does indeed also supersede its independence in the process of
Life, but it ceases with its distinctive difference to be what it
is. The object of self-consciousness, however, is equally indepen-
dent in this negagvity of itself; and thus it is for wself a genus,
a universal fAluid klement in the peculiarity of its own separate
being; it 15 a living self-consciousness.

177. A self-cgnsciousness exists for a self-consciousness. Only so
isitin fact sell-consciousness; for only in/this way does the unity
of itself in its otherness become expligit for it. The ‘1" which
is the object offits Notion is in fact got ‘object’; the object of
Desire, howevet, is only independet, for it is the universal in-
destructible substance, the fluid$elf-identical essence. A self-
consciousness, in\being an object, is just as much ‘I’ as ‘object’.
With this, we already haye’before us the Notion of $pirit. What
still lies ahead for consciousness is the experience of what Spirit
1s—this absolute substance which is the unity of the different
independent self-consciousnesses which, in their opposition,
enjoy perfect freedom and independence: ‘I’ thatis ‘We’ and
‘We’ thatis ‘I’ Itisin self-consciousness, in the Notion of Spirit,
that consciousness first finds its turning-point, where it leaves
behind it the colourful show of the sensuous here-and-now and

ness; it has come out of itself. This has a twofold significance:
first, it has lost itself, for it finds itself as an other being; secondly,
in doing so it has superseded the other, for it does not see
the other as an essential being, but in the other sees its own
self.

180. It must supersede this otherness of itself. This is the
supersession of the first ambiguity, and is therefore itself a
second ambiguity. First, it must proceed to supersede the other
independent being in order thereby to become certain of itself
as the essential being ; secondly, in so doing it proceeds to super-
sede its own self, for this other is itself.

181. Thisambiguous supersession of its ambiguous otherness
is equally an ambiguous return into itself. For first, through the
supersession, it receives back its own self, because, by supersed-
Ing is otherness, it again becomes equal to itself; but secondly,
the other self-consciousness equally gives it back again to itself,
for it saw itself in the other, but supersedes this being of itself
in the other and thus lets the other again go free.

182. Now, 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
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has 1sell the double significance of being both its own action

and the action of the other as well. For the other is equally inde-

pendent and self-contained, and there is nothing in it of which
itis not itself the origin. The first does not have the object before
it merely as it exists primarily for desire, but as something that
has an independent existence of its own, which, therefore, it
cannot utilize for its own purposes, if that object does not of
its own accord do what the first does to it. Thus the movement
is simply the double movement of the two self-consciousnesses.
Each sees the other do the same as it does; each does itself what
it demands of the other, and therefore also does what it does
only in 50 far as the other does the same. Action by one side
only would be useless because what is to happen can only be
brought about by both.

183. Thus the action has a double significance not only
because it is directed against itself as well as against the other,
but also because it is indivisibly the action of one as well as
of the other.

184. In this movement we see repeated the process which
presented itself as the play of Forces, but repeated now in con-
sciousness, What in that process was for us,is true here of the
extremes themselves. The middle term is self-consciousness
which splits into the extremes; and each extreme is this
exchanging of its own determinateness and an absolute transi-
tion into the opposite. Although, as consciousness, it does in-
deed come out of itself, yet, though out of itself| it is at the same
time kept back within itself, is for itself, and the self outside it,
1s for it. Tuis aware that it at once is, and is not, another con-
sciousness, and equally that this other is _for itself only when it
supersedes itself as being for itself, and is for itself only in the
being-for-self of the other. Each is for the other the middle term,
through which each mediates itself with itself and unites with
itself; and each is for itself, and for the other, an immediate
being on its own account, which at the same time is such only
through this mediation. They recognize themselves as mutually
recognizing one another.

185. We have now to see how the process of this pure Notion
of recognition, of the duplicating of self-consciousness in its one-
ness, appears to self-consciousness. At first, it will exhibit
the side of the inequality of the two, or the splitting-up of the
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middle term into the extremes which, as extremes, are opposed
to one another, one being only recognized, the other only
recognizing.

186. Self-consciousness is, to begin with, simple being-for-
self; self-equal through the exclusion from itself of everything
clse. For it, its essence and absolute object is ‘I'; and in this
immediacy, or in this [mere] being, of its being-for-self, it is
an indwidual. What is ‘other’ for it is an unessential, negatively
characterized object. But the ‘other’ is also a self-consciousness ;
one individual is confronted by another individual. Appearing
thus immediately on the scene, they are for one another like
ordinary objects, independent shapes, individuals submerged in
the being [or immediacy] of Life—{or the object in its imme-
diacy is here determined as Life. They are, for each other, shapes
of consciousness which have not yet accomplished the move-
ment of absolute abstraction, of rooting-out all immediate
being, and of being merely the purely negative being of self-
identical consciousness; in other words, they have not as yet
exposed themselves to each other in the form of pure being-
for-self, or as self-consciousnesses. Each is indeed certain of its
own self, but not of the other, and therefore its own self-cer-
tainty still has no truth. For it would have truth only if its own
being-for-self had confronted it as an independent object, or,
what is the same thing, if the object had presented itself as this
pure self-certainty. But according to the Notion of recognition
this is possible only when each is for the other what the other
is for it, only when each in its own self through its own action,
and again through the action of the other, achieves this pure
abstraction of being-for-self.

