nesnesi haline gelir. Bilincin bu
asamadaki iddiasi, nesnesinin ya da baskaligin hakikatinin kendisinde oldugu,
bagkalik veya diinyayla kurdugu iligkide belirleyici ve 06zsel olanin kendisi
oldugudur. Bilincin, bagkalik olarak deneyimledigi duyusal diinyanin yaninda artik
“ben” olan ikinci bir nesnesi daha vardir. Arzu, bu noktada, tam da bu ikilik
icerisinden ortaya cikar. Dolayisiyla, biling, ben ve duyusal diinya karsithigini
ortadan kaldirmak ve kendi bagimsizlik ve kesinliginin teminini saglamak adina
negatif bir form almasi bakimindan arzu olmak durumundadir. Bu anlamiyla ise,
arzu, olumsuzlama ediminden baska bir sey degildir ve bilincin nesnesinin
tahribat1 olarak ortaya g¢ikar. Dolayisiyla, bilincin nesnesini bilme iddialar, 6z-
bilincin arzu olmasi bakimindan, “pratik” bir alana taginir. Duyusal diinyanin
bagimsizligimi ortadan kaldirarak kendi bagimsizliginin ilanin1 arayan 6z-biling,

bedensel arzu (bodily desire) formunu alir. Fenomenoloji’de 6z-bilincin bedensel
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arzu formunda nesnesini tiikketme yoluyla onu olumsuzlamasi ise yasam temasi
tizerinden acimlanir. Bedensel arzu formunda nesnesini tiikketme eyleminde
olumsuzlayan, ortadan kaldiran 6z-biling, bdylece nesnesinin bagimsizligini da
ortadan kaldirma iddiasindadir. Biling, bu asamada heniiz bunun farkinda olmasa
bile, ortadan kaldirmaya c¢alistigi nesnesi, asil olarak “yasam”m kendisidir.
Bilincin tikel yasami ise, tam da yasamin bir pargasidir. Kendisi de bir yasam
olmasi1 anlaminda biling, bu yilizden, giderek yagamin bagimsizligin1 kesfedecek ve
bedensel arzu formunda nesnesini yok etmesiyle hem doyuma ulasamayacaginin
hem de nesnesini ve arzusunu yeniden iirettiinin farkina varacaktir. Bir diger
ifadeyle, ortadan kaldirmasiyla onun bagimsizligin1 da ortadan kaldiracagini
diistindiigii nesnesine yonelik olumsuzlama, yasam dongiisiiniin sonsuzca yeniden
tiretiminden baska bir sonug¢ vermez. Bu bakimdan, Hegel’de “yasam”, kendini

kendinden tireten ve kendi hareketinde siirdiiren, var eden olarak belirir.

Bilincin bedensel arzu formunda ulasmaya calistigi doyumun yetersiz kalisiyla
birlikte biling, “taninma” problemine siiriiklenir. Oz-bilincin, yasamin verili
nesnelerini tiiketerek onlarin bagimsizligim1 ortadan kaldirmasinin anlami, asil
olarak kendi ile birligini arzulamasinda agiga ¢ikar. Arzunun, J. Butler’in isaret
ettigi tlizere, tim Fenomenoloji boyunca kalic1 olmasinin sebebi de bu kendi ile
birlik sorunun devam etmesi zemininden anlasilabilir. Ayn1 zamanda, arzunun
ancak bilincin diinya ile olan iliskisinde ortaya ¢ikmasi dolayisiyla, arzu her zaman
i¢cin “bir seyin arzusu” olmak durumundadir. Fakat bu asamada, dogal arzu ya da
bedensel arzu olmak bakimindan arzu, duyusal diinyanin nesnelerini sonsuzca
tiiketip onlar1 asamaz. Ote yandan, tiiketme ediminin kendisi, ortada nesnesinden
bilincin kendine donebilecegi herhangi bir nesne birakmadigindan dolay1 biling,
nesnesinden kendine yansima hareketinde bulunamaz. Bu hareket iizerinden kendi
ile birliginin teminini saglayamadigindan dolay1, olumsuzlanmasinda tiikenmeyen
bir nesneye, yani arzusunun bir baska arzuya yonelmesine ihtiya¢ duyar. Bir bagka
ifadeyle, 6z-bilincin nesnesi, olumsuzlandiginda ortadan kaldirabilecegi bir sey
degil, fakat, olumsuzlamasinda bilince bagimsizligin1 yansitacak bir nesne

olmalidir. Boyle bir nesne ancak baska bir 6z-biling olabilir. Hegel’in kendi
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sOzctlikleriyle soylecek olursak, “6z-biling, doyumuna ancak baska bir 6z-bilingte
ulagir.” Bu demektir ki, 6z-biling yalnizca bagka bir 6z-biling tarafindan taninma
zemininden doyuma ulasacaktir. Bilincin, kendinden baska olani olumsuzlayarak
kendi bagimsizligin1 gergeklestirme sorunu artik, kendinden baska olan tarafindan

taninma sorununa doniismiistiir.

