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Abstract

The subject of the study is the influence that the
narrator’s image has on the understanding of the
specific content of the basic concepts of “The
Phenomenology of Spirit” —“time,” “history,”
“recollection.” The author establishes that the
narrator in “The Phenomenology of Spirit”
appears in the form of “our consciousness,”
“consciousness itself” and “object,” which, from
the formal point of view, follow the same path of
constitution and sublation of objectivity. “Time,”
“history” and “recollection” act as the objective
equivalents of the mediation of consciousness
and objectivity, corresponding to the models
specified by the narrator. To adequately
understand the development of the “experience of
consciousness” one must consider the specifics of
each image of the narrator expressed in the
peculiarity of the vocabulary and style of the
book fragments, corresponding to each of them.
The need to recognize the dialogical nature of
“The Phenomenology of Spirit” is due to the fact
that the meaning of the narrative as a whole is
built out of the correlation of the same
“experience” plot lines told from different points
of view. Ananalys is of Hegel’s consideration of
“history” as an object of a “consciousness
experience” leads to the conclusion that he had
developed a peculiar “phenomenology of
history,” which is fundamentally different from
the subsequent “Philosophy of History.” In this
phenomenology not the logical concept, but the
images of consciousness are the core of the
historical process. “Recollection,” sublating
“time” and “history,” not only opens the way to
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AHHOTAIHUA

[IpenqmeroM wmccinenOBaHUS SBIACTCS BIHSHUC
oOpasa paccka3umka Ha MOHUMAaHHE
KOHKPETHOTO COJIepKaHUsl 0a30BBIX KOHIICTITOB
«DeHOMEHOJIOTHH ~ IyXa»  —  «BPEMCHH,
CHCTOPHI, «BOCIIOMHUHAHUS. ABTOp
YCTaHaBJIMBAET, YTO PACCKA3YMK MPEACTaET B
«DeHOMEHOJIOTUN JTyXa» B o0pasze «Hallero
CO3HAHUS», «CAMOTO CO3HAHWS» H «IIPEIMETay,
MPOXOAAIINX OTUH M TOT Xe C (OpPMaIbHOI
TOYKH 3PCHHUSA ITyTh KOHCTUTYHPOBAHUS M CHATHUS

NpeAMCTHOCTH. «BpeMﬂ», KUCTOPUSD» u
«BOCIIOMHMHAHHEC» BBICTYIIAKOT B Ka4CCTBC
NMPpEAMETHBIX OKBUBAJICHTOB  ONIOCPCIOBAHUA

CO3HAHHUS U TPEAMETHOCTH, COOTBETCTBYIOIINX
yKa3aHHBIM MOJETSIM paccKa3uuka. AJeKBaTHOE
MOHUMaHWE PAa3BUTHUSA  «OIBITA CO3HAHUI)
TpedyeT yuéra 0cCOOEHHOCTE KaKA0T0 M3 THIIOB
paccka3unka, BBIpaXKAIOIIUXCS B CBOEOOpa3uu
JIEKCUKU M CTHJIMCTHKH COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX MM
¢parmenToB mpomsBeneHus. HeoOxomumocTh

MNpU3HAHUA JAUATTOTUYCCKOro XapakTepa
«DeHOMEHOIOTHH AyXa» CBA3BIBACTCA C TEM,
qTo CMBICJI  ITIOBECTBOBAHHUA  KaK  ICJIOI0

CKJI/IBIBACTCS U3 MEPEKINYEK, BO3HUKAIOIIUX
BCJICJICTBHE BOCIPOU3BEICHHS OJHUX M TEX JKE
CIOXKETOB «OIBITA» C Pa3HBIX TOYCK 3PCHUS.
Amnanus paccMoTpenusi ['eresieM «MCTOPUN» Kak
npeIMeTa  «OMbITa CO3HAHUS»  MOOYXKIaeT
clenaTh BBIBOJ, 4YTO WM Obuta pa3paboTana
cBoeoOpa3Hasi  «(HEHOMEHOJOTHS  HCTOPUNY,
MPUHIUIAATEHO OTIMYHASsT OT MOCIETYFoIeH
«Dunocopun HUCTOPHI: B Ka4yecTBe
NIyOWHHOTO CJIOS UCTOPUYECKOTO Ipolecca B
HEH BBICTYNAeT HE JIOTUYECKOE IOHITHE, a
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the logical objectivity, but also allows us to
imagine the completed “experience of
consciousness” as a whole, which retains its
significance at all subsequent stages of the
evolution of Hegel’s philosophical and
systematic thought. Based on the obtained results,
the author suggests that the crisis of the Hegelian
encyclopedic model was largely due to the
oblivion of Phenomenology as its transcendental
foundation, which retains its significance even
after the development of Logic as a speculative
justification of the system.

Keywords:  Hegel’s

history, recollection.