187. The presentation ofitself, however, as the pure abstrac-
tion of self-consciousness consists in showing itself as the pure
negation of its objective mode, or in showing that it is not
attached to any specific existence, not to the individuality com-
mon to existence as such, that it is not attached to life. This
presentation is a twofold action: action on the part of the other,
and action on its own part. In so far as it is the action of the
other, each seeks the death of the other. But in doing so, the
second kind of action, action on its own part, is also involved;
for the former involves the staking of its own life. Thus the rela-
tion of the two self-conscious individuals is such that they prove




for-selt or as an absolute negation.

188. This trial by death, however, does away with the truth
which was supposed to issue from it, and 50, too, with the cer-
tainty of self generally. For just as life is the natural setting of
consciousness, independence without absolute negativity, so
death is the natural negation of consciousness, negation without
independence, which thus remains without the required signifi-
cance of recognition. Death certainly shows that each staked
his life and held it of no account, both in himself and in the
other; but that is not for those who survived this struggle. They
put an end to their consciousness in its alien setting of natural
existence, that is to say, they put an end to themselves, and
are done away with as extremes wanting to be for themselves, or
to have an existence of their own. But with this there vanishes
from their interplay the essential moment of splitting into
extremes with opposite characteristics; and the middle term
collapses into a lifeless unity which is split into lifeless, merely
immediate, unopposed extremes: and the two do not reciproc-
ally give and receive one another back from each other cons-
ciously, but leave each other free only indifferently, like things,
Theiractis an abstract negation, not the negation coming from
consciousness, which supersedes in such a way as to preserve
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no longer merely the Notion of such a consciousness. Rather,
It Is a consciousness existing for itself which is mediated with
itself through another consciousness, i.e. through a conscious
ness whose nature it is to be bound up with an existence that
is independent, or thinghood in general. The lord puts himself
into relation with both of these moments, to a thing as such,
the object of desire, and to the consciousness for which
thinghood is the essential characteristic. And since he is (a) gua
the Notion of self-consciousness an immediate relation of being-
Jor-self, but (b) is now at the same time mediation, or a being-
for-self which is for itself only through another, he is related
(a) immediately to both, and (b) mediately to each through
the other. The lord relates himself mediately to the bondsman
through a being [a thing] that is independent, for it is just this
which holds the bondsman in bondage; it is his chain from
which he could not break free in the struggle, thus proving him-
sclf 10 be dependent, to possess his independence in thinghood.
But the lord is the power over this thing, for he proved in the
struggle that it is something merely negative; since he is the
power over this thing and this again is the power over the other
[the bondsman], it follows that he holds the other in su bjection.
Equally, the lord relates himself mediately to the thing through
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Fits own independence. | i
196. But the formative activity has not only this positive sig-
nificance that in it the pure being-for-self of the servile con-
sciousness acquires an existence; it also has, in cpntrast with
its first moment, the negative significance of fear.ﬁgr%in fash
"ioning the thing, the bondsman'’s 0y ivi ] ing-
for-self, becomes an object for him only through his settjng at
nought the existing shape confronting him. But this objective

negative moment is none the alien being hefore which
it has trembled, Now, however, he destroys this alien negative

“moment, posits Aimself as a negative in the permanent order
of things, and thereby becomes for himself, someone existing on
his own account|JIn the lord, the being-for-sellis an “other’ for
the bondsman, or is only for him [i.e. is not his own]; in fear,
the being-for-selfis present in the bondsman himself; in fashion-
‘ing the thing, he becomes aware that being-for-self belongs to
him, that he himself exists essentially and actually in his own
(ri ht T he shape does not become something other than himself
through being made external to him; foritis precisely this shape

which in this externality is seen

that is&ys pure being-for-s .
by him to be the truthyFhrouch this rediscovery of 7h1@self by J

f 197. For the independefit self-conscioudqess, it is only the,
i pure abstraction of the ‘I’ that is its essential hature, and, when

i

¢ self-consciousness.does not become an ‘I’ that in its simplicity '
. is genuinely self-differentiating, or that in this absolute dif-
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freedom which is still enmeshed in servitude. Just as little as
the pure form can become essential being for it, just as little
is that form, regarded as extended to the particular, a universal
formative activity, an absolute Notion; ratheritis a skill which
is master over some things, but not over the universal power |
and the whole of objective being. =

FREEDOM OF SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS:

B. STOICISM, SCEPTICISM, AND THE UNHAPPY
CONSCIOUSNESS = '

it does develop its own differences, this differgntiation does not
become a nature that is objective and intrinsic to it. Thus this

ferentiation remains identical with itself fOn the other hand,

the consciousness that is forced back into itself becomes, in its
A