Oz-bilincin arzu olarak ortaya ¢ikmasiyla, calismanin {igiincii boliimiinde, arzu,
0z-biling, Oteki, yasam, oliim, kdle, efendi temalarinin ve taninma probleminin
beden ile olan iliskisi, Fenomenoloji’nin “Oz-biling” béliimiiyle paralellik iginde
incelenmistir. Bedenin, burada aciga ¢ikarilmasi; yasamdan dogal arzuya gegisin
ve karsi karsiya gelen iki 0z-bilingten taninma problemine nasil gegildiginin de
incelenmesini gerektirir. Yine de, bilincin bedenli olmasinin anlami, en agik
haliyle, taninma miicadelesinde ortaya ¢ikar. Fenomenoloji’de taninma
probleminin ortaya ¢ikisiyla birlikte, biling ve onun bedenli olusu arasindaki
iligkinin yadsinamazligi da es zamanli olarak karsimiza g¢ikar. Taninmanin, 6z-
bilincin varliginin kosulu oldugu durumda, ayni taninma kosulu bilincin de bedenli
bir biling olma karakterinin agiga c¢ikarilmasini gerektirecektir. Dolayisiyla,
taninma problemi ile birlikte, biling ve onun bedenli olusunu, onlarin karsitligi
degil, birligi iginde diisinme zorunlulugu temel sorun haline gelir. Bu da
taninmayi, bilincin eylem ve pratikleri i¢inde diisiinmemiz gerektigi anlamina
gelecektir. Bagka bir deyisle, 6z-biling arzu olarak “kendisi ile birligini” siirekli bir
bicimde kendi eyleminde kurmasi, taninmay1 da bedende agiga cikan eylem ve
pratikler lizerinden kavrama zemini sunar. Boyle bir tanima, yalnizca teorik bir
tanimay1 degil, tanimanin gerektirdigi eylemleri pratik bir bigimde belirli bir
bedende gerceklestirmeyi de gerektirir. Bedenin eylem ve pratikleri, taninma
deneyiminin de pratigi olarak karsimiza ¢ikar. Hegel’in Fenomenoloji’de kole ve
efendi tizerinden actig1 taninma deneyimi, bize kole ve efendi olarak beliren biling
formlarinin zorunlu olarak bilincin bedenli varolusunun da formlar1 olarak
belirdigi bir kavrayis zemini sunar. “Yasam ve 6liim miicadelesi” lizerinden ortaya
cikan kole ve efendi biling, kars1 karsiya gelen arzularin ve “taninma” ugruna