Introduction

The traditional concept of philosophical texts as
messages claiming the status of “sub specie
aeternitatis” is only partially true. In reality, the
modern reader must take into account not only
the time of the creation and circumstances that
influenced the philosophical works, which is
traditionally considered in the process of
acquaintance with the historically philosophical
literature, but also the special features of the
subject, whose “voice” in the end “freezes” in the
form of a philosophical text and thereby
perpetuates the image of its author and the
spiritual atmosphere of the era. The history of
philosophy has brought us many monuments,
which we can comprehend only by realizing
“with  whom” we are entering into a
conversation, by envisioning the narrator’s
image chosen or constructed by the author, and
by answering the question, which role in the flow
of the narration has been assigned to us, readers.
Perhaps the Plato’s dialogues will forever remain
the most significant among such monuments; it
is in them the image of Socrates is recreated, a
person, which has become an indispensable
companion for anyone who decides to study
philosophy.

To explain the focus of the present study, the
mention of Socrates is also advisable, because his
image in the dialogues of Plato has, as is known,
evolved, and he gradually lost his historically
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philosophy,  “The
Phenomenology of Spirit,” “experience of
consciousness,” narrator’s image, structure of the
subject of experience, dialogical nature, time,

o0Opa3bl co3HaHus. «BocmoMuHaHWE», CHUMAs
«BpEMS» U «UCTOPHIO», HE TOJBKO OTKPBIBACT
MyTh K JIOTUYECKOW MPEIMETHOCTH, HO U
MO3BOJISIET MPEICTABUTH 3aBEPIIUBINUNCS KOTIBIT
CO3HAaHUA» KaK CIMHOC ILeJoe, KOTOpoe
COXpAaHCT 3HAYUMOCTbD M Ha BCEX TOCIICAYIOIINX
JTanax IBOJIOIIH ¢dutocodcko-
CHUCTEMAaTHYCCKOM MBICTTH I'eremns. Ha
OCHOBAHMHU IIONyYCHHBIX pE3yJIbTATOB aBTOP
BBICKA3bIBACT IIPEATIONIOKEHHIE, HYTO KPHU3UC
SHIMKIIONIEANYecKOd Mozaenn  (uiocodekoit
cucTeMbl I'erens ObUI B 3HAYUTENLHOM CTENEHN
o0ycnoBneH 3a0BeHreM DeHOMEHOIOTHA Kak ¢
TPaHCICHJICHTAJIBPHOTO OCHOBAaHHUA, KOTOPOE
COXpaHACT CBOE 3HAUCHHE W TIOCNE Pa3pabOTKU
Jloruky Kak CIEKYJIATHBHOTO OOOCHOBaHUS
CUCTCMBEI.

Kawuesble caoBa: ODumocodpus [erens,
«DeHOMEHONIOTHS [TyXa», «OMBIT CO3HAHWD»,
00pa3 pacckazumka, CTpYKTypa cyOBeKTa OIbITa,
IUAIOTHYECKUH  XapakTep  NPOW3BEICHUSA,
BpeMsi, UICTOPHSI, BOCTIOMIHAHUE

concrete and personal character, acquiring the
features of a mask of a “crafty questioner.”
Similarly, in the present article, the “narrator’s
figure” is comprehended as an instance of the
text that is not connected with any historically
concrete subject, and is specially modeled by the
author to engage the reader in the movement of
the “experience of consciousness.”

However, in this respect, “The Phenomenology
of Spirit” turns out to be extremely demanding of
its reader because of the special way it is
constructed, representing not only one, but
several narrators. In this work the “experience of
consciousness” unfolds itself “non-linearly,”
which prompts the reader to reconstruct the flow
of the narrative on the basis of the echoes that are
produced in the process of “phenomenological
dialogue” between the fragments of the text told
by different narrators. Having joined this
dialogue, the reader, according to Hegel’s
intention, has to go through all stages of self-
knowledge, at which he will meet different
narrators, whose “messages” differ from each
other not only in the way the material is
presented, but also in the peculiarities of the
vocabulary and the style of the narrative. The
most important of these specific features of “The
Phenomenology of Spirit,” which are difficult to
directly see without additional explanation,
especially when referring only to the translations




of Hegel’s work in other languages (For instance,
as Kenley R. Dove noted, the dative case is used
in the process of describing the objective mode
of the experience existence, which is assessible
to the consciousness already under study, and
accusative case is used in the process of
describing the flow of the “certainty,” in which
(initially only for the “phenomenologist”
observing consciousnesses) the process of the
emergence of a new object is being revealed
(Dove, 1970; 1983). However, this most
important feature of the phenomenological
narrative is not reflected in the translations of
Hegel’s work.), will be the subject of our
consideration.

It should also be noted that the method of the text
construction and the nature of the narration of
“The Phenomenology of Spirit” can not be
considered as a consequence of some random
circumstances that happened to be a reflection,
for example, only of the subjective intentions of
the author at the time of writing the book. In that
case the nature of the presentation of Hegel’s
ideas could have been changed, the book could
have been written differently, if the author had
made other decisions. However, it is necessary to
discard of such assumptions every time, after
each reading, for the reason of their complete
inconsistency with the book’s structure and
meaning, and to admit that in this ingenious
creation its “formal” components, characterizing
not individual ideas, but the method of
constructing the whole, could not be different
without destroying at the same time the whole
complex structure of Hegel’s thought.

