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SELF-OTHER DIALECTIC, HEGEL, AND THE CONTEMPORARY
THEORY OF 'THE POLITICS OF RECOGNITION'

This paper approached the concepts of self-other dialectic and "the politics of recognition”
from the aspect of Hegel's self-consciousness chapter in the Phenomenology of Spirit. Various
authors attribute Hegel as a source and inspiration for the current theories of identity politics. This
article is, therefore, focused on examining the implication of Hegel's idea of 'recognition’ and 'self-
consciousness' on the contemporary debates of identity politics. Hegel has an enormous contri-
bution to the current debate on identity politics. This article shows that with specific reference to
the Phenomenology of Spirit, Hegel's understanding of 'recognition’ in terms of the dialectic of
consciousness is vital to see the contemporary theory of the politics of recognition in a broader
epistemological and ontological basis. When it comes to the more practical and empirical political
situation of these days, his idea of freedom and recognition has many important insights that
support constitutional liberal system to handle 'needs’ and ‘demands’ of recognition raised in
identity politics. As Hegel has emphasised in many of his works, in the progress of human history,
state (including the established institutions) is the Absolute Spirit that actualises the reciprocal
freedom and mutual recognition of individuals in a broader political space. Based on these Hege-
lian insights, the study concluded that education, deliberative democracy, and institutions are
substantial to handle competing 'needs' and 'demands' of recognition in identity politics without

Introduction

These days, identity politics is becoming the main
form of politics in the advanced industrial societies of the
West, and other parts of the world (Burns, 2006; Fuku-
yama, 2018a). Francis Fukuyama took the current gov-
ernment of Hungary, USA following the election of Donald
Trump, and the UK concerning BREXIT as some of the
examples of the shift to identity politics and nationalism
(Fukuyama, 2018ab). The rise of leftist political parties in
Europe and other parts of the world has also made identi-
ty politics a master concept of political struggle and bar-
gaining. Charles Taylor also mentioned Canada in Que-
bec case as an example of identity politics that comes
from the politics of difference and multiculturalism (Taylor,
1994). After cold war and collapse of socialism, the ideo-
logical shift from Marxian 'class consciousness' to 'identity
consciousness' has also contributed to the development
of identity politics especially, in the post-socialist coun-
tries in Eastern Europe, Asia and Africa (Malsevic, 2005).
Concerning this ideological change, the post-1991 Ethio-
pia is one of the examples in which the country's constitu-
tion has provided recognition for group rights under the
title of "the right of nations and nationalities" (FDRE Con-
stitution, 1995). However, apart from conceptual analysis
and objections against identity politics, several studies
indicated that the growth of identity politics worldwide is
not a positive development for democracy, national unity,
and global political stability. Fukuyama warns, "unless
liberal democracies can work their way back to more uni-
versal understandings of human dignity, they will doom
themselves and the world to continuing conflict" (Fuku-
yama, 2018a).
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granting group rights and interests a constitutional recognition.

Key word: Hegel; Identity; Politics of Recognition; Recognition; Self-consciousness.

The rise of identity politics is, in fact, a significant en-
counter to the overwhelming liberal politics of many coun-
tries in the West. The majority versus minority relation-
ship, emigrant issues, political representations of emerg-
ing cultural groups related to gender and LGBs (lesbian,
gay and bisexual movements) are significant challenges
against the individualist liberal system or commonly called
"conservative liberalism". The rise of populist nationalism
and other movements enticed by collective interests and
group rights are also becoming significant encounters of
"libertarians" of the politics of liberalism in general.
Charles Taylor described these kinds of challenges as
"the need and the demand" for the politics of recognition
(Taylor, 1994); whereas Fukuyama named it as the
struggle for "identity politics" (Fukuyama, 2018a). Accord-
ing to Taylor, the "need" for the politics of recognition is a
driving force behind nationalism movements in politics.
On the other hand, the "demand" comes from the politics
of difference or multiculturalism, which is linked with the
supposed defining characteristics of human beings as a
cultural group and the demand for political representa-
tions in the political space upon group or cultural rights
and interests (Taylor, 1994).