girisilen hamlelerin kaginilmaz sonucudur. Bir baska deyisle, kole ve efendi,
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arzunun yoneldigi taninma miicadelesi sonucu ortaya ¢ikan birbirine zit iki biling
formudur. Bu noktada, birbirine karsit olarak farklilasan bu iki biling formu,
bilincin bedenli var olmada da zorunlu olarak farklilagmasi gerekliligi olarak
karsimiza ¢ikar. Kole, “yasam ve 6liim miicadelesi” i¢inde 6liim korkusu duyup
yasami riske edemeyen ve dolayisiyla bagimsiz bir biling olarak taninmayan taraf
olurken, efendi ise yasamini riske etmesinde, yasamin {lizerine yiikselerek
bagimsizligini ilan eden ve kole tarafindan taninan taraf olarak belirir. Bu esitsiz
taninma iliskisinde, kole bilinci, bagimsiz bir biling formu olarak degil, fakat
yasama ve efendiye bagli bir beden olarak karsimiza cikar. Kole, calisarak
bedenini efendinin hizmetine sunar. Dolayisiyla, kdlenin efendiyi tanimasi, soyut
bir tanima degil, tam da kolenin efendinin hizmetine sunulmus bir beden olusu
icinden anlam kazanan bir tanimadir. Bu tiir bir tamima, bilincin ve onun bedenli
olusunun pratik igindeki birligini de kavramamizi saglar. Efendinin bedenli
varolusu ise, tiiketme (consumption) ve keyfini siirme (enjoyment) eylemlerinde
kendini belirgin kilarken, kolenin bedeni ise bir baskasi i¢in, efendi igin emegi
iizerinden aracgsallastirilan bir “sey” olma biciminde belirir. Fakat, kolenin
bedensel eylemleri ya da etkinligi onun bi¢im verdigi diinyayr olumsuzlamasi,
verili olan1 doniistiirmesi ve kendini emeginde ya da ¢alismasinda tanimasindadir.
Bu anlamda, kolenin bedeni her zaman i¢in bir olumsuzlama ve bu
olumsuzlamadan kendine doniis hareketini iceren bir beden olarak karsimiza ¢ikar.
Dolayisiyla, kole bedeni, emegi yoluyla aragsallastirilmasina ya da
“sey”’lestirilmesine ragmen, paradoksal bir bigimde onun ozgiirliigiiniin de 6n
kosulunu olusturur. Koélenin bedenli varolusunun anlami, baslangigta “baskasi i¢in
olma” olarak belirirken, olumsuzlayarak doniistiirme hareketinde ya da emeginde
kendi bagimsizligiin ve “kendi i¢in” olmanin kesfine doniisiir. Kélenin artik, hem
“kendi i¢in” hem de “baskasi i¢cin” olma ugraklarinin ortaya ¢ikmasiyla, bilincin
farkli bir asamaya gectigine tamklik ederiz. Ote yandan, yine baslangicta bir
bagimsizlik olarak beliren efendi, bedensel varolma bi¢imi bakimindan bir
bagimlilik iliskisi i¢inde, kdle bedene bagimlilikta varolmaya devam etmek

zorunda kalir. Kole bedenin, efendideki anlami ile efendi bedenin koledeki
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anlaminin farklilagsmasi, kole efendi diyalektigi iginden ortaya ¢ikan tek tarafli bir

taninmanin sonucudur.

Hegel, “kole ve efendi diyalektigi” ile, tek tarafli bir taninma deneyiminin
sonuglaria isaret eder. Efendi, kole tarafindan taninmasina ragmen, bu taninma
onu doyuma ulastirmaz, onun kendi bagimsizliginin teminini saglayamaz. Ciinkdi,
kendi bagimsizligin1 ona yansitacak bagimsiz bir 6z-bilinci, onu kdlelestirmesi
yoluyla kaybetmistir. Bu nedenle efendinin hakikati, ancak bagimli bir biling ve
bagimli bedensel varolmadadir. Bagimsiz 6z-bilincin hakikati bu yiizden, efendide
degil, baslangigta bir bagimlilik olarak beliren kolede ortaya ¢ikacaktir. Kole,
bedenini efendinin hizmetine sunarken, ayni zamanda bu hizmet ya da caligma
yoluyla kendini dogadan ayiracak, bagimsizlagtiracaktir. Burada, kdlenin
calismasmnin ve calisgan bir beden olarak var olmasmin Ozgiirlestirici roli
vurgulaniyor gibi goriinse de, taninmanin, ancak bir karsiliklilik igerdigi siirece 6z-
bilincin hakikatinin kosulu olmasi dolayisiyla, kélenin yalnizca bedensel var olma
ile ya da calismasinda buna ulasamayacagi agiktir. Bu anlamda, kolenin
caligmasiyla kendini yeniden kesfetmesi, onun bir bagka 6z-bilingle karsilikli bir
taninma iliskisi i¢ine girdigi anlamina gelmez. Taninma deneyimi olmaksizin 6z-
bilincin de varolamayacag: iddiasi, 6z-bilinci, kendine dair bilgisine dolaysizca
erisen degil, kendisini ancak diger 6zneler araciligiyla kuran ve ancak bu deneyim

sonucunda kendisinin bagimsiz bir biling oldugunu bilen olarak isaretler.

