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IN PLACE OF AN INTRODUCTION*

Hegel . . . erfasst die Arbeit als das
Wesen, als das sich bewihrende
Wesen des Menschen.

Karl Marx

[Man is Self-Consciousness. He is conscious of himself, conscious
of his human reality and dignity; and it is in this that he is essen-
tially different from animals, which do not go beyond the level of
simple Sentiment of self. Man becomes conscious of himself at the
moment when—for the “first” time—he says “I.” To understand
man by understanding his “origin” is, therefore, to understand
the origin of thé I revealed by speech.

[Now, the analysis of “thought,” “reason,” “understanding,”
and so on—in general, of the cognitive, contemplative, passive
behavior of a being or a “knowing subject”—never reveals the
why or the how of the birth of the word “I,” and consequently of
self-consciousness—that is, of the human reality. The man who
contemplates is “absorbed” by what he contemplates; the “know-
ing subject” “loses” himself in the object that is known. Con-
templation reveals the object, not the subject. The object, and not
the subject, is what shows itself to him in and by—or better, as—
the act of knowing. The man who is “absorbed” by the object
that he is contemplating can be “brought back to himself” only
by a Desire; by the desire to eat, for example. The (conscious)
Desire of a being is what constitutes that being as I and reveals it
as such by moving it to say “I. . . .” Desire is what transforms
Being, revealed to itself by itself in (true) knowledge, into an

* A translation with commentary of Section A of Chapter IV of the Phenome-
nology of Spirit, entitled: “Autonomy and Dependence of Self-Consciousness:
Mastery and Slavery.”

The commentary is in brackets. Words joined by hyphens correspond to a
single German word.
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INTRODUCTION TO THE READING OF HEGEL

“object” revealed to a “subject” by a subject different from the
object and “opposed” to it. It is in and by—or better still, as—“his”
Desire that man is formed and is revealed—to himself and to
others—as an I, as the I that is essentially different from, and
radically opposed to, the non-I. The (human) I is the I of a
Desire or of Desire.

[The very being of man, the self-conscious being, therefore,
implies and presupposes Desire. Consequently, the human reality
can be formed and maintained only within a biological reality, an
animal life. But, if animal Desire is the necessary condition of
Self-Consciousness, it is not the sufficient condition. By itself, this
Desire constitutes only the Sentiment of self.

[In contrast to the knowledge that keeps man in a passive
quietude, Desire dis-quiets him and moves him to action. Born of
Desire, action tends to satisfy it, and can do so only by the “nega-
tion,” the destruction, or at least the transformation, of the desired
object: to satisfy hunger, for example, the food must be destroyed
or, in any case, transformed. Thus, all action is “negating.” Far
from leaving the given as it is, action destroys it; if not in its being,
at least in its given form. And all “negating-negativity” with re-
spect to the given is necessarily active. But negating action is not
purely destructive, for if action destroys an objective reality, for
the sake of satisfying the Desire from which it is born, it creates
in its place, in and by that very destruction, a subjective reality.
The being that eats, for example, creates and preserves its own
reality by the overcoming of a reality other than its own, by the
“transformation” of an alien reality into its own reality, by the

X\ “assimilation,” the “internalization” of a ‘“foreign,” “external”

feality. Generally speaking, the I of Desire is an emptiness that
receives a real positive content only by negating action that satis-
fies Desire in destroying, transforming, and “assimilating” the

|_desired non-I. And the positive content of the I, constituted by

negation, is a function of the positive content of the negated non-I.
If, then, the Desire is directed toward a “natural” non-I, the I, too,
will be “natural.” The I created by the active satisfaction of such
a Desire will have the same nature as the things toward which that
Desire is directed: it will be a “thingish” I, a merely living I, an
animal I. And this natural I, a function of the natural object, can
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be revealed to itself and to others only as Sentiment of self. It will
never attain Self-Consciousness.

[For there to be Self-Consciousness, Desire must therefore be
directed toward a non-natural object, toward something that goes
beyond the given reality. Now, the only thing that goes beyond
the given reality is Desire itself. For Desire taken as Desire—i.e.,
before its satisfaction—is but a revealed nothingness, an unreal
emptiness. Desire, being the revelation of an emptiness, the pres-
ence of the absence of a reality, is something essentially different
from the desired thing, something other than a thing, than a static
and given real being that stays eternally identical to itself. There-
fore, Desire directed toward another Desire, taken as Desire, will
create, by the negating and assimilating action that satisfies it, an
I essentially different from the animal “I.” This I, which “feeds”
on Desires, will itself be Desire in its very being, created in and by
the satisfaction of its Desire. And since Desire is realized as action
negating the given, the very being of this I will be action, This I
will not, like the animal “I,” be “identity” or equality to itself,
but “negating-negativity.” In other words, the very being of this
I will be becoming, and the universal form of this being will not
be space, but time. Therefore, its continuation in existence will
signify for this I: “not to be what it is (as static and given being,
as natural being, as ‘innate character’) and to be (that is, to be-
come) what it is not.” Thus, this I will be its own product: it
will be (in the future) what it has become by negation (in the
present) of what it was (in the past), this negation being accom-
plished with a view to what it will become. In its very being this
1 is intentional becoming, deliberate evolution, conscious and volun-
tary progress; it is the act of transcending the given that is given
to it and that it itself is. This I is a (human) individual, free (with
respect to the given real) and historical (in relation to itself). And
it is this I, and only this I, that reveals itself to itself and to others
as Self-Consciousness.

[Human Desire must be directed toward another Desire. For
there to be human Desire, then, there must first be a multiplicity
of (animal) Desires. In other words, in order that Self-Conscious-
ness be born from the Sentiment of self, in order that the human
reality come into being within the animal reality, this reality must
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INTRODUCTION TO THE READING OF HECEL

be essentially manifold. Therefore, man can appear on earth only
within a herd. That is why the human reality can only be social.
But for the herd to become a society, multiplicity of Desires is
not sufficient by itself; in addition, the Desires of each member of
the herd must be directed—or potentially directed—toward the
Desires of the other members. If the human reality is a social reality,
society is human only as a set of Desires mutually desiring one
another as Desires. Human Desire, or better still, anthropogenetic
Desire, produces a free and historical individual, conscious of his
individualicy, his freedom, his history, and finally, his historicity.
Hence, anthropogenetic Desire is different from animal Desire
(which produces a natural being, merely living and having only
a sentiment of its life) in that it is directed, not roward a real,
“positive,” given object, but toward another Desire. Thus, in the
relationship between man and woman, for example, Desire is
human only if the one desires, not the body, but the Desire of the
other; if he wants “to possess” or “to assimilate” the Desire taken
as Desire—that is to say, if he wants to be “desired” or “loved,”
or, rather, “recognized” in his human value, in his reality as a
human individual. Likewise, Desire directed toward a natural object
is human only to the extent that it is “mediated” by the Desire
of another directed toward the same object: it is human to desire
what others desire, because they desire it. Thus, an object per-
fectly useless from the biological point of view (such as a medal,
or the enemy’s flag) can be desired because it is the object of other
desires. Such a Desire can only be a human Desire, and human
reality, as distinguished from animal reality, is created only by
action that satisfies such Desires: human history is the history of
desired Desires.