Charles Taylor associates identity politics with social
institutions and the differential social roles and moral du-
ties which individuals with their differential roles and posi-
tions constitute those social-political institutions (Taylor,
1994). Burns also describes identity politics in terms of its
focus on the nature, allocation, and exercise of a basic
form of power in any society or political community
(Burns, 2006). In this way, identity politics is conceptual-
ised with two approaches and political practices: con-
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servative and radical identity politics. The conservative
identity politics is an approach committed to defending
the existing hierarchical social orders with its social insti-
tutions, their differential social roles, and their attendant
inequalities of one kind or another. Conservative liberal
traditions can be mentioned as an example of conserva-
tive identity politics. In contrast, radical identity politics
rejects the existing social institutions with their differential
social roles, corresponding social identities and frame-
work of reciprocal rights and duties associated with them
(Burns, 2006). Robinson divided this radical identity poli-
tics into four: cultural monists, radical fluid, fluid identities,
and fluid-yet-fragile identities (Robinson, 2007). The poli-
tics of cultural liberalists and multiculturalists such as
Charles Taylor and Will Kyamilica, who focus on group
rights represents a radical form of identity politics. The
divide between conservative and radical identity politics
rests on the difference in interpretations of the formation
of identity in the dialectical relation of Self-Other. As Grier
argues, these interpretations include identity as dialectical
development of Self over Others' difference; identity as
self's relation to itself without any logical connection with
Others; and identity as developing form, the mutual
recognition of sameness and difference through relation
to Other (Grier, 2007).

Research methods

Hegel's contribution to the current debate on identity
politics can be conceived based on those earlier ap-
proaches to identity politics and discourses on the for-
mation of self-identity. Those scholars (e.g. Tautz, 2007;
Winkiel, 2008 and others inspired by Michael Foucault)
who focus on Hegel's Philosophy of Right and the Geog-
raphy of World History consider Hegel as an advocate of
conservative identity politics, but the critique of his ap-
proach was an inspiration for them to come up with their
ideas concerning the radical form of identity politics. In
contrast, those who focus on Hegel's account of the
struggle for recognition in Phenomenology of Spirit con-
sider Hegel as a source of theoretical inspiration for alter-
native theories and political practices critical to accom-
modate needs and demands related to the politics of
recognition and identity (Burns, 2006; Ikdheimo, 2013).
Hegel's contribution to the current debate on identity poli-
tics is seen in the light of these dualistic interpretations of
his works in a different time. In either way of interpreta-
tions of Hegel's work, theories of recognition central to
identity politics and communitarian political philosophies
are all descendants of Hegel's understanding of the for-
mation of identity (Douzinas, 2002).

Hegel's broader ideas on identity and recognition are
viewed within the totality of his metaphysics of self and
his social philosophy in all his works. Nevertheless, He-
gel's idea of the struggle for recognition in the sphere of
politics and identity is best captured in his conception of
the dialectic of consciousness and self-consciousness in
the Phenomenology of Spirit. In this work, the idea of
recognition remains central in his analysis of self-
consciousness and the lordship and bondsman's relation.
Hegel argues, "for all human beings everywhere self-
consciousness exists 'when, and by the fact that it so
exists for another; that is, it exists only in being
‘acknowledged' or 'recognised™ (Hegel, 1977). Hegel
maintains that in the dialectical development of self-
consciousness and the process being conscious of one-
self as universal, 'recognition’ reconciles the negation and
opposition of self to itself, to things out there, and other
fellow human beings in self's encounter with Others. In
the first section, therefore, the article is focused on exam-
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ining Hegel's idea of self-other dialectic and the concept
of recognition in the "self-consciousness" chapter of the
Phenomenology of Spirit. Hegel's discussion of the dia-
lectic of mastery and slavery is intended to serve as an
illustrative example of what Hegel has in mind about the
development of self-consciousness (Burns, 2006). In
connection with this, the article scrutinised self-
consciousness and the struggle for recognition in the
lordship and bondsman relationship. The subsequent
section explored the implication of Hegel's idea of recog-
nition on the contemporary debates of identity politics.
The final part of the paper took insights from Hegel's idea
of freedom and recognition and reflected on solutions for
today's political crisis related to recognition and the strug-
gle for identity politics.