Methodology

A reader immersed in “The Phenomenology of
Spirit” after the acquaintance with the other
works of the philosopher, in particular with “The
Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Sciences” and
“Science of Logic” (seeing that Hegel’s works
are usually read in that order), will be surprised
by the fact that the language of “The
Phenomenology” is not very similar to that
“ballet of categories,” as A.F. Losev put it
(Troickij, 2007), which is often considered
almost the most memorable of Hegel’s
trademarks. Of course, the language of “The
Phenomenology of Spirit” is also very complex,
but it is a completely different kind of
complexity, it does not come down to the
abundance of words that are “incomprehensible”
to an unprepared reader and the strict order of
their arrangement. In this regard, it should be
noted that even very competent studies, which
are focused on the understanding of the nature
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and characteristics of Hegel’s language and style
as a whole (Bodamer, 1969; Suhachev, 2007;
Vernon, 2007), are insufficient for the reader of
“The Phenomenology,” since its intricate
composition and language need special
explanations even against the backdrop of the
proverbial complexity of Hegelian philosophy.
Reading “The Phenomenology of the Spirit”
implies the need to take into account the
universal significance of the concept of the
experience (die Erfahrung) for the very
construction of the work, which determines the
transcendental orientation of the interpretation of
objectivity in the Hegelian system as a whole:
you should only embrace what has become your
experience, was verified by reasoning, acted as
certainty independent of the existential status of
its substrate. This paradigm has been living in
European culture since the era of Bacon and
Descartes, it is especially substantiated in
“critical philosophy” and Hegel agrees with it
completely and, in “The Phenomenology,”
proves the “constructual” nature of all types of
objectivity that will be the object of consideration
in his philosophical system, their dependence on
the transcendental subject determining their
existential status and structure. Thus, the key to
understanding the subject is the activity of the
subject, a certain type of consciousness, which
does not appear to Hegel as a “difficult problem,”
because the “experience” does not go beyond its
borders and is located entirely in the space of the
active subject’s awareness of its objective
content of his cognitive activity.

The “experience of consciousness” recreated by
the philosopher in this work turns out to be
thematically heterogeneous, not reducible to the
problems of the scientific disciplines, that’s why
it is expressed mainly using the vocabulary of
everyday speech. However, in places, this
vocabulary “rises” to the level of scientific
terminology, if the author finds it possible to
delve into the internal content, into the
“structure” of the described objectivity. The
imagery in “The Phenomenology of Spirit” is
also exceptionally important (Verene, 1985;
2007). For instance, it is no coincidence that the
last lines of the book were a changed Schiller’s
couplet: the need to synthesize the diverse
content and the “simplicity of the outlook,” to
bring it into one single “image,” “Gestalt” (Kohl,
2003), no longer allows the author to be satisfied
with the conversational unhurried speech, so
common in philosophy. In this regard, it should
be noted that the main mistake that the interpreter
can make in his perception of the book’s
narrative is an unjustified striving to
“conceptualize” the Hegelian text, forcibly
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building a certain “category system” out of the
sequence of the many “remarks” made by the
participants of the dialogue. Gustav Shpet had
correctly noted that “the terminology that is clear
in the application to one stage turns into a
complete allegory at the other”. On the other
hand, as was noted above, we do not always have
reasons to perceive this“ repeating unity of the
verbal  expression”  (Spet, 1959)  as
“terminology,” because the latter presupposes a
substantial unity as well as stability and certainty
of expression, which are not at all characteristic
of “The Phenomenology of Spirit.”

Of course, these particularities of the language of
“The Phenomenology” are caused not only by the
thematic heterogeneity of the “consciousness
experience” and the dialogical nature of its
presentation to the reader, but also by the varying
degree of the “claboration” of the text. Carefully
edited Introduction and the first four chapters
look more concise and definite in meaning, while
the last chapters of the book, on which Hegel
worked in a catastrophic hurry, seem more like a
sequence of drafts coordinated by the integrity of
the unfolding plot. However, it is clear that all of
them were to some extent prepared by the author
for publication. But be that as it may, the noted
features still require the reader to pay attention to
the authorship of the remarks made by different
“characters” in the dialogue, and how these
remarks form a substantial unity (if only
relative), and consider which strategy of
interpretation of this complex work is capable to
become a source of new, deeper ideas about its
actual content.

In a similar manner, the method of historically
philosophical reading of “The Phenomenology of
Spirit” should take the heterogeneity of its
subjects, dialogism as a characteristic of the
presentation method and the forced rush that did
not allow Hegel, by his own admission, to
achieve proper perfection of the book’s “form”
as the most important factors determining the
substantial and stylistic diversity of Hegel’s work
(In his letter to Schelling dated May 1%t 1807,
Hegel speaks about the “wretched confusion,”
which did not only surround the whole process of
publishing of “The Phenomenology,” but also “in
some way affected the composition of the book,”
regretfully acknowledging the “disturbance of
the form in the last parts” (“Unform der letzten
Parteien”), which was caused by the influence of
the external circumstances (Hegel, 1971).), as
well as the demarcation established and
consistently sustained by the author between
those “images of consciousness,” to which he
“gives the floor” at successive stages of
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“experience,” and which become, albeit
“constructed,” but completely independent
“subjects of speech” within the boundaries of
their sections.