Kole, artik, bir yandan kendi bagimsizligini, duyusal diinyanin nesnelerini
degistirip doniistiirdiigii ¢alismasinda bulurken, 6te yandan bi¢im verdigi
nesnesinin bi¢iminde kendini bulmasi yoluyla, kendini nesnesinin bigimiyle bir ve
ayn1 goriir. Bu nedenden dolayi, kole, artik taninmak i¢in herhangi bir 6z-bilince
ithtiya¢ duymadig1 iddiasindadir ve nesnesinin ona gerekli taninmay1 saglayacagini
umdugu noktada, biling artik, Stoic biling, Skeptik biling ve Mutsuz biling olarak
belirecek olan “diislince” formlarinda kendini bulur. Baslangicta, kole yalnizca
soyut bir ozgiirliikk kavrayisina sahiptir. Kolenin, soyut ozgiirliigiinii gergcek bir
Ozgiirliige tasiyabilmesi icin efendiyi de olumsuzlamasi gerekmektedir. Bir baska
deyisle, gercek anlamda ozgiirliigiinii gergeklestirebilmesi i¢in, diinyanin verili
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nesnelerine bi¢im vererek onlart olumsuzlayip doniistiirmesi yeterli degildir.
Onun, ayn1 zamanda, baskalik ile ya da efendi ile olan iliskini de olumsuzlayarak
doniistiirmesi ve bir anlamda aslinda kendi koleligini olumsuzlamasi gerekir. Bu
nedenle, calismanin bir sonraki boliimiiniin konusunu olusturan 6zgiirliigiin
gergeklestirilmesi sorununun ¢oziimii, yalnizca soyut “diistince” diizeyinde kalir.
Dolayisiyla, bu ugraklarda biling, hem bagimsiz hem de bagimli bir biling olmasi
dolayisiyla yasadigi ¢eliskiyi diisiinsel diizeyde ortadan kaldirmaya ¢alisir. Bu ise,
onu, bu asamada 6zgiir oldugunu bir anlamda bilmesine ragmen, 6zgirliigiinii
gerceklestirememesine ve onun 0zgiir olmadan yasamasina zemin saglayacak ve
celigkiyi ortadan kaldiracak farkli diinya goriisleri 6ne siirmesine neden olur. Bu
anlamda 6z-bilincin “ben”i, artik, kendi i¢inde bir ikilik ya da boliinmiisliik olarak
karsimiza cikar. Bu tiir bir 6z-biling ise, kendiyle birligini ya da 6zdesligini
saglamaktan uzak, tam olmayan bir “ben”dir. Oz-bilincin bu béliinmiisliigii
kendisine dair bir olumsuzlamay: icermekte, kendi 6zdesligini, kendi bedensel
otekiligiyle karsitlik iginde bulmakta, bu karsitligi ortadan kaldirmak igin de
bedensel varolma bicimlerini ortadan kaldirmak istemektedir. Bir diger ifadeyle,
0z-biling, kendi eksiklik ve karsithgini gidermek adina kendisini, kendisinin
karsisina koyarak karsisina koydugu kendisini siirekli olarak olumsuzlamak
durumundadir. Bu nedenle, tiim bu asamalarda 6z-biling, hem kendine dair bir
olumsuzlama igermesi bakimindan bir yabancilasma hem de bu yabacilagmanin
ortadan kaldirilmasi olarak olumsuzlamanin olumsuzlanmasi olarak belirir. Soyut
ozgiirlik disitincesinin ugraklar1 olan “Stoacilik”, “Kuskuculuk” ve “Mutsuz
Biling” asamalar1 iste bu noktada ortaya c¢ikar. Calismanin bu kisminda, bilincin
0z-bilince dogru evrilirken yasadigi deneyim ve bu deneyim siiresince hem
kendini hem de diinyay:r anlamada sergiledigi farkli bicimler olarak karsimiza
cikan asamalar ve bu asamalarin koleci bir bireysellik ve onun asilma siireci
tizerinden kendini bu big¢imler altinda nasil bedenli varolusundan koparmaya
calistign incelenmistir. Oz-biling, tiim bu asamalar boyunca, kendi béliinmiis,
parcalanmis yapisini, yabancilasma olarak adlandirilabilecek olan bu diyalektik

biling siireglerinden gecerek birligini temin etme ¢abasindadir.

95



Bilincin yalnizca soyut bir 6zgiirliik diisiincesi olarak belirmesi dolayisiyla onun
bedenli olma karakterinin de bir tiir yokluk olarak belirdigi bu siirecler, bilincin
kendi bagimsizlik ve kesinliginin teminini saglamak adina bedenli varolusundan
kopma c¢abalarinin asamalar1 olarak da ortaya ¢ikar. Bu anlamda, bilincin
Fenomenoloji’deki bu asamalar1 “bedenden ayrilma” (disembodiment) ya da
“bedensizlesme™nin farkli stratejilerle teminini saglama girisimleri olarak ele
aliabilir. “Mutsuz Biling” asamasinin sonunda ise, bilincin bedenli varolmadan
kopusunun, bilin¢ i¢in herhangi bir nihai yolu olmadigi anlasilir. Dolayisiyla,
bilincin bu asamalarda aldig1 bi¢imler, onun tam da bedensel varligini terk etme

cabalarinda bedenine yeniden baglanmasi gerekliligi olarak karsimiza ¢ikar.