Analysis, Result and Discussions

Self-Other Dialectic, Self-Consciousness, and the
Notion of Recognition. In Hegel's idea, the "dialectical
mediation" has an implication for the theory of identity and
difference as well as for the theory of recognition (Grier,
2007). Hegelian dialectic has two dimensions. The first
one is related to the dialectic and development of the
identity of a person. This dimension is closely connected
to Hegel's conception of consciousness and self-cons-
ciousness and the struggle for recognition. The second
dimension is manifested in the general historical trajecto-
ry of people, society, institutions, morals, religions and all
aspect of social existence and the historical contradic-
tions and developments (Douzinas, 2002). In the Phe-
nomenology of Spirit, Hegel has presented the dialectical
mediation in terms of the levels of consciousness. These
levels include the awareness of objects in the environ-
ment with the force of primitive 'Desire’; the immediate
awareness of 'l' myself as 'l'; and to the final stage of self-
consciousness with the encounter of other self-conscious
subjects (Hegel, 1977). On the other hand, in the Ency-
clopedia of the Philosophical Sciences, the dialectical
mediation involves the development in the construction of
difference and identity which includes logical progres-
sions from the Logic of Being, to the Logic of Essence,
and the Logic of Concept (Hegel, 2001). As William
notes, for Hegel, 'difference' is a negative moment of dia-
lectic, and it is an inherent contradiction in every step of
dialectical development that propels the struggle for
recognition and moves self to its unity and universality
(Willams, 2007).

Hegel's dialectical development represents the con-
tradiction and synthesis inherent in the formation of identi-
ty and difference. Dialectic is a rule governing the devel-
opment of consciousness and self-consciousness within
the negation and unity of Self-Other. Here, recognition is
central in the dialectic to resolve negations within con-
sciousness. As Williams argues, for Hegel the process of
recognition is driven by the existential necessity or the
need to overcome this contradiction which the self finds
itself in the process of consciousness and self-
consciousness in relation with others (i.e. Other objects of
desire, itself to itself, and Other human subjects)
(Willams, 2007). Thus, self-other dialectic for Hegel is the
logical and temporal progression behind the process of
consciousness and self-consciousness. Self-consciou-
sness itself undergoes in the process of being "for itself"
and "being for another". The struggle for recognition rep-
resents this process of contradiction until mutual recogni-
tion resolves the negation of self as being for itself and
being for others.

Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit, its architectonic is
systematically structured, and it shows the philosophical
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parallelism that the conceptual logic governs the devel-
opment of the object-Notion and the subject-Notion, and
world-historical forces (Stewart, 1994). In the Phenome-
nology of Spirit, these levels of cognition represent con-
sciousness, self-consciousness, and reason, each pro-
vided in a separate chapter. In the self-consciousness
chapter, Hegel provided the conceptual logic governing
the Subject-Notion. As I|kdheimo claims, the self-
consciousness-chapter can be best captured into three
sections: Desire, "recognitive" self-consciousness, and
general self-consciousness. These parts of analysis rep-
resent the levels of consciousness and self-
consciousness in man's desire of having the "being" or
identity in the form of unity and self-certainty (lkdheimo,
2013). At the beginning of the chapter, Hegel claims that
we cannot reach to the unified conception of the object
through consciousness alone, which the consciousness
that moves from immediate self-certainty to perception,
and the "Force" and "Understanding". He claims, "what
the object immediately was in itself-mere being in sense-
certainty, the concrete thing of perception, and for the
Understanding, a Force - proves to be in truth, not this at
all; instead, this in-itself turns out to be a mode in which
the object is only for another" (Hegel, 1977: §166). In-
stead, for Hegel, any account of knowledge must include
an analysis of self-consciousness since, as he claims, we
can only account for consciousness through self-
consciousness. In self-consciousness, the knowing self-
the subject moves from the knowing objects to the know-
ing self itself.

For Hegel, the first level of consciousness of the sub-
ject is consciousness through the object of desire. As a
conscious being, the subject makes relations with Other
objects in the environment through desire. At this level of
consciousness, the Other, which are outside of the con-
scious subject is the negative objects of desire. For He-
gel, "self-consciousness is a desire in general" (Hegel,
1977: §167), and the movement of self-consciousness
consists in satisfying desire by overcoming the difference
between what is and what it desires in a unity between
the subject and the object. Human being's consciousness
of the object will then be reflected on the human desire to
control object by annihilating and moulding them to satisfy
their needs. Objects, for Hegel, are for itself, and for us.
So, objects can be understood in two perspectives: as
self-subsistent; and as exhibiting difference, hence as
alive, since life is "a process" and "a living thing" (Hegel,
1977: §171). Hegel shows that all objects of whatever
type change as our view changes. Self-consciousness, as
Hegel claims, is certain of itself by "superseding" the Oth-
er. It thus proves that the other objects had no independ-
ent existence. Self has its satisfaction in destroying the
Other- other objects of desire. In other words, self-
certainty vis-a-vis other objects of desires are achieved
by the self through a physical annihilation or control of the
Other. Hegel argues:

[...] self- consciousness is thus certain of itself only by su-

perseding this other that presents itself to self-consciousness

as an independent life; self-consciousness is desire. Certain
of the nothingness, of this. Other, it explicitly affirms that this
nothingness is for it the truth of the other; it destroys the in-
dependent object and thereby gives itself the certainty of it-
self as a true certainty, a certainty which has become explicit
for self-consciousness itself in an objective manner (Hegel,

1977: § 174).

As |kdheimo claims, desire for Hegel is a primitive
form of practical intentionality or object relation solely
determined by the subject's immediately given and felt
physiological needs and by the desire whatever objects
that gives immediate satisfaction. Desire instantiates the
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consciousness of oneself in the object in the form of "oth-
erness" of oneself as the first moment of negation
(Ikdheimo, 2013). Thus, in self-consciousness, the know-
ing subject -the "I" becomes another or an independent
object of consciousness to itself, but what distinguishes it
from the ordinary consciousness of the other object (e.g.
object of desire) is that the difference or otherness of it for
itself is immediately superseded for it (Hegel, 1977:
§167). This stage of consciousness is the second level of
consciousness for Hegel. The subject at this stage is
conscious of itself in the object of desire that has no inde-
pendent existence; and for Hegel, this is not the real con-
sciousness of humans- the self within other conscious
selves. Hegel says that self-consciousness achieves its
satisfaction only in another self-consciousness, not in the
consciousness of objects (Hegel, 1977: §175). Self-con-
sciousness is achieved in the final moment of self's relation
with other persons. This level represents the third level of
self-consciousness, an awareness of oneself within the
significant Other human beings. This phenomenon of self-
consciousness is a fact of life, especially when we look at
our existence in our everydayness. As Hegel claims, we
only are aware of who we are in and through our relation-
ship with others, which signifies consciousness as inher-
ently social and relational phenomena.

For Hegel, self satisfies its desire of self-
consciousness and hence achieves certainty through a
relation to another person. In order to achieve certainty,
recognition is central in self's derive to self-consciousness
vis-a-vis other conscious selves. Hegel believes, "self-
consciousness exists in and for itself when, and by the
fact that it so exists for another; that is, it exists only in
being acknowledged" (Hegel, 1977: §178). For Hegel, this
"recognitive" struggle has a two-fold significance for the
self. On the one hand, in the process of seeing oneself in
the other, the self loses itself and found itself as the other;
whereas, on the other side, this moment enables the self
to see itself within the other (Hegel, 1977: §179). The
process of recognition thus depicts the relation of two
people, and it has a "double movement" in which the self
sees itself as the other, and found itself within the other.
Hegel described this double movement in the form of
Pure Notion of Recognition. This Pure Notion of Recogni-
tion represents the mutual recognition of one another as
self-conscious beings. Hegel argues, "each party to the
relationship only becomes self-aware through its relation
to the other, through which it relates to itself. Each is also
aware that the other is self-aware. They recognise them-
selves as mutually recognising one another" (Hegel,
1977: §184). This double moment is more of abstract and
metaphysical, however, the more political and practical
Notion of recognition, as Hegel later put it, is based on
free relation that comes out of our inherent conscious-
ness of ourselves in others as free. In social relations,
people can find themselves in different levels of recogni-
tion, for instance, recognitions based on inequality, de-
pendent-independent relationships and recognitions,
master-slave relationship, and recognitions. Hegel's idea
of the lordship and bondsman relationship in the self-
consciousness chapter is an extended analysis of self-
consciousness and the "recognitive" struggle of the rela-
tionship between two subjects: the master and the slave.