Results

But what are these “stages”, these “images” and
“types” of consciousness? As it often happens in
the humanities, the answer to this question
actually lies “on the surface” and is presented in
the text under study, you only need to see it as an
“answer,” to understand the significance of the
seemingly well-known and repeatedly quoted
formulas, in which only one thing went
unnoticed — the fact that they are the answer to
questions that were not raised by the interpreters
before. So, let’s try and read the first sentence of
the main text of the work: “Knowledge which is
our object at the outset, that is, immediately, can
be nothing but immediate knowledge, knowledge
of the immediate, that is, of what is” (Hegel,
2008) (hereinafter, “The Phenomenology of
Spirit” is cited in the translation of Terry
Pinkard). The Hegelian formula indicates the
following: 1) the consciousness of the author and
the reader is “our consciousness,” for which the
forthcoming movement will be unrevealed; 2)
the consciousness, which constitutes “our” object
is “consciousness itself”; and 3) “its” object is
“immediate or actual.” Thus, in the very
beginning, Hegel singles out the perspectives of
the  “observing” and the  “observed”
consciousnesses, and from the moment of
crossing the boundaries of the initial concept of
the  “Science of the Experience of
Consciousness,” i.e. from the beginning of
Chapter VI, he distinguishes the self-
consciousness of its “object”, and thereby
introduces the reader to the “characters,” which
are engaged in the dialogue. And the reader,
following the author himself, has to identify
these three levels in his consciousness (since we,
strictly speaking, have no other consciousness
except our own) and imagine them as the subject
of the narrative, give them the status of the
narrator. (Already at this point it becomes clear
that the task of this extraordinary book is not to
communicate some information to the reader, but
to clarify and “structure” his consciousness, his
“constitution” in the broadest sense.) And since
each of these levels resides in the initial unity of
consciousness (author’s and reader’s), the result
of the “experience of consciousness” from a
formal, logical point of view should turn out to
be one and the same — it must identify the very
specific model of mediation of consciousness
and objectivity, which Hegel named “infinity”
(“true infinity” in “Logic”).




In accordance with the indicated “assignment of
roles,” “experience,” which ends with the
achievement of “infinity,” is first gained by “our
consciousness,” then by “consciousness itself”
and, finally, by the “object.” Of course, it is
unacceptable to describe the phenomenological
movement in a simplified, unnecessarily
“mechanical” manner, as if its stages could be
presented as parts in different to each other. In
fact, all the “participants of the dialogue” interact
in the process of revealing the “experience of
consciousness,” and, in order to understand the
structure and dynamics of this complex dramatic
“play”, it is necessary to carefully delimitate the
“statements” of the “characters” and to see them
as a whole that is ending with the “Absolute
knowing” chapter. Right after he finished
working on the book, Hegel had said that “The
Phenomenology” is a whole that “by its very
nature is ... an interweaving of transitions”
(Hegel, 1971).

So, “The Phenomenology of Spirit” does not so
much provide some “information about the
world” (in the end, the sections, in which Hegel
did not manage to get rid of the corresponding
fragments or which he couldn’t reduce to
extremely concise formulas, he recognized as the
least successful) (The author admits: “The
inclusion of the particulars, as | feel, has
prevented the consideration of the whole”
(Hegel, 1971).), but restores, as a whole, a
“structure Of consciousness” that makes possible
cognition (“experience,” “die Erfahrung des
Bewusstseins”) and self-reflection of the subject
involved in this process. Of course, to some
extent, it can be said that any real philosophy
pushes the subject to self-reflection, which has
no place in the “ordinary” world. As Merab
Mamardashvili (2002) notes in his “Kantian
Themes,”“we  see the  cause-and-effect
relationship and don’t see ourselves as part of the
order, which, having established itself as an
order, allowed us to see the cause-and-effect
relationship in the world”. Kant and Hegel
merely ended the two millennia-old tradition of
“concentrating the attention” on the thinking and
acting subject that was considered “excessive”
for  the conventional world. “The
Phenomenology of Spirit” turned out to be
extremely deep and diversified, therefore, its
consideration as one of the first attempts to
identify the structure and dynamics of the
“experience Of consciousness,” which requires
the delimitation of the “subjects” of the narrative
and the reconstruction of the “dialogue”
connecting them, seems especially promising as
a basis for analysis of all the substantive aspects
of the work.
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The presented correlation of the subjects of the
narrative also determines the special structure of
the phenomenological objectivity, and the
comparison of the movement of “The
Phenomenology” content with the categories of
“The Philosophy of Spirit” (“subjective spirit,”
“objective spirit” and “absolute spirit”), which is
often seen in the historically philosophical
literature (for instance, in the works of Gyoérgy
Lukacs), clearly does not correspond with the
structure of this objectivity. Highlighting these
categories within the boundaries of the
encyclopedic system (mainly for pedagogical
purposes), Hegel takes into consideration not
only the differences in the certainty and the
nature of the process expression of spirit
formation, but also the existential status of the
spirit  “carriers.”  However, the latter
circumstance has no significance for the
movement of the “experience of consciousness”
described in “The Phenomenology of Spirit,”
which unfolds in the direction of concretization,
complication of the consciousness correlation
structure and the objectivity, regardless of which
substrate or “material” this structure is realized
in.