[But, apart from this difference—which is essential—human
Desire is analogous to animal Desire. Human Desire, too, tends to
satisfy itself by a negating—or better, a transforming and assimi-
lating—action. Man “feeds” on Desires as an animal feeds on real
things. And the human I, realized by the active satisfaction of its
human Desires, is as much a function of its “food” as the body
of an animal is of its food.

[For man to be truly human, for him to be essentially and really
different from an animal, his human Desire must actually win out
over his animal Desire. Now, all Desire is desire for a value. The
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supreme value for an animal is its animal life. All the Desires of an
animal are in the final analysis a function of its desire to preserve
its life. Human Desire, therefore, must win out over this desire for
preservation. In other words, man’s humanity “comes to light”
only if he risks his (animal) life for the sake of his human Desire.
It is in and by this risk that the human reality is created and
revealed as reality; it is in and by this risk that it “comes to light,”
ie., is shown, demonstrated, verified, and gives proofs of being
essentially different from the animal, natural reality. And that is
why to speak of the “origin” of Self-Consciousness is necessarily
to speak of the risk of life (for an essentially nonvital end).

[Man’s humanity “comes to light” only in risking his life to
satisfy his human Desire—that is, his Desire directed toward an-
other Desire. Now, to desire a Desire is to want to substitute
oneself for the value desired by this Desire. For without this sub-
stitution, one would desire the value, the desired object, and not
the Desire itself. Therefore, to desire the Desire of another is in
the final analysis to desire that the value that I am or that I
“represent” be the value desired by the other: I want him to
“recognize” my value as his value. I want him to “recognize” me
as an autonomous value. In other words, all human, anthropogenetic
Desire—the Desire that generates Self-Consciousness, the human
reality—is, finally, a function of the desire for “recognition.” And
the risk of life by which the human reality “comes to light” is a
risk for the sake of such a Desire. Therefore, to speak of the
“origin” of Self-Consciousness is necessarily to speak of a fight to
the death for “recognition.”

[Without this fight to the death for pure prestige, there would
never have been human beings on earth. Indeed, the human being
is formed only in terms of a Desire directed toward another Desire,
that is—finally—in terms of a desire for recognition. Therefore,
the human being can be formed only if at least two of these Desires
confront one another. Each of the two beings endowed with such
a Desire is ready to go all the way in pursuit of its satisfaction;
that is, is ready to risk its life—and, consequently, to put the life
of the other in danger—in order to be “recognized” by the other,
to impose itself on the other as the supreme value; accordingly,
their meeting can only be a fight to the death. And it is only in
and by such a fight that the human reality is begotten, formed,
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INTRODUCTION TO THE READING OF HEGEL

realized, and revealed to itself and to others. Therefore, it is real-
ized and revealed only as “recognized” reality.

[However, if all men—or, more exactly, all beings in the process
of becoming human beings—behaved in the same manner, the
fight would necessarily end in the death of one of the adversaries,
or of both. It would not be possible for one to give way to the
other, to give up the fight before the death of the other, to “recog-
nize” the other instead of being “recognized” by him. But if this
were the case, the realization and the revelation of the human being
would be impossible. This is obvious in the case of the death of
both adversaries, since the human reality—being essentially Desire
and action in terms of Desire—can be born and maintained only
within an animal life. But it is equally impossible when only one
of the adversaries is killed. For with him disappears that other
Desire toward which Desire must be directed in order to be a
human Desire. The surviver, unable to be “recognized” by the dead
adversary, cannot realize and reveal his humanity. In order that
the human being be realized and revealed as Self-Consciousness,
therefore, it is not sufficient that the nascent human reality be
manifold. This multiplicity, this “society,” must in addition imply
two essentially different human or anthropogenetic behaviors.

[In order that the human reality come into being as “recognized”
reality, both adversaries must remain alive after the fight. Now,
this is possible only on the condition that they behave differently
in this fight. By irreducible, or better, by unforeseeable or “un-
deducible” acts of liberty, they must constitute themselves as
unequals in and by this very fight. Without being predestined to
it in any way, the one must fear the other, must give in to the
other, must refuse to risk his life for the satisfaction of his desire
for “recognition.” He must give up his desire and satisfy the desire
of the other: he must “recognize” the other without being “recog-
nized” by him. Now, “to recognize” him thus is “to recognize”
him as his Master and to recognize himself and to be recognized
as the Master’s Slave.

[In other words, in his nascent state, man is never simply man.
He is always, necessarily, and essentially, either Master or Slave.
If the human reality can come into being only as a social reality,

i l society is human—at least in its origin—only on the basis of its
\ implying an element of Mastery and an element of Slavery, of
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“gutonomous” existences and “dependent” existences. And that is
why to speak of the origin of Self-Consciousness is necessarily to
speak of “the autonomy and dependence of Self-Consciousness,
of Mastery and Slavery.”

[If the human being is begotten only in and by the fight that
ends in the relation between Master and Slave, the progressive
realization and revelation of this being can themselves be effected
only in terms of this fundamental social relation. If man is nothing
but his becoming, if his human existence in space is his existence
in time or as time, if the revealed human reality is nothing but
universal history, that history must be the history of the inter-
action between Mastery and Slavery:_thﬁ}go_xjggl_jéjg_lgggigf_gﬁ B
the “dialectic” of Master and Slave. But if the opposition of “thesis”
and “antithesis” is meaningful only in the context of their recon-
ciliation by “synthesis,” if history (in the full sense of the word)
necessarily has a final term, if man who becomes must culminate
in man who has become, if Desire must end in satisfaction, if the
science of man must possess the quality of a definitively and uni--

_versally valid truth—the interaction of Master and Slave must

[However that may be, the human reality can be begotten and
preserved only as “recognized” reality. It is only by being “recog-
nized” by another, by many others, or—in the extreme—by all
others, that 2 human being is really human, for himself as well
as for others. And only in speaking of a “recognized” human
reality can the term buman be used to state a truth in the strict
and full sense of the term. For only in this case can one reveal a
reality in speech. That is why it is necessary to say this of Self-
Consciousness, of self-conscious man:] Self-Consciousness exists
in and for itself in and by the fact that it exists (in and for itself)
for another Self-Consciousness; ie., it exists only as an entity that
is recognized.

...................................

Consciousness within its unity, must now be considered as its
evolution appears to Self-Consciousness [i.e., not to the philosopher
who speaks of it, but to the self-conscious man who recognizes
another man or is recognized by him.]