In the master-slave struggle for recognition, the first
and most primitive attempt to realise freedom is through a
mutual attempt to eliminate the otherness or unyielding-
ness of the Other. This step is a "struggle" or "fight" about
life and death (lkdheimo, 2013). Hegel depicts this situa-
tion as a trial by death in which each affirms himself by
risking his life in seeking the other's death to gain recogni-
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tion. In the trial by death, each seeks the other's death at
the cost of his own life. Although there is a chance for
each person to recognise each other through the con-
sciousness of the other mutually, in this primitive stage,
death comes as the natural negation of consciousness
(Hegel, 1977: §188). Everyone does not have equal pow-
er, and at this stage, it is impossible to establish lasting
recognition through each as being a potential killer over
others. As Hegel claims, death is a natural negation of
consciousness. However, an attempt to affirm one's
recognition through death is a negation without perma-
nence. It does not last long and makes a person free and
independent at the cost of the death of the other. Thus,
the only way both subjects survive at this stage is when
one submits to the will of the other. In the relationship, the
one unyielding will be a master, and then the other yield-
ing will be the slave. Both parties avoid death when the
master is recognised as the acquiescent slave, but the
slave is not recognised by the master and is dependent
on the master. This relationship depicts Hegel's second
stage of "recognitive" consciousness.

In the second stage of the struggle for recognition,
one member- the lordship is self-sufficient, living only for
himself, and the other- the bondsman is dependent, living
entirely for another. Hegel analysed this relationship in
terms of the existence of two opposed shapes of con-
sciousness. The one is the independent consciousness
whose essential nature is to be for itself, and the other is
the dependent consciousness whose essential nature is
to live or to be for another. The former is lord, and the
other is bondsman (Hegel, 1977: §189). The lord depicts
the consciousness that exists for itself which is mediated
with itself through another consciousness, i.e. through a
consciousness whose nature it is to be bound up with an
independent existence, or thinghood in general (Hegel,
1977: §189). Here the lord is independent vis-a-vis the
slave, but the consciousness the master has at this stage
is like the consciousness of thinghood. Though the mas-
ter is conscious of himself as independent, he is not self-
conscious based on the recognition of the slave as an
‘equal’ conscious being. Hegel explains the relation of the
master and the bondsman as follows:

The lord relates himself mediately to the bondsman
through a being [a thing] that is independent, for it is just
this which holds the bondsman in bondage; it is his chain
from which he could not break free in the struggle, thus
proving himself to be dependent, to possess his inde-
pendence in thinghood. But the lord is the power over this
thing, for he proved in the struggle that it is something
merely negative; since he is the power over this thing and
this again is the power over the other [the bondsman], it
follows that he holds the other in subjection (Hegel, 1977:
§190).

At the second stage of recognition, the relationship of
the master and the slave lacks a recognition proper. In
other words, it lacks the mutual recognition of the two as
one sees others in the way he/she sees himself. Hegel
argues, "the moment is lacking that what the lord does to
the other he also does to himself, and what the bonds-
man does to himself he should also do to the other. The
outcome is a recognition that is one-sided and unequal"
(Hegel, 1977: §191). As Burns claims, in Hegel's idea,
there are two prerequisites for self-consciousness. Firstly,
the individual is conscious of himself as a concrete self
which possesses a fixed social position- individual selves
see themselves as others see them or the society see
them as possessing a determinate social identity. How-
ever, in the second prerequisite individuals must also
possess universal characteristics of rationality and free-
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dom, which is necessarily shared by all human beings
(Burns, 2006).

For Hegel, to be conscious of oneself in one's particu-
larity or as possessing of a determinate social identity is a
necessary condition for seeing oneself as universal and
vice versa. Thus, for Hegel to have a slave or a master
label in society is to have a determinate social identity in
a society. However, this relationship and labelling of one's
identity as a slave and master in a social position is not
based on self-consciousness and the consciousness of
others as free and equal beings. As a result, this relation-
ship between the master and slave is subject to dialectic
and negation. Of course, identification of oneself in a so-
cial position as a slave and master is a precondition for
the development of self-consciousness- a consciousness
of oneself as a free being whose freedom is acknowl-
edged by others with a significant encounter of the self
with others. Thus, for Hegel, the dialectic and negation of
consciousness move to the final level of self-
consciousness. This stage, as lkdheimo argues, is the
level of "concrete freedom", the subject realises his/her
real freedom by knowing him/herself within an independ-
ent Other. All subjects are conscious of themselves in the
Other in the sense of being affirmed by Other's recogni-
tion. Ikdheimo claims that in this stage, neither is trying to
subsume the other under one's egocentric perspective
(the first negation or moment of difference); yet, somehow
neither of them "differentiates" herself/herself from the
other (the second negation or moment of unity). The unity
with oneself is formed with a new form orientation of sub-
jectivity as intersubjectivity (lkdheimo, 2013). In the self-
consciousness chapter and the reason chapter, Hegel
envisioned this kind of relations, a relation of full equality
based on mutual recognition as a necessary condition of
authentic self-consciousness of humans. He argues:

If we take this goal- and this is the Notion which for us has

already appeared on the scene- in its reality, viz. the self-

consciousness that is recognised and acknowledged, and
which has its own self-certainty in the other free self-
consciousness and possesses its truth precisely in that

‘other; in other words, if we look on this still inner Spirit as a

substance that has already advanced to the stage of having

an outer existence, then in this Notion there is disclosed the
realm of ethical life. For this is nothing else than the absolute
spiritual unity of essence of individuals in their independent
actual existence, it is an intrinsically universal self-
consciousness that takes itself to be actual in another self-
consciousness, in such wise that this has complete inde-
pendence, or is looked on as a Thing, and it is precisely
therein that the universal self-consciousness is aware of its
unity with it, and only in this unity with this objective being is

it self-consciousness (Hegel, 1977: §349).

For Hegel, consciousness has three levels: con-
sciousness through the object of desire; consciousness of
itself in itself; and self-consciousness within the recogni-
tion of Others. In the contemporary philosophical and
anthropological theories identity, these levels of con-
sciousness represent three kinds of interpretations of the
formations of identity. The first signifies the formation of
identity as a practical matter of achieving separation from
the different Others. Here, the identity of individual and
community's sameness is conceived as dialectical devel-
opment of Self over Others' difference. The alterity of self
from others is considered to be the identity of self. The
second conception is the understanding of the identity of
self to itself without any logical connection with Others. In
a more metaphysical sense, this discourse on identity can
be connected to the 'cartesian model of the rational
subject’- "l think; therefore, | am". The third conception,
however, goes beyond the two discourses and observes
identity essentially as a developing form, the mutual
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recognition of sameness and difference through relation
to Other (Grier, 2007). Hegel's conception of authentic
identity rests on the third interpretation of identity. How-
ever, for Hegel, identity is constructed as a developing
form that passes through various stages of conscious-
ness and self-consciousness. Thus, for Hegel, the first
and second interpretations of identity do not describe the
formation of genuine identity; instead, they are levels of
consciousness in the development of authentic identity.
Recognition for Hegel has an ontological/anthropological,
and political contents. While the ontological/anthro-
pological content of recognition signifies the formation of
identity, its political content rests on recognition of self by
others and by legal and social institutions. The more polit-
ical sense of the connection between self-consciousness
and struggle for recognition is vividly seen in Hegel's
analysis recognition at institutional societal levels.

In his other works, Hegel translated the idealist
movement of self-consciousness in the Phenomenology
of Spirit into the history of state and society, and he ana-
lysed recognition at family, institutional and state levels.
While at the family level, the underlying force of recogni-
tion is love, at the institutional and state level, recognition
is institutionally and socially mediated and actualised in
the forms of customs, laws, and rights. As Douzinas in
light of Hegel's Philosophy of Rights argues, rights (legal,
human, or political rights) are the result of the continued
struggle and negation of a non-recognition (Douzinas,
2002). Jon Stewart, in his latest publication, also looks
human rights in terms of philosophical anthropology and
the existence of the concept with some historical circum-
stances. With both aspects of the origin of human rights,
Stewart believes that Hegel's theories of philosophical
anthropology and philosophy of history are essential to
ground human rights in a fundamental philosophical and
historical foundation. The author argues that the modern
idea of human rights could only come about at a specific
point in time when the anthropological conception allowed
for it. Stewart further claims that human rights emerged
when humans came to be regarded as having an inward
sphere of subjectivity and being capable of exercising
their freedom. In this case, Hegel's idea of in the Philoso-
phy of Rights is essential to ground human rights under
broader philosophical anthropology (Stewart, 2019).
Thus, Hegel's idea on "recognitive" consciousness and
philosophical anthropologies in the Phenomenology of
Spirit and the Philosophy of Rights is vital to broadly
comprehend human rights and the contemporary debates
on the politics of recognition.