Bu ¢aligma boyunca, bilincin her zaman i¢in bedenli bir biling oldugu anlatilmaya
calisilmistir. “Ben”, bir beden olarak, ancak kendi disimda, yani bir 6tekinde ya da
diinyada var olabilirim. Bedenli olmanin bigimleri, bilincin aldig1 formlarin bir
anlamda bedende olumlanmasidir. Kendisinde 6zsel bir “sey” olmayan biling, her
zaman icin kendisini bedenli varolma i¢inde gerceklestirir ve bedenli bir biling
olarak, ancak, kendisinin bu diinya ile olan dolayimi iizerinden kendisiyle ve
bedeniyle birliginin teminini saglayabilir. Beden de her zaman i¢in bir bilincin
bedeni olmasi bakimindan kendi anlamini agar. Bilincin formlarinin birbirinden
farklilagmasina bagli olarak bilincin bedenli olmasiin anlami da onun aldig1 her
formda farklilasir. Bilincin bu ¢alismada incelenen tiim asamalar1 boyunca, diinya
ile ya da baskalik ile kurulan her iligskinin bilincin bedensel varolmasina génderme
yapmas1 gerekliligi aciga cikarilmaya calisilmistir. Dolayisiyla, bilincin bedenli
olugsunu deneyimlemesinin yolu, onun diinya ile kurdugu iliskidedir. Bu demektir
ki, Hegel’in Fenomenoloji’de bize aktardigi 6z-biling olma seriiveni her zaman
icin bir dolaymmi gerektirirken, bilincin bedenli var olustan azade bir biling olarak
kavranmamasi gerektigine de isaret eder. Bu anlayis lizerinden, 6z-bilincin bedenli
varolma karakteri, yalnizca diinya ile olan dolayimi iizerinden kurulabilir. Bu
bakimidan, Fenomenoloji’de bedensel olan ile bedensel olmayanin birbirini
karsilikli olarak belirlemesi anlaminda, Hegel diyalektiginin islerligine de tanik

oluruz. Fenomenoloji boyunca karsimiza ¢ikan bilincin kendi ile birligi ya da
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0zdesliginin saglanmasi1 sorunu, Hegel Felsefesi’nde onun ayriminda bir birlik
olarak kurulmasini gerektirir. Bu anlamda, Hegel’de bilincin, bedenli bir biling
olarak kendi ile birligi sorunu, soyut bir 6zdeslikten ziyade, 6zdesligin her zaman
icin bir ayrim ve olumsuzlama iizerinden kuruldugu diyalektik bir siirecin isledigi
anlamina gelir. Bu nedenle, Hegel’in biling kavrayisi, bilinci biitiiniiyle bir
0zdeslik olarak kuran ve bedeni de bu biitlinliige karsit olarak konumlandiran
kendinden Onceki biling felsefelerine karsi, bir olumsuzlama ya da elestiriyi de
icerisinde barmmdirmaktadir. Bu ¢alismanin ortiik anlami ise, baslangigta dolaysiz
bir varlik olan bedensel varligin, kendini 6tekilerle birlikte bu diinyada yasayan bir
O0zne olarak acmasindadir. Hegel’in  Fenomenolojisi'nde bedenin  bu
kavramsallastirilmasi, ayn1 zamanda felsefe tarihinde yaniltict bir bicimde ele
alinan “bedensiz diisiince”nin de bir elestirisini igerir. Bilincin deneyimlerinin,
onun bedenli olusu ile birlikte kavranmasinin yaninda, bedenin, bilincin tiim
deneyimlerinde belirginlesen ortilk anlammin aciga c¢ikarilmast da Hegel

Felsefesi’ne dair bizlere daha biitiinliiklii bir kavrayis saglayacaktir.
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APPENDIX B: TEZ FOTOKOPISi iZiN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiist

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii -

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisti

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisii [ ]
YAZARIN

Soyadi : Onder
Adi : Sevi Emek
Bolumi : Felsefe

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : The Embodiment of the Individual Self:
A Conceptualization of Body in Hegel’s
Phenomenology of Spirit

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans - Doktora

Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir. -

Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLiM TARIHi:
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