In the first place, this evolution will make manifest the aspect
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INTRODUCTION TO THE READING OF HEGEL

of the inequality between the two Self-Consciousnesses [ie., be-
tween the two men who confront one another for the sake of
recognition], or the expansion of the middle-term [which is the
mutual and reciprocal recognition] into the two extremes [which
are the two who confront one another]; these are opposed to one
another as extremes, the one only recognized, the other only
recognizing. [To begin with, the man who wants to be recognized
by another in no sense wants to recognize him in turn. If he suc-
ceeds, then, the recognition will not be mutual and reciprocal: he
will be recognized but will not recognize the one who recognizes
him. ]

To begin with, Self-Consciousness is simple-or-undivided Being-
for-itself; it is identical-to-itself by excluding from itself every-
thing other [than itself]. Its essential-reality and its absolute object
are, for it, I [I isolated from everything and opposed to every-
thing that is not I]. And, in this immediacy, in this given-being
[i.e,, being that is not produced by an active, creative process] of
its Being-for-itself, Self-Consciousness is particular-and-isolated.
What is other for it exists as an object without essential-reality,
as an object marked with the character of a negative-entity.

But [in the case we are studying] the other-entity, too, is a
Self-Consciousness; a human-individual comes face to face with a
human-individual. Meeting thus inmmediately, these individuals exist
for one another as common objects. They are autonomous con-
crete-forms, Consciousnesses submerged in the given-being of
animal-life. For it is as animal-life that the merely existing object
has here presented itself. They are Consciousnesses that have not.
yet accomplished for ome another the [dialectical] movement of
absolute abstraction, which consists in the uprooting of all immedi-
ate given-being and in being nothing but the purely negative-or-
negating given-being of the consciousness that is identical-to-itself.

Or in other words, these are entities that have not yet manifested
themselves to one another as pure Being-for-itself—ie., as Self-
Consciousness. [When the “first” two men confront one another
for the first time, the one sees in the other only an animal (and a
dangerous and hostile one at that) that is to be destroyed, and not
a self-conscious being representing an autonomous value.] Each
of these two human-individuals is, to be sure, subjectively-certain
of himself; but he is not certain of the other. And that is why his
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own subjective;certain of himself does not yet possess tn}th
[ie., it does notWet reveg) a reality—or, in other words, an entity
that is czt)_'lggtively, intersubjectively, i.e., universally, recognized,
and hence existing and valid]. For the truth of his subjective-cer-
tainty [of the idea that he has of himself, of the value that he
attributes to himself] could have been nothing but the fact that
his own Being-for-itself was manifested to him as an autonomous
object; or again, to say the same thing: the fact that the object
was manifested to him as this pure subjective-certainty of himself;
[therefore, he must find the private idea that he has of himself in
the external, objective reality.] But according to the concept of
recognition, this is possible only if he accomplishes for the other
(just as the other does for him) the pure abstraction of Being-for-
itself; each accomplishing it in himself both by his own activity
and also by the other’s activity.

[The “first” man who meets another man for the first time
already attributes an autonomous, absolute reality and an autono-
mous, absolute value to himself: we can say that he believes him-
self to be a man, that he has the “subjective certainty” of being a
man. But his certainty is not yet knowledge. The value that he
attributes to himself could be illusory; the idea that he has of him-
self could be false or mad. For that idea to be a truth, it must
reveal an objective reality—i.c., an entity that is valid and exists
not only for itself, but also for realities other than itself. In the
case in question, man, to be really, truly “man,” and to know that
he is such, must, therefore, impose the idea that he has of himself
on beings other than himself: he must be recognized by the others
(in the ideal, extreme case, by all the others). Or again, he must
transform the (natural and human) world in which he is not
recognized into a world in which this recognition takes place. This
transformation of the world that is hostile to a human project
into a world in harmony with this project is called “action,”
“activity.” This action—essentially human, because humanizing
and anthropogenetic—will begin with the act of imposing oneself
on the “first” other man one meets. And since this other, if he is
(or more exactly, if he wants to be, and believes himself to be) a
human being, must himself do the same thing, the “first” an-
thropogenetic action necessarily takes the form of a fight: a fight
to the death between two’beings that claim to be men, a fight for
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INTRODUCTION TO THE READING OF HEGEL

pure prestige carried on for the sake of “recognition” by the
adversary. Indeed: ]

The manifestation of the human-individual taken as pure abstrac-
tion of Being-for-itself consists in showing itself as being the pure
negation of its objective-or-thingish mode-of-being—or, in other
words, in showing that to be for oneself, or to be a man, is not
to be bound to any determined existence, not to be bound to the
universal isolated-particularity of existence as such, not to be bound
to life. This manifestation is a double activity: activity of the other
and activity by oneself. To the extent that this activity is activity
of the other, each of the two men seeks the death of the other.
But in that activity of the other is also found the second aspect,
namely, the activity by oneself: for the activity in question implies
in it the risk of the life of him who acts. The relation of the two
Self-Consciousnesses, therefore, is determined in such a way that
they come to light—each for itself and one for the other—through
the fight for life and death.

[They “come to light”—that is, they prove themselves, they
transform the purely subjective certainty that each has of his own
value into objective, or universally valid and recognized, truth.
Truth is the revelation of a reality. Now, the human reality is
created, is constituted, only in the fight for recognition and by the
risk of life that it implies. The truth of man, or the revelation of
his reality, therefore, presupposes the fight to the death. And that
is why] human-individuals are obliged to start this fight. For each
must raise his subjective-certainty of existing for self to the level
of truth, both in the other and in himself. And it is only through
the risk of life that freedom comes to light, that it becomes clear
that the essential-reality of Self-Consciousness is not given-being

__[being that is not created by conscious, voluntary action], nor the

" /immediate [natural, not mediated by action (that negates the

1 given) ] mode in which it first comes to sight [in the given world],

{ nor submersion in the extension of animal-life; but that there is,

. on the contrary, nothing given in Self-Consciousness that is any-

i thing but a passing constituent-element for it. In other words, only

. by the risk of life does it come to light that Self-Consciousness is

" nothing but pure Being-for-itself. The human-individual that bas

!" iy not dared-to-risk his life can, to be sure, be recognized as a human-
Vo 5 persom; but he has not attained the truth of this fact of being

il
; {

. PTG SRV oot AL
L 12 ;