The politics of recognition or identity politics is a
struggle for rights. It goes beyond the usual struggle for
respect as an individual. It instead aims at realising col-
lective or group needs and demands for being acknowl-
edged by some other people or groups. So, the struggle
for recognition arises amidst of the society or community
as a background where recognised, and non-recognised
groups do no longer co-exist as one dependent over the
other or as one is free, but the other is not. In fact, from
the aspect of history, human rights movements of the
1950s and 1960s, and political struggles and nationalism
movements during and after socialism are all popular
struggles against non-recognitions. The underlying de-
mand and need behind the movements were what Hegel
has presented in the form relationship of non-recognition
between the lord and bondsman. Likewise, contemporary
political movements such as minority rights, the rights of
women, rights associated with emigrants, LGBs and other
collective interests enticed by cultural rights are all exten-
sions of the struggle for recognition of human and political
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rights to the 'excluded groups'. In this regard, it is right to
claim that today's ideas and theories concerning the poli-
tics of recognition are philosophically grounded in what
Hegel has presented in the form of the dialectic of con-
sciousness.

The Contemporary Theory of the Politics of
Recognition and Hegel. The politics of recognition or
identity politics as an alternative political theory is moti-
vated epistemically and ontologically with the critique of
liberalism of Hobbes, Locke, and Kant (among others).
Liberalism is rooted in the "cartesian" model of the ration-
al subject as central to the political philosophy. However,
as Toddington based on Hegel's critique of the then liber-
alism claims, this conservative liberalism has a dialectical
deficiency rooted in the atomistic view of self. Toddington
took the idea of Hegel, and he argues that the "atomistic"
perspective in liberalism appears to be an obstacle to
mediate liberty and equality and entertain mutual recogni-
tion between subjects (Toddington, 2015). The politics of
recognition stands from this grand Hegelian critique of
individualism and individualist conception of justice the
political philosophy of liberalism. Thus, the politics of
recognition has ontological and anthropological founda-
tion going back to the idea of Hegel. As Procyshyn &
Wenning presented, the normative social context is the
social ontology of the struggle for recognition (Procyshyn
& Wenning, 2019). In a more philosophical-theoretical
sense, the ontological basis of the politics of recognition
lies within every man's search for his/her being, and au-
tonomy in one's cultural community in the broader socie-
tal space. The politics of recognition also has a practical-
political interest centring at the advocacy for justice which
'liberal individualism' is critiqued as it lacks with its prime
focus on the individual self and associated goods or
rights.

The ontological demand for recognition is more of an
existential demand for psychological self-affirmation.
However, this demand is followed by practical-political
interests. Observing the past political history and today's
struggle for the politics of identity, this practical political
interested is manifested in the 'demand' and the 'need’ for
group or communal representations of individuals in the
constitution and the political space upon group rights or
cultural rights and interests. In his recent interview on The
Economist, Fukuyama has identified the ground of the
recent shift to identity politics, which from his explanation,
the foundation has an ontological basis. Fukuyama asso-
ciates this shift with the re-thinking of modern identity,
which is built around self-esteem, and the increasing as-
sociation of the cause of low self-esteem of some groups
with marginalisation by some other people. For Fukuya-
ma, the struggle for the politics of recognition is like a
'therapeutic turn'. It is a struggle of people who feel they
are marginalised by others and want to regain their self-
esteem. As Fukuyama claims, this turn has coincided with
great social movements of the 1960s (Fukuyama, 2018b).
So, the underlying factor for the recent shift in identity
politics lies in the re-orientation of politics and political-
social positions in light of self-other dichotomy and the
demand for communal representations in the political
space.