It is also fundamentally important that the
dynamics of the “experience of consciousness™ is
defined in “The Phenomenology” as the place
that “our consciousness” occupies in the
structure of phenomenological objectivity,
providing it with a “leading” role in the
movement of the “experience.” Quite often, the
activity of “our consciousness,” which underlies
the development of the plot, appears
immediately, as, for example, in the famous
place of Chapter I, where Hegel says that “we”
must “force” “consciousness itself” to show us
those “here” and “now” which it implies (Hegel,
2008). In the Introduction, Hegel brilliantly
shows that “our consciousness” is “one Step
ahead” of “consciousness itself” precisely
because it sees the emergence of its object, a
process inaccessible for observing consciousness
immersed in experience that occurs as if “behind
the back of consciousness” (Hegel, 2008); what
for “our consciousness” appears “at the same
time as a movement and a coming-to-be,”
appears in experience “only as an object” for the
“consciousness itself” (Hegel, 2008). Due to the
fact that “our consciousness” is freed from a
direct connection with the object (looks at it
“through the eyes of consciousness itself”), it
also sees the need for the entire sequence of
forms of consciousness existence, i.e. it elevates
the “experience Of consciousness” to a
systematic form, to “science.”
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“Our consciousness” is not “woven” in this
process by itself and is spared from the errors that
accompany any experience, and therefore, it sees
the “trajectory” of further development of the
experience even before the “consciousness
itself.” That’s why the reader, plunging into this
unusual book, should be aware of the
“dialogical” nature of Hegelian narrative from
the very beginning, should clearly distinguish the
“remarks” of the three indicated “characters,”
sequentially identifying his own position with
them. Their “voices” possess an individuality,
and so, the interpreter should try and recognize
it, adequately understand and convey it using the
language of his culture and era. In the movement
of the “experience of consciousness,” each of the
“actors” — each consciousness — performed his
role in the “play” of “The Phenomenology of
Spirit,” responding to the signs from the author —
“director.” In similar manner, the interpretation
can also take place only in the event that these
“voices” will not be confused, that the “volume”
of the philosophical speech of the author will be
reproduced.

Now, the main point of the article can finally be
secured: to understand the idea, the principle
orientation of “The Phenomenology of Spirit”
and its real philosophical content, one must take
into consideration the position of the narrator.
However, any “formal”  principle of
interpretation can be assessed as fruitful only if it
allows to better understand the real “fabric” of
the text, line by line revealing the meaning,
lurking in the statements that form the narrative;
the significance of the “method” of reading is
determined only by how new and significant the
results of its use in the process of solving specific
research problems are able to turn out, how
significant is the “content” obtained with its help.
In this case, considering the distinction between
“our consciousness,” “consciousness itself” and
“object” as participants in the tripartite dialogue,
allows not only to give an innovative solution to
the problem of the structure of the work and its
relation to the “mature” Hegelian system
(Korotkikh, 2011; 2015), but also to take a fresh
look at the entire figuratively conceptual course
of “The Phenomenology,” give a critical
assessment of the previous interpretations that
did not take into account the dialogical nature of
Hegel’s work (Korotkikh, 2019). However,
selecting the material for the confirmation of the
value of the proposed understanding of the
phenomenological experience by the subject, we
had to consider the length of the article,
therefore, were strict ourselves to clarifications
that relate only to the three concepts of “The
Phenomenology of Spirit”, which seem to be the
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sequential steps of understanding the same
structure of mediation of objectivity at the level
of “our consciousness,” “consciousness itself”
and “object.” However, on the other hand, these
concepts are so fundamental and significant for
“The Phenomenology of Spirit” that each of them
deserves to become an object of independent
detailed consideration.

The concepts, the reflection in the
phenomenological experience of which we will
try to identify and analyze, are time, history and
“recollection” (die Erinnerung). In accordance
with the approach proposed above, what
consciousness initially comprehends as time, the
universal form of mediation of existence and
otherness, then appears in the form of history, an
infinitely diverse extensive sequence, merging
into the immediately experienced existence of an
individual, and then, at the level of the spirit, as
the “deep objectivity,” acts as “recollection,”
“self-deepening” of the initial subject of the
“experience,” of “our consciousness.” It should
be said here, that it would be extremely difficult
to see the unity of these concepts outside of a
clear understanding of the status of “our
consciousness,” ‘“consciousness itself” and
“object” as subjects of experience that go deeper
and deeper into the objectivity constituted by
consciousness. Indeed, why must “time” lead to
“recollection” through “history”? However, the
“hierarchy” of the subjects of experience reveals
also the order of change in the process of
experience of the mediation forms of objectivity,
starting with the model of “time” and ending with
“recollection.” The emphasis on “recollection,”
which Hegel makes in chapter VIII, convinces us
that “The Phenomenology of Spirit” as a whole
is a discursive description of “experience”
corresponding with “time” and “history,” the
only way of understanding the spirit as the source
of all reality within the boundaries of
philosophical knowledge (at least Hegel thought
so in the Jena period of creativity) (Verene, 1985;
2007).