In Place of an Introduction

recognized as an autonomous Self-Consciousness. Hence, each of
the two human-individuals must have the death of the other as his
goal, just as he risks his own life. For the other-entity is worth no
more to him than himself. His essential-reality [which is his recog-
nized, human reality and dignity] manifests itself to him as an
other-entity [or another man, who does not recognize him and is
therefore independent of him]. He is outside of himself [insofar
as the other has not “given him back” to himself by recognizing
him, by revealing that he has recognized him, and by showing him
that he (the other) depends on him and is not absolutely other
than he]. He must overcome his being-outside-of-himself. The
other-entity [than he] is here a Self-Consciousness existing as a
given-being and involved [in the natural world] in a manifold and
diverse way. Now, he must look upon his other-being as pure
Being-for-itself, ie., as absolute negating-negativity. [This means
that man is human only to the extent that he wants to impose him-
self on another man, to be recognized by him. In the beginning,
as long as he is not yet actually recognized by the other, it is the
other that is the end of his action; it is on this other, it is on
recognition by this other, that his human value and reality depend;
it is in this other that the meaning of his life is condensed. There-
fore, he is “outside of himself.” But his own value and his own
reality are what are important to him, and he wants to have them
in himself. Hence, he must overcome his “other-being.” This is to
say that he must make himself recognized by the other, he must
have in himself the certainty of being recognized by another. But
for that recognition to satisfy him, he has ro know that the other
is a human being, Now, in the beginning, he sees in the other only
the aspect of an animal. To know that this aspect reveals 2 human
reality, he must see that the other also wants to be recognized,
and that he, too, is ready to risk, “to deny,” his animal life in 2
fight for the recognition of his human being—for—itself. He must, }
therefore, “provoke” the other, force him to start a fight to the
death for pure prestige. And having done this, he is obliged to kill
the other in order not to be killed himself. In these circumstances,
then, the fight for recognition can end only in the death of one
of the adversaries—or of both together.] But this proving oneself
by death does away with the truth [or revealed objective reality]
that was supposed to come from it; and, for that very reason, it
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also does away with the subjective-certainty of oneself as su
For just as animal-life is the natural position of Consciousn:
autonomy without absolute negating-negativity, so is
natural negation of Consciousness, i.e., negation withope“autonomy,
which negation, therefore, continues to lack the gnificance re-
quired by recognition. [That is to say: if bogl'adversaries perish
in the fight, “consciousness” is completelydone away with, for
man is nothing more than an inanimate dy after his death. And
if one of the adversaries remains alive’but kills the other, he can
no longer be recognized by the ether; the man who has been de-
feated and killed does not repdgnize the victory of the conqueror.
Therefore, the victor’s ¢ ainty of his being and of his value re-
mains subjective, and thus has no “truth.”) Through death, it is
true, the subjectiye“certainty of the fact that both risked their
lives and that eath despised his own and the other’s life has been
established. Bur this certainty has not been established for those
who un ent this struggle. Through death, they do away with
their génsciousness, which resides in that foreign entity, natural
existence. That is to say, they do away with themselves. [For man
is feal only to the extent that he lives in a natural world. This world
is, to be sure, “foreign” to him; he must “deny” it, transform it,
fight it, in order to realize himself in it. But without this.world,
outside of this world, man is nothing.] And they are dope away
with as extremes that want to exist for self [i.e., co fously, and
independently of the rest of the universe]. But, ther€by, the essen-
tial constituent-element—i.e., the splitting up/into extremes of
opposed determinate things—disappears frop the play of change.
And the middle-term collapses in a dead”unity, broken up into
dead extremes, which merely exist ag/given-beings and are not
opposed [to one another in, by, and for an action in which one
tries “to do away with” the othef by “establishing” himself and
to establish himself by doing g«#ay with the other.] And the two
do not give themselves recjprocally to one another, nor do they
get themselves back in repdrn from one another through conscious-
ness. On the contrary; they merely leave one another free, indif-
ferently, as things. fFor the dead man is no longer anything more
than an unconscjdus thing, from which the living man turns away
in indifference/since he can no longer expect anything from it for
himself.] Théir murderous action is abstract negation. It is not
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negation {carried out] by consciousness, which overcomes in such
a way that it keeps and preserves the overcome-entity and, for
that very reason, survives the fact of being overcome. [This “over-
coming” is “dialectical.” “To overcome dialectically” means to
overcome while preserving what is overcome; it is sublimated in
and by that overcoming which preserves or that preservation which
overcomes. The dialectically overcome-entity is annulled in its
contingent (stripped of sense, “senseless”) aspect of natural, given
(“immediate™) entity, but it is preserved in its essential (and
meaningful, significant) aspect; thus mediated by negation, it is
sublimated or raised up to a more “comprehensive” and compre-
hensible mode of being than that of its immediate reality of pure
and simple, positive and static given, which is not the result of
creative action (i.e., of action that negates the given). .

[Therefore, it does the man of the Fight no good to kill his®
adversary. He must overcome him “dialectically.” That is, he must
leave him life and consciousness, and destroy only his autonomy.
He must overcome the adversary only insofar as the adversary is
opposed to him and acts against him. In other words, he must
enslave him. ]

In that experience {of the murderous fight] it becomes clear to
Self-Consciousness that animal-life is just as important to jt as pure
self-consciousness. In the immediate Self-Consciousness [ie., in the
“first” man, who is not yet “mediated” by this contact with the
other that the fight creates], the simple-or-undivided I [of isolated
man] is the absolute object. But for us or in itself [ie., for the
author and the reader of this passage, who see man as he has been
definitively formed at the end of history by the accomplished
social inter-action] this object, ie., the I, is absolute mediation,
and its essential constituent-element is abiding autonomy. [That
is to say, real and true man is the result of his inter-action with
others; his I and the idea he has of himself are “mediated” by
recognition obtained as a result of his action. And his true autonom
is the autonomy that he maintains in the social reality by the effort
of that action.] The dissolution of that simple-or-undivided unity
[which is the isolated 1] is the result of the first experience [which
man has at the time of his “first” (murderous) fight]. By this
experience are established: a pure Self-Consciousness [or an “ab-
stract” one, since it has made the “abstraction” of its animal life
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by the risk of the fight—the victor], and a Consciousness that
[being in fact a living corpse—the man who has been defeated
and spared] does not exist purely for itself, but rather for another
Consciousness [namely, for that of the victor]: ie., a Conscious-
ness that exists as a given-being, or in other words, a Consciousness
that exists in the concrete-form of thingness. Both constituent-
elements are essential—since in the begmmng they are unequal and
opposed to one another and their reflection into unity has not yet
resulted [from their action], they exist as two opposed concrete-
forms of Consciousness. The one is autonomous Consciousness,
for which the essential-reality is Being-for-itself. The other is
dependent Consciousness, for which the essential-reality is animal-
life, i.e., given-being for an other-entity. The former is the Maszer,
the latter—the Slave. [This Slave is the defeated adversary, who
has not gone all the way in risking his life, who has not adopted
the principle of the Masters: to conquer or to die. He has accepted
life granted him by another. Hence, he depends on that other. He
has preferred slavery to death, and that is why, by remaining alive,
he lives as a Slave.]
The Master is Consciousness existing for itself. And he is no
longer merely the [abstract] concept of Consciousness, but a
[real] Consciousness existing for itself, which is mediated with
itself by amother Consciousness, namely, by a Consciousness to
whose essentlal-reahty it belongs to be synthesized with given-
~ being, i.e., with thingness as such. [This “Consciousness” is the
\A\"“‘( A Slave who, in binding himself completely to his animal-life, is
merely one with the natural world of things. By refusing to risk
his life in a fight for pure prestige, he does not rise above the level
W W(t&ém of animals. Hence he considers himself as such, and as such is he
AN f;\uk‘i considered by the Master. But the Slave, for his part, recognizes
& y oW the Master in his human dignity and reality, and the Slave behaves
) N accordingly. The Master’s “certainty” is therefore not purely sub-
\,\55? ¥ jective and “immediate,” but objectivized and “mediated” by an-
' other’s, the Slave’s, recognition. While the Slave still remains an
“immediate,” natural, “bestial” being, the Master—as a result of
his fight—is already human, “mediated.” And consequently, his
behavior is also “mediated” or human, both with regard to things
and with regard to other men; moreover, these other men, for him,
are only slaves.] The Master is related to the following two con-
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stituent-clements: on the one hand, to a thing taken as such, ie.,
the object of Desire; and, on the other hand, to the Consciousness
for which thingness is the essential-entity [i.e., to the Slav.e, who,
by refusing the risk, binds himself completely to the th.mgs on
which he depends. The Master, on the other hand, sees in t-hese
things only a simple means of satisfying his desire; and, in satisfy-
ing it, he destroys them]. Given that: (1) the Master, taken as
concept of self-consciousness, is the immediate relation of Being-
for-itself, and that (2) he now [ie., after his victory over the
Slave] exists at the same time as mediation, i.e., as a Being-for-itself
that exists for itself only through an other-entity [since the Mas-
ter is Master only by the fact of having a Slave who recognizes
him as Master]; the Master is related (1) immediately to both
[i., to the thing and to the Slave], and (2) in a mediated way to
each of the two through the other. The Master is related in a medi-
ated way to the Slave, viz., by autonomous given-being; for it is
precisely to this given-being that the Slave is tied. This given-being
is his chain, from which he could not abstract in the fight, in which
fight he was revealed—because of that fact—as dependent, as
having his autonomy in thingness. The Master, on the other hand,
is the power that rules over this given-being; for he revealed in the
fight that this given-being is worth nothing to him except as a
negative-entity. Given that the Master is the power that rules over
this given-being and that this given-being is the power that rules
over the Other [ie., over the Slave], the Master holds—in this
[real or active] syllogism—that Other under his domination. Like-
wise, the Master is related in a mediated way to the thing, viz.,
by the Slave. Taken as Self-Consciousness as such, the Slave, too,
is related to the thing in a negative or negating way, and he over-
comes it [dialectically]. But—for him—the thing is autonomous
at the same time. For that reason, he cannot, by his act-of-negating,
finish it off to the point of the [complete] annihilation [of the
thing, as does the Master who “consumes” it]. That is, he merely
transforms it by work [ie., he prepares it for consumption, but
does not consume it himself]. For the Master, on the other hand,
the immediate relation [to the thing] comes into being, through
that mediation [i.e., through the work of the Slave who transforms
the natural thing, the “raw material,” with a view to its consump-
tion (by the Master)], as pure negation of the object, that is, as

17




- ,,_\/"

INTRODUCTION TO THE READING OF HEGEL

Enjoyment. [Since all the effort is made by the Slave, the Master
has only to enjoy the thing that the Slave has prepared for him,
and tggrgjgﬁriggtirlg:;ig_d_eﬂ)mgit, by “consuming” it. (For
example, he eats food that is completely prepared) ]. What Desire
[ie., isolated man “before” the Fight, who was alone with Nature
and whose desires were directed without detour toward that
Nature] did not achieve, the Master [whose desires are directed
toward things that have been transformed by the Slave] does
achieve. The Master can finish off the thing completely and satisfy
himself in Enjoyment. [Therefore, it is solely thanks to the work
of another (his Slave) that the Master is free with respect to
Nature, and consequently, satisfied with himself. But, he is Master
of the Slave only because he previously freed himself from Nature
(and from his own nature) by risking his life in a fight for pure
prestige, which—as such—is not at all “natural.”] Desire cannot
achieve this because of the autonomy of the thing. The Master,
on the other hand, who introduced the Slave between the thing
and himself, is consequently joined only to the aspect of the thing’s
dependence, and has pure enjoyment from it. As for the aspect of
the thing’s autonomy, he leaves it to the Slave, who transforms the
thing by work.

In these two constituent-elements the Master gets his recognition
through another Consciousness; for in them the latter affirms itself
as unessential, both by the act of working on the thing and by the
fact of being dependent on a determinate existence. In neither case
can this [slavish] Consciousness become master of the given-being
and achieve absolute negation. Hence it is given in this constituent-
element of recognition that the other Consciousness overcomes
itself as Being-for-itself and thereby does itself what the other
Consciousness does to it. [ That is to say, the Master is not the only
one to regard the Other as his Slave; this Other also considers him-
self as such.] The other constituent-element of recognition is
equally implied in the relation under consideration; this other con-
stituent-element is the fact that this activity of the second Con-
sciousness {the slavish Consciousness] is the activity proper of the
first Consciousness {i.e., the Master’s]. For everything that the Slave
does is, properly speaking, an activity of the Master. [Since the
Slave works only for the Master, only to satisfy the Master’s
desire and not his own, it is the Master’s desire that acts in and
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through the Slave.] For the Master, only Being-for-i ;
essential-reality. He is pure negative-or-negating ver, for which
the thing is nothing; and consequently, in thisfelation of Master
and Slave, he is the pure essential activity. Phe Slave, on the other
hand, is not pure activity, but nonessengis] activity. Now, f.or there
to be an authentic recognition, ther€ must also be the third con-
stituent-element, which consisgsin the Master’s doing with respect
to himself what he does with respect to the other, and in the
Slave’s doing with respeCt to the Other what he [the Slave] does
with respect to higaself. It is, therefore, an unequal and one-sided
recognition that’has been born from this relation of Master and
Slave. [For 4lthough the Master treats the Other as Slave, he does
not behave as Slave himself; and although the Slave treats the Other
as Master, he does not behave as Master himself. The Slave does
not risk his life, and the Master is idle.

[The relation between Master and Slave, therefore, is not recog-
nition properly so-called. To see this, let us analyze the relation
from the Master’s point of view. The Master is not the only one to
consider himself Master. The Slave, also, considers him as such.
Hence, he is recognized in his human reality and dignity. But this
recognition is one-sided, for he does not recognize in turn the
Slave’s human reality and dignity. Hence, he js i
someone whom he does not recognize. And this is what is insuffi-
ciefit—what is tragic—in his situation. The Master has fought and
risked his life for a recognition without value for him. For he can
be satisfied only by recognition from one whom he recognizes as
worthy of recognizing him. The Master’s attitude, therefore, is an
existential impasse. On the one hand, the Master is Master only
because his Desire was directed not toward a thing, but toward
another desire—thus, it was a desire for recognition. On the other,
when he has consequently become Master, it is as Master that he
must desire to be recognized; and he can be recognized as such
only by making the Other his Slave. But the Slave is for him an
animal or a thing. He is, therefore, “recognized” by a thing. Thus,
finally, his Desire is directed toward a thing, and not—as it seemed
at first—toward a (human) Desire. The Master, therefore, was on
the wrong track. After the fight that made him a Master, he is not
what he wanted to be in starting that fight: a man recognized by
another man. Therefore: if man can be satisfied only by recogni-
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tion, the man who behaves as a Master will never be satisfied. And
since—in the beginning—man is either Master or Slave, the satis- i j
fied man will necessarily be a Slave; or more exactly, the man who /
has been a Slave, who has passed through Slavery, who has
“dialectically overcome” his slavery. Indeed: ]