As a basic concept defining a conceptual and
discursive comprehension of the moments of the
whole that appear in it, the time allows us to see
the connection between universal and singular
(what Hegel calls “the middle term of the
syllogism” in accordance with the terminology of
formal logic), and to find specificity for the
philosophical consideration of objectivity.
However, the concept of history is, of course, the
central among these three concepts. The specifics
of the interpretation of history in “The
Phenomenology” can be judged by the famous
fragment of chapter V, in which Hegel proclaims




his (so often criticized) position that wild life has
“no history” (Hegel, 2008). However, let’s take
notice of the fact that comparing history and
organic being as two “middle terms” of the
“syllogisms”  for  “our  consciousness”
demonstrates not only the fact that the wild life
world has “no history” because its “middle term”
does not have real unity (from life as a universal,
organic nature directly falls into the unity of the
existing being), but also that the familiar history
of events and acts is only an objective existing
being of a certain “deep” system of the
formations of consciousness, phenomenology of
the spirit: Hegel presents the world history here
as the objective existence of the system of the
shapes of consciousness. Therefore, history in its
direct concept only reflects a more fundamental
and exclusively spiritual process in the form of
“random” events and actions of individuals, and
to understand history means to reproduce this
process as an internal content of what is given in
an ordinary form only externally. The presented
conclusion defines the fundamental role that
“recollection,” “die Erinnerung,” receives in
“The Phenomenology.” Donald P. Verene (1985)
fairly correlates “die Erinnerung” not only with
“the recollection,” the accumulation of images of
consciousness, but also with “the inwardizing,”
the “deeper” penetration into the content under
study, noting that “The Phenomenology” as a
whole can be represented as a “process of the
inwardizing of the subject”. Therefore, in time,
says the philosopher, “real history” appears
before the comprehension, which happens by
penetrating its essence (die Erinnerung, the
inwardizing), in the form of phenomenology of
the spirit, but only this comprehension allows us
to understand both history and time, which act as
conditions of the philosophical knowledge (die
Erinnerung, the recollection).

Thus, on the foundation of “recollection,” Hegel
builds a certain “phenomenology of history,”
which, it seems, has not been noticed by any of
the researchers so far! Indeed, the substance of
history here is not a concept, but a stream of
images (“gestalt”) of consciousness. It is
unacceptable to reduce them to concepts, as is
stated by the same Donald P. Verene, therefore,
it is also impossible to identify the
“phenomenology of history” with the familiar to
us lecture course on “The Philosophy of
History.” In addition, “The Phenomenology of
Spirit” has a complex linear-cyclic structure
(Korotkikh, 2011), which means that the problem
of assessing the specifics of the Hegelian
approach to comprehending history in each of the
sections of “The Phenomenology” is surfaced.
And already the first look at the formulas of the
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various parts of the text, which indicate the role
of time and history in the phenomenological
movement, reveals how much there is of the non-
trivial and still not explored by philosophy
historians in the Hegelian judgments, how much
the analysis of “The Phenomenology” from the
indicated point of view can enrich our ideas
about Hegelian “historicism.”

However, the culmination of the development of
the “phenomenology of history” — that layer of
the phenomenological narration that until now
has not attracted the interest of researchers (after
all, we admit that all the plots of “The
Phenomenology” in one way or another came
down to the scheme of “The Philosophy of
History”) — happens in the last fragments of
chapter VIII. There, the comprehension of
history as the “middle term” of “the syllogism”
that brings together “time” and “recollection”,
acts as a result no less important than the
constitution of speculative objectivity, which
gives the logical idea the freedom to unfold. The
“phenomenology of history” is like a glance that
the philosopher casts back, examining (in
“recollection”) once again the entire path of the
finished “journey to discovery,” and “The
Science of Logic” is a “new country” opened
through the phenomenological movement, a
sphere of the activity of the spirit, which is not
restrained by “objectivity” anymore. Unlike the
“Logic,” which overcomes time and “falls out”
of history, in the “phenomenology of history”
time is alive, “Spirit necessarily appears in time,
and it appears in time as long as it does not grasp
its pure concept, which is to say, as long as it does
not annul time... Time thus appears as the
destiny and necessity of the spirit that is not yet
consummated within itself” (Hegel, 2008).

Discussion

The problems of interpretation of “The
Phenomenology of Spirit” considered in our
article are not among the most discussed in
modern Hegel studies. Nevertheless, articulating
one’s Own position even in this situation is
possible only by taking into account already
expressed points of view on the problem and the
discussions that have taken place. Thus, an
important step in studying the structure and
dynamics of the “experience of consciousness”
was made by the American researcher Kenley R.
Dove (1983), who, by analyzing the
“Introduction,” showed the fundamental
importance of the author’s and reader’s point
view for understanding the specifics of the
method and the nature of the narrative in “The
Phenomenology of Spirit”. In the following years
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some other (mainly American) researchers had
addressed this topic (Costelloe, 2000; Gauvin,
1970; Parry, 1988; Stern, 2002; Stewart, 1998).
In German Hegelian studies, the role of “our
consciousness” as the initiator of the
phenomenological movement  and  the
systematizer of “experience,” revealing its
systematic, “scientific” character, was most
consistently pointed out in the profound works of
Werner Marx (1975; 1981). However, a
significant drawback of these attempts to
distinguish the “two modes of consciousness™ in
“The Phenomenology of Spirit” is that the
researchers did not draw the necessary
conclusions about the structure of the work, its
relation to the “mature” Hegel system, about the
particularities of the language and style of the
work that are impossible to explain without the
consideration of its dialogic nature. Meanwhile,
without solving these problems, it is hardly
possible to see the uniqueness of “The
Phenomenology” among the dozens of volumes
of Hegel’s “Collected Works.”