Thus, the nonessential [or slavish] Consciousness is—for the
Mastér—the object that forms the truth [or revealed reality] of
the subjective-certainty he has of himself [since he can “know” he
is Master only by being recognized as such by the Slave]. But it
is obvious that this object does not correspond to its concept. For
in the Master’s fulfilling himself, something entirely different from
an autonomous Consciousness has come into being [since he is
faced with a Slave]. It is not such an autonomous Consciousness,
but all to the contrary, 2 dependent Consciousness, that exists for
him. Therefore, he is not subjectively certain of his Being-for-
itself as of a truth [or of a revealed objective reality]. His truth,
all to the contrary, is nonessential Consciousness, and the non-
essential activity of that Consciousness. [That is to say, the Mas-
ter’s “truth” is the Slave and the Slave’s Work. Actually, others
recognize the Master as Master only because he has a Slave; and
the Master’s life consists in consuming the products of slavish
Work, and in living on and by this Work.] 5

Consequently, the truth of autonomous Consciousness is slavish
Consciousness. This latter first appears, it is true, as existing outside
of itself and not as the truth of Self-Consctousness [since the Slave
recognizes human dignity not in himself, but in the Master, on
whom his very existence depends]. But, just as Mastery showed
that its essential-reality is the reverse or perversion of what it wants
to be, so much the more will Slavery, in its fulfillment, probably
become the opposite of what it is immediately; as repressed Con-
sciousness it will go within itself and reverse and transform itself
into true autonomy.

[The complete, absolutely free man, definitively and completely ~
satisfied by what he is, the man who is perfected and completed
in and by this satisfaction, will be the Slave who has “overcome”
his Slavery. If idle Mastery is an impasse, laborious Slavery, in
contrast, is the source of all human, social, historical progress.

History is the history of the working Slave. To see this, one need
only consider felationship between Master and Slave (that is,
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the first result of the “first” human, social, historical contact), no
longer from the Master’s point of view, but from the Slave’s.]

We have seen only what Slavery is in its relation to Mastery.
But Slavery is also Self-Consciousness. What it is as such, in and
for itself, must now be considered. In the first place, it is the
Master that is the essential-reality for Slavery. The autonomous
Consciousness existing for itself is hence, for it, the truth [or a
revealed reality], which, however, for it, does not yet exist in it.
[The Slave is subordinated to the Master. Hence the Slave esteems,
recognizes, the value and the reality of “autonomy,” of human
freedom. However, he does not find it realized in himself; he finds
it only in the Other. And this is his advantage. The Master, unable
to recognize the Other who recognizes him, finds himself in an
impasse. The Slave, on the other hand, recognizes the Other (the
Master) from the beginning. In order that'mutual and reciprocal
recognition, which alone can fully and definitively realize and
satisfy man, be established, it suffices for the Slave to impose him-
self on the Master and be recognized by him. To be sure, for this

to take place, the Slave must cease to be Slave: he must transcend
himself, “overcome” himself, as Slave. But if the Master has no
desire to “overcome”—and hence no possibility of “overcoming”—
himself as Master (since this would mean, for him, to become a
Slave), the Slave has every reason to cease to be a Slave. Moreover,
the experience of the fight that made him a Slave predisposes him
to that act of self-overcoming, of negation of himself (negation
of his given I, which is a slavish I). To be sure, in the beginning,
the Slave who binds himself to his given (slavish) I does not have
this “negativity” in himself. He sees it only in the Master, who
realized pure “negating-negativity” by risking his life in the fight
for recognition.] However, Slavery in fact has in itself this truth
[or revealed reality] of pure negating-negativity and of Being-for-
itself. For it has experienced this essential-reality within itself. This
slavish Consciousness was afraid not for this or that, not for this
moment or that, but for its [own] entire essential-reality: it under-
went the fear of death, the fear of the absolute Master. By this fear,
the slavish Consciousness melted internally; it shuddered deeply
and everything fixed-or-stable trembled in it. Now, this pure uni-
versal [dialectical] movement, this absolute liquefaction of eve

stable-support, is the simple-or-undivided essential-reality of Self-
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Conscioqsness, absolute negating-negativity, pure Being-for-itself.
Thus, this Being-for-itself exists iz the slavish Consciousness. [The
Master is fixed in his Mastery. He cannot go beyond himself,
change, progress. He must conquer—and become Master or pre-
serve himself as such—or die. He can be killed; he cannot be trans-
formed, educated. He has risked his life to be Master. Therefore,
Mastery is the supreme given value for him, beyond which he can-
not go. The Slave, on the other hand, did not want to be a Slave.
He became a Slave because he did not want to risk his life to be-
come a Master. In his mortal terror he understood (without notic-
ing it) that a given, fixed, and stable condition, even though it be
the Master’s, cannot exhaust the possibilities of human existence.
He “understood” the “vanity” of the given conditions of existence.
He did not want to bind himself to the Master’s condition, nor
does he bind himself to his condition as a Slave. There is nothing
fixed in him. He is ready for change; in his very being, he is
change, transcendence, transformation, “education”; he is histori-
cal becoming at his origin, in his essence, in his very existence. On
the one hand, he does not bind himself to what he is; he wants to
transcend himself by negation of his given state. On the other
hand, he has a positive ideal to attain; the ideal of autonomy, ot
Being-for-itself, of which he finds the incarnation, at the very
origin of his Slavery, in the Master.] This constituent-element of
Being-for-itself also exists for slavish Consciousness. For in the
Master, Being-for-itself is, for it [the slavish Consciousness], its
object. [An object that it knows to be external, opposed, to it, and
that it tends to appropriate for itself. The Slave knows what it is
to be free. He also knows that he is not free, and that he wants
to become free. And if the experience of the Fight and its result
predispose the Slave to transcendence, to progress, to History, his
life as a Slave working in the Master’s service realizes this pre-
disposition.] In addition, slavish Consciousness is not only this uni-
versal dissolution [of everything fixed, stable, and given], taken
as such; in the Master’s service, it accomplishes this dissolution in
an objectively real way [i.e., concretely]. In service [in the forced
work done in the service of another (the Master)], slavish Con-
sciousness [dialectically] overcomes its attachment to natural
existence in all the particular-and-isolated constituent-elements, and
it eliminates this existence by work. [The Master forces the Slave
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to work. And by working, the Slave becomes master of Nature.
Now, he became the Master’s Slave only because—in the begin-
ning—he was a slave of Nature, joining with it and subordinating
himself to its laws by accepting the instinct of preservation. In
becoming master of Nature by work, then, the Slave frees himself
from his own nature, from his own instinct that tied him to Nature
and made him the Master’s Slave. Therefore, by freeing the Slave
from Nature, work frees him from himself as well, from his Slave’s
nature: it frees him from the Master. In the raw, natural, given
World, the Slave is slave of the Master. In the technical world
transformed by his work, he rules—or, at least, will one day rule—
as absolute Master. And this Mastery that arises from work, from
the progressive transformation of the given World and of man
given in this World, will be an entirely different thing from the
“immediate” Mastery of the Master. The future and History hence
belong not to the warlike Master, who either dies or preserves
himself indefinitely in identity to himself, but to the working
Slave. The Slave, in transforming the given World by his work,
transcends the given and what is given by that given in himself;
hence, he goes beyond himself, and also goes beyond the Master
who is tied to the given which, not working, he leaves intact. If
the fear of death, incarnated for the Slave in the person of the
warlike Master, is the sine qua non of historical progress, it is
solely the Slave’s work that realizes and perfects it.]

However, the feeling of absolute power that the Slave experi-
enced as such in the fight and also experiences in the particularities
of service [for the Master whom he fears] is as yet only dissolu-
tion effected in itself. [Without this sense of power—i.e., without
the terror and dread inspired by the Master—man would never be
Slave and consequently could not attain the final perfection. But
this condition “in itself”—i.e., this objectively real and necessary
condition—is not sufficient. Perfection (which is always conscious
of itself) can be attained only in and by work. For only in and by
work does man finally become aware of the significance, the value,
and the necessity of his experience of fearing absolute power,
incarnated for him in the Master. Only after having worked for
the Master does he understand the necessity of the fight between
Master and Slave and the value of the risk and terror that it im-
plies.] Thus, although the terror inspired by the Master is the
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beginning of wisdom, it can only be said that in this terror Con-
sciousness exists for itself, but is not yet Being-for-itself. [In mortal

terror man becomes aware of his reality, of the value that the

simple fact of living has for him; only thus does he take account

of the “seriousness” of existence. But he is not yet aware of his
autonomy, of the value and the “seriousness” of his liberty, of his

human dignity.] But through work Consciousness comes to itself.

[In work, ie.] in the constituent-element that corresponds to

Desire in the Master’s consciousness, it seemed, it is true, that the
nonessential relation to the thing was what fell to the lot of the

slavish Consciousness; this is because the thing preserves its auton-

omy. [It seemed that, in and by work, the Slave is enslaved to

Nature, to the thing, to “raw material”; while the Master, who

is content to consume the thing prepared by the Slave and to enjoy

it, is perfectly free with respect to it. But this is not the case. To

be sure] the [Master’s] Desire has reserved for itself the pure act-
of-negating the object [by consuming it] and has thereby reserved

for itself the unmixed sentiment-of-self-and-of-one’s-dignity [ex-
perienced in enjoyment]. But for the same reason this satisfaction

itself is but a passing phase, for it lacks the objective aspect—i.e.,

the stable support. [The Master, who does not work, produces

nothing stable outside of himself. He merely destroys the products

of the Slave’s work. Thus his enjoyment and his satisfaction remain

purely subjective: they are of interest only to him and therefore

can be recognized only by him; they have no “truth,” no objective

reality revealed to all. Accordingly, this “consumption,” this idle
enjoyment of the Master’s, which results from the “immediate”
satisfaction of desire, can at the most procure some pleasure for

man; it can never give him complete and definitive satisfaction.]

Work, on the other hand, is repressed Desire, an arrested passing

phase; or, in other words, it forms-and-educates. {Work trans-

forms the World and civilizes, educates, Man. The man who wants

—t . to work—or who must work—must repress the instinct that drives
the Y _yhim “to consume” “immediately” the “raw” object. And the Slave
V\"'iw‘f can work for the Master—that is, for another than himself—only
& ' by repressing his own desires. Hence, he transcends himself by
H f\"’fl'l‘?l *" working—or, perhaps better, he educates himself, he “cultivates”
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hand, he does not destroy the thing as it is given. He postpones

the destruction of the thing by first trans-forming it through vyork; %y

he prepares it for consumption—that is to say, he “forms” it. In . "

his work, he trans-forms things and trans-forms himself at the .-,

same time: he forms things and the World by transforming him- P

self, by educating himself; and he educates himself, he forms -

himself, by transforming things and the World. Thus,] the nega-

tive-or-negating relation to the object becomes a form of this

object and gains permanence, precisely because, for the worker,

the object has autonomy. At the same time, the negative-or-negat-

ing middle-term—i.e., the forming activity [of work]—is the

isolated-particularity or the pure Being-for-itself of the Conscious-

ness. And this Being-for-itself, through work, now passes into

what is outside of the Consciousness, into the element of per-

manence. The working Consciousness thereby attains a contem-

plation of autonomous given-being such that it contemplates itself

in it. [The product of work is the worker’s production. It is the

realization of his project, of his idea; hence, it is he that is realized |

in and by this product, and consequently he contemplates himself -

when he contemplates it. Now, this artificial product is at the same

time just as “autonomous,” just as objective, just as independent i -

of man, as is the natural thing. Therefore, it is by work, and only .’

by work, that man realizes himself objectively as man. Only after

producing an artificial object is man himself really and objectively

more than and different from a natural being; and only in this real

and objective product does he become truly conscious of his sub-

jective human reality. Therefore, it is only by work that man is

a supernatural being that is conscious of its reality; by working,

he is “incarnated” Spirit, he is historical “World,” he is “objec-

tivized” History. LU dnwals o e e T o4 e
[Work, then, is what “forms-or-educates” man beyond the ani-

mal. The “formed-or-educated” man, the completed man who is

satisfied by his completion, is hence necessarily not Master, but

Slave; or, at least, he who has passed through Slavery. Now, there

is no Slave without a Master. The Master, then, is the catalyst of

the historical, anthropogenetic process. He himself does not par-

ticipate actively in this process; but without him, without his pres-

ence, this process would not be possible. For, if the history of man
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is the history of his work, and if this work is historical, social,
human, only on the condition that it is carried out against the
worker’s instinct or “immediate interest,” the work must be carried
out in the service of another, and must be a forced work, stimu-
lated by fear of death. It is this work, and only this work, that
frees—i.e., humanizes—man (the Slave). On the one hand, this
work creates a real objective World, which is a non-natural World,
a cultural, historical, human World. And it is only in this World
that man lives an essentially different life from that of animals (and
“primitive” man) in the bosom of Nature. On the other hand, this
work liberates the Slave from the terror that tied him to given
Nature and to his own innate animal nature. It is by work in the
Master’s service performed in terror that the Slave frees himself
from the terror that enslaved him to the Master.]