In addition, none of the researchers we know
considers the “object” itself as an independent
subject of “experience” (and therefore, we have
to admit, as the narrator as well!). This “being-
in-itself” that initially appears for “our
consciousness” (in connection with which Hegel
constantly identifies “itself” with “forus”) and is
then given to “consciousness itself,” and finally,
in chapter VI, unfolds as an independent
movement of the substance of experience, of the
spirit as an “absolute, real entity.” With respect
to it, all previous images of consciousness how
act as “abstractions,” as predicates, in the logical
sense, of the real subject of the
phenomenological narrative. And thus, the
Hegelists basically pass by the distinction
between “images of only consciousness” and
“images of a certain world,” so clearly presented
by the philosopher at the beginning of Chapter
VI. “Spirit is there by the self-supporting,
absolute, real essence. All the previous shapes of
consciousness are abstractions from it. They are
just this, that spirit analyses itself, distinguishes
its moments, and lingers at each individual
moment. This activity of isolating such moments
has spirit itself as its presupposition and its
durable existence, that is, this activity of isolating
only exists in the spirit which is existence”
(Hegel, 2008). From this moment on, the new
“stations” of the phenomenological movement
are starting to act as “real spirits, genuine
actualities,” in connection with which Hegel
speaks of them as “shapes of a world” and not
“shapes only of consciousness” (Hegel, 2008).

Encuentre este articulo en http://www.udla.edu.co/revistas/index.php/amazonia-investiga o www.amazoniainvestiga.info
ISSN 2322- 6307

The correct understanding of the role of the
“formal” aspects of Hegel’s work has so far been
often hindered by the fact that researchers did not
see the “objective instance” of the text in the
author-reader’s “we” and reduced the meaning of
“we,” “forus” to Hegel’s “personal position” (or,
less often, to a certain “absolute” point of view
on an object that is supposedly accessible to the
philosopher from the very beginning of the
story). Although, taking this circumstance into
account, some Hegelists could not help but notice
the natural boundaries in the description of the
experience of “consciousness itself” and its
assessment by the philosopher. They were also
able to draw the right conclusions about the role
of “philosophical reflection” in the movement of
experience. So, Wolfgang Bonsiepen (1974)
speaks of the “central role of the philosopher” in
the process of narrative movement, about the fact
that consciousness is led by the philosopher, in
particular, he says that “the emergence of a new
real object and the accompanying it “introduction
of consciousness” is realized through the
philosopher’s actions”. The circumstance noted
by Bonsiepen is important for the correct
understanding of the “reading strategy” required
by “The Phenomenology,” which is indicated by
the requirement contained in the second sentence
of the main text: “Likewise we ourselves have to
conduct ourselves immediately, that s,
receptively. We therefore are to alter nothing in
the object as it presents itself, and we must keep
our conceptual graspofit apart from our
apprehensionofit”  (Hegel,  2008).  This
requirement made by the author applies only to
the historical and individual components of the
author’s and reader’s consciousness. It does not
negate the activity of the subject at all, the subject
as a transcendental structure “embedded” in the
text itself, it should not hamper the understanding
of the leading role of “our consciousness” as an
instance of the narrative itself. It is “our
consciousness” — as the unity of the “real” and
transcendental components — that acts as the
source and initiator of the “experience”
systematically described in “The
Phenomenology,” which deeply penetrates the
content (“the inwardizing”) and reduces it to a
concrete unity as “the recollection.”

13

Furthermore, the issue we are considering about
understanding the significance of the narrator’s
figure in “The Phenomenology” for adequate
characterization of its basic concepts (“time,”
“history,” “recollection”), as far as we know, has
not yet been brought up in Hegel studies. At the
same time, the meaning of “recollection” for the
description of the figuratively conceptual
structure of “The Phenomenology of Spirit” was




revealed and very clearly represented in the
works of Donald P. Verene (1985; 2007). In most
other publications about time, history and
recollection, which come to the fore in the
conclusive fragments of Chapter VIII (Baptist,
2006; Blumenfeld, 2013; Falke, 1996; Flay,
1991; Ricci & Sanguinetti, 2013; Ricci, 2013),
the authors restrict themselves to disclosing the
provision on the sublation of “time” and
“history” in the “Absolute knowing.” In essence,
they refused to comprehend why Hegel
nevertheless focuses here on concepts that
“remain in the past” of the movement of systemic
thought and do not go into “Logic.” The
philosophy historians don’t pay due attention to
the path traveled as a condition for speculatively
concrete thought, and it may seem extremely
strange, seeing as Hegel’s words from the
“Preface” about how not only the result is
significant, but also the path leading to it, are
cited in almost every second publication on
Hegel’s philosophy. It is unlikely that the answer
to the question of why this is still the case can be
simple and monosyllabic. But it seems that the
reason for that lies mainly in the fact that
“overcoming the objective element” as the main
characteristic of “absolute idealism” in Hegel
studies is still understood in an extremely
abstract way.

Let us refer to the statement of a thinker who
went beyond the framework of “professional
Hegelian studies,” both because of his stylistic
merits and because he reflected a certain “general
impression” of Hegelian philosophy, so
widespread and influential that ignoring it is
unacceptable even for professional historians of
philosophy. This is a formula of Merab
Mamardashvili (2002) from his course on
Kantian philosophy, presented to the reader in
the form of “Kantian Themes™: “Hegel had built
this concept of development, enunciating it in
“The Phenomenology of Spirit,” where it was not
a question of consistent empirical development,
but of a certain development of living entities,
which I call ontological abstractions of order that
unfold in the fourth dimension. And Hegel’s
madness consisted of the fact that he presented
this, firstly, as a kind of soon-to-be-over process
in which a person at a certain moment drops out
of the dimension of history and drops into such a
dimension where time has no meaning at all. Of
course, Hegel did not consider that the real
history ends as an empirical history; he simply
believed that something was coming to which the
term “time” was not applicable. It’s like the
Kingdom of God realized on Earth, and therefore
it is indivisible and undivided within itself in
terms of time”. The first question that arises after
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getting acquainted with this brilliant fragment is
what is this “fourth dimension,” what it should be
identified with —with the concept (der Begriff) or
with the shape (die Gestalt)? Indeed, the
impression of Hegel’s “madness” arises if we
“forget” about the “earthly path” of the formation
of the spirit after turning the last page of “The
Phenomenology,” as if by the wave of a magic
wand we transfer it “to heaven,” in that sphere,
where speculative thought dominates, where
there are no traces of feelings, suffering, of a
person who “takes himself off” in temporary and
historical existence, thereby freeing up a place
for the spirit. And to avoid such “oblivion,”
“time” and “history” are drawn by Hegel into
“The Phenomenology” — “the chalice of the
realm of spirits” (Hegel, 2008), over which the
“recollection” always hovers, which preserves
the warmth of the human spirit.

Conclusion

Consideration of the narrator’s image in “The
Phenomenology of Spirit” is important for
understanding the internal structure and
mechanisms of the movement of the “experience
of consciousness” as the main theme of Hegel’s
work. The dialogical nature of text, which
presents descriptions of “experience” made from
the point of view of “our consciousness,”
“consciousness itself” and “object,” prompts a
modern researcher to consider the specifics of
each of the objects in connection with the
corresponding type of consciousness. The
analysis of the exemplary concepts “time,”
“history” and “recollection” in relation to the
structure of the subject of phenomenological
experience allows us to see the connection
between the “formal” and substantive aspects of
the narration, to understand the need to interpret
individual plots of the “experience of
consciousness” in the context of a holistic view
of the object, method and structure of the work.
This, in turn, brings historically philosophical
science closer to overcoming the tendencies of
selectivity and fragmentation of interpretations
so characteristic of Hegelian studies of recent
decades.

The main result of the study of “The
Phenomenology of Spirit,” which affects the
understanding of Hegelian philosophy as a
whole, is the conclusion about the inadequacy of
the “logicistic” approach, which ignores the
significance of the first fundamental work of the
philosopher for the building of the philosophical
system and ruthlessly downplays the
methodological, substantial and stylistic features
of “The Phenomenology of Spirit.” The
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interpretation  strategy of  this  unique
philosophical work should be guided by a
consistently transcendental method of analysis of
the “experience of consciousness.” In accordance
with this method, consciousness, on the one
hand, is freed from the “empirical history” (as
said by Merab Mamardashvili), and, on the other
hand, its structural characteristics turn out to be
crucial for the search for a further way to build a
system of philosophy. In this case, the
“experience Of consciousness”, while remaining
the foundation of the philosophical system, no
longer disappears into the “whirlwind” of logical
categories. As the experience of the
“encyclopedic system” shows, these categories,
having lost the connection with the element of
the “experience of consciousness” that has
procreated them, are faced with the need for
“naturalization,” correlation of their existential
status with the nature and the ultimate spirit,
which causes the degradation of the “System of
Science” Jena project and subsequent Hegel’s
systemic crisis. It seems that the noted
circumstances should prompt the researcher to
carefully study “The Phenomenology of Spirit”
as a distinctive and “unremovable” element of
Hegel’s systemic  philosophical thought.
Researchers should look for adequate means of
interpretation, on the basis of which the reader
would also be able to go through the “labyrinths
of lines” of “The Phenomenology”, so that, in
accordance with the author’s intention, he would
be able to recognize and understand the
“message” about that magnificent
“Entdeckugsreise” that was once created by the
philosopher in the element of the language and
culture of his time. Because without such a
companion even the most perfect spirit is
doomed to remain “lifeless and alone” (Hegel,
2008).
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