Now, the forming [of the thing by work] contains not only
the positive significance that the slavish Consciousness, taker as
pure Being-for-itself, becomes an entity that exists as a given-being
[that is to say, work is something more than the action by which
man creates an essentially human technical World that is just as
real as the natural World inhabited by animals]. The forming [of
the thing by work] has a further negative-or-negating significance
that is directed against the first constituent-element of the slavish
Consciousness; namely, against fear. For in the act of forming the
thing, the negating-negativity proper of Consciousness—i.., its
Being-for-itself—comes to be an Object [i.e., a World] for Con-
sciousness only by the fact that Consciousness [dialectically] over-
comes the opposed form that exists as a [natural] given-being.
Now, this objective negative-entity is precisely the foreign essen-
tial-reality before which slavish Consciousness trembled. Now, on
the contrary, this Consciousness destroys that foreign negative-
entity [in and by work]. Consciousness establishes itself as a nega-
tive-entity in the element of permanency; and thereby it becomes
a thing for itself, an entity-existing-for-itself. In the Master, Being-
for-itself is, for the slavish Consciousness, an other Being-for-itself;
or again, Being-for-itself exists there only for the slavish Con-
sciousness. In fear, Being-for-itself [already] exists in the slavish
Consciousness itself. But in the act of forming [by work], Being-
for-itself is constituted for slavish Consciousness as its own, and
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slavish Consciousness becomes aware of the fact that it itself exists
in and for itself. The form {the idea or project conceived by
the Consciousness], by being established outside [of the Conscious-
ness, by being introduced—through work—into the objective
reality of the World], does not become, for the [working] Con-
sciousness, an other-entity than it. For it is precisely that form
that is its pure-Being-for-itself; and, in that form, this Being-for-
itself is-Constituted for it [the Consciousness] as truth [or as
revealed, conscious, objective reality. /The man who works recog-
" nizes his own product in the World that has actually been trans-
formed by his work: he recognizes himself in it, he sees in it his
own human reality, in it he discovers and reveals to others the
objective reality of his humanity, of the originally abstract and
purely subjective idea he has of himself.] By this act of finding
itself by itself, then, the [working] Consciousness becomes its own
meaning-or-will; and this happens precisely in work, in which it
seemed to be alien meaning-or-will. e
[Man achieves his true autonomy, his authentic freedom, only
after passing through Slavery, after surmounting fear of death by,
work performed in the service of another (who, for him, is the
incarnation of that fear). Work that frees man is hence neces-
sarily, in the beginning, the forced work of a Slave who serves an
all-powerful Master, the holder of all real power.] S
For that reflection [of Consciousness into itself], the [following]
two constituent-elements [ first, that] of terror, and [second, that]
of service as such, as well as the educative-forming [by work],
are equally necessary. And, at the same time, the two elements are
necessary in a universal way. [On the one hand,] without the
discipline of service and obedience, terror remains in the formal
domain and is not propagated in the conscious objective-reality of
existence. [It is not sufficient to be afraid, nor even to be afraid
while realizing that one fears death. It is necessary to live in terms
of terror. Now, to live in such a way is to serve someone whom
one fears, someone who inspires or incarnates terror; it is to serve
2 Master (a real, that is, 2 human Master, or the “sublimated”
Master—God). And to serve a Master is to obey is laws. Without
this service, terror could not transform existence, and existence,
therefore, could never go beyond its initial state of terror. It is IX
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serving another, by externalizing oneself, by binding oneself to
others, that one is liberated from the enslaving dread that the idea
of death inspires. On the other hand,] without the educative-form-
ing [by work], terror remains internal-or-private and mute, and
Consciousness does not come into being for itself. [ Without work
that transforms the real objective World, man cannot really trans-
form himself. If he changes, his change remains “private,” purely
subjective, revealed to himself alone, “mute,” not communicated
to others. And this “internal” change puts him at variance with
the World, which has not changed, and with the others, who are
bound to the unchanged World. This change, then, transforms
man into 2 madman or a criminal, who is sooner or later anni-
hilated by the natural and social objective reality. Only work, by
finally putting the objective World into harmony with the sub-
jective idea that at first goes beyond it, annuls the element of
madness and crime that marks the attitude of every man who—
driven by terror—tries to go beyond the given World of which he
is afraid, in which he feels terrified, and in which, consequently,
he could not be satisfied.] But, if the Consciousness forms [the
thing by work] without having experienced absolute primordial
terror, it is merely its vain intention or self-will; for the form or
the negating-negativity of that Consciousness is not negating-
negativity in itself; and consequently its act-of-forming cannot
give it consciousness of itself as the essential-reality. If the Con-
sciousness has not endured absolute terror, but merely some fear
or other, the negative-or-negating essential-reality remains an
external-entity for it, and its [own] substance is not entirely in-
fected by this essential-reality. Since all the fulfillments-or-accom-
plishments of its natural consciousness have not vacillated, that
Consciousness still belongs—in itself—to determined given-being.
Its intention or self-will [der eigeme Simm] is then stubborn-
capriciousness [Eigensinn]: a freedom that still remains within the
bounds of Slavery. The pure form [imposed on the given by this
work] cannot come into being for that Consciousness, as essential-
reality. Likewise, considered as extension over particular-and-
isolated entities, this form is not [a] universal educative-forming; it
is not absolute Concept. This form, on the contrary, is a skillful-
ness that dominates only certain things, but does not dominate
universal power and the totality of objective essential-reality.
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[The man who has not experienced the fear of death does not
know that the given natural World is hostile to him, that it tends
to kill him, to destroy him, and that it is essentially unsuited to
satisfy him really. This man, therefore, remains fundamentally
bound to the given World. At the most, he will want to “reform”
it—that is, to change its details, to make particular transformations
without modifying its essential characteristics. This man will act
as a “skillful” reformer, or better, 2 conformer, but never as a true
revolutionary. Now, the given World in which he lives belongs
to the (human or divine) Master, and in this World he is neces-
sarily Slave. Therefore, it is not reform, but the “dialectical,” or
better, revolutionary, overcoming of the World that can free him,
and—consequently—satisfy him. Now, this revolutionary trans-
formation of the World presupposes the “negation,” the non-
accepting of the given World in its totality. And the origin of
this absolute negation can only be the absolute dread inspired by
the given World, or more precisely, by that which, or by him
who, dominates this World, by the Master of this World. Now,
the Master who (involuntarily) engenders the desire of revolu-
tionary negation is the Master of the Slave. Therefore, man can
free himself from the given World that does not satisfy him only
i this World, in its totality, belongs properly to a (real or “sub-
limated”) Master. Now, as long as the Master lives, he himself is
always enslaved by the World of which he is the Master. Since the
Master transcends the given World only in and by the risk of his
life, it is only his death that “realizes” his freedom. As long as
he lives, therefore, he never attains the freedom that would raise
him above the given World. The Master can never detach himself
from the World in which he lives, and if this World perishes, he
perishes with it. Only the Slave can transcend the given World
(which is subjugated by the Master) and not perish. Only the
Slave can transform the World that forms him and fixes him in
slavery and create a World that he has formed in which he will be
free. And the Slave achieves this only through forced and terrified
work carried out in the Master’s service. To be sure, this work
by itself does not free him. But in transforming the World by this
work, the Slave transforms himself, too, and thus creates the new
objective conditions that permit him to take up once more the
liberating Fight for recognition that he refused in the beginning
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for fear of death. And thus in the long run, all slavish work realizes
not the Master’s will, but the will—at first unconscious—of the
Slave, who—finally—succeeds where the Master—necessarily—
fails. Therefore, it is indeed the originally dependent, serving, and
slavish Consciousness that in the end realizes and reveals the ideal
of autonomous Self-Consciousness and is thus its “truth.”]
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