Robinson described the politics of recognition as the
urgency to move towards cultural liberalism, a politics that
advocates for justice to cultural, national, ethnic, or socie-
tal groups than individuals. He argues, "justice to be
properly understood, requires liberal-democratic concep-
tions of justice that equates equal treatment with identical
treatment to be modified, or even transformed, to facilitate
the accommodation of cultural groups" (Robinson, 2007).
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When we look at the history idea of the theory of recogni-
tion, most of the authors on the politics of recognition
agree on the centrality of social/cultural justice. Neverthe-
less, there is a difference among authors concerning po-
litical solutions to the demand and needs for recognition
in identity politics. For instance, Will Kymlicka argues that
the individual based liberal principles could respect for
cultural communities through the entitlement of 'special’
rights. These rights are interests and goods, a specific
group or cultural society enjoys on the ground of their
'differences' and 'special advantages'. Thus, as he claims,
without changing the general liberal principles, the rights
of specified cultural groups can be accommodated by
granting them exclusive constitutional rights (Kymlicka,
1995). Different from Kyamlika, J. Habermas (7994) ar-
gues in defence of the applicability of constitutional liber-
alism. However, for liberal constitutionalism to function
well and to accommodate the needs and demands asso-
ciated with the politics of recognition, Habermas appeals
to a 'well-organised public sphere' (Habermas, 1994). On
the contrary, Taylor argues that proper respect for cultural
differences and acceptance requires a move away from
liberal principles of individualism to cultural liberalism
(Taylor, 1994).

The philosophical background of the idea of politics of
recognition is connected within re-thinking of identity and
‘autonomy” of humans given in the form of pure Cartesian
cogito, or a psychological-individual essence of humans
in the enlightenment. Instead, it observes identity and
'dignity’ humans in the community and the broader politi-
cal space. For instance, unlike the individual liberalists,
cultural liberalists (e.g. Taylor and Kyamilca) justify the
need and the demand for recognition based on the signif-
icant role the community plays on self-identity and com-
munal identity. However, one the problems these ap-
proaches failed to see is that both individual liberalists
and cultural liberalists did not explicitly differentiate the
multiple normative contexts or social spaces a person in
his/her everydayness is situated as a member of a partic-
ular cultural community and the state politics. Individual
liberalists conceive self-identity in terms of legal and mor-
al personalities alone. In light of this conception, when it
comes to the handling of cultural differences and related
identity questions and rights in the political space, they
put a promise on capitalism and stick to the principle of
difference - blindness as the cornerstone of justice. How-
ever, this may be against the dignity, interest, and rights
of individuals by the reason that cultural community may
play a significant role in one's identity whenever individu-
als choose it as a manifestation of their personality and
political life. Besides, when it comes to compensation of
the historical injustice and inequalities, the theories seem
ineffective to entertain a sense of equity at the abys of
justice.

Contrary to the assumptions of cultural liberalists in
the politics of recognition, the extent and value of cultural
community for the individuals' self-identification and
recognition is an existential concern than collective matter
determined by a collective communal agency. Moreover,
unlike cultural liberalists, identity is not pre-given, abso-
lute and static—identity changes with the change in time
and space within the change in every selves' lives. The
same thing works for the issues we demand to be recog-
nised; it changes with time and space. Thus, we can
claim that there is no static group identity and group right
that would be tagged to individuals permanently, nor can
we take any of collective categories to represent groups
interests or rights permanently in the political space. The
demand for recognition in light of communal cultural fac-
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tors or elements, group interests and rights are all at its
basis shaped by an existential necessity to be free or to
express oneself with them in our relationship with other
groups or cultural communities. So, the one who claims
recognition is not the abstract society or cultural group,
but it is the concretely existing self or the individual who
asks for it and struggle to have it. Even though these de-
mands seem to have a collective overtone as it is enter-
tained in the politics of identity, at its basis, the demand
and interest come from the individual's existential neces-
sity to be identified or associated with a particular group
or collective categories. The same is true for rights; even
though rights such as the right to language, the right to
express oneself with one's own culture appear to be
group rights, it is the concretely exiting individual who
asks for these rights and enjoys them in the broader pub-
lic political space. Of course, these rights emerge in the
point of struggle for recognition amidst of the non-
recognised social contexts. Accordingly, a political ap-
proach that considers the communal and individual as-
pect of the need and the demand for recognition is imper-
ative to handle questions of identity politics. In this case,
Hegel's conception of freedom and recognition offers
philosophical and anthropological insights to devise prac-
tical political solutions to the crisis related to identity poli-
tics.

Conclusions

Hegel has an enormous contribution to the current
debate on identity politics. With specific reference to Phe-
nomenology of Spirit, Hegel's understanding of recogni-
tion in terms of the dialectic of consciousness is vital to
see the contemporary theory of the politics of recognition
in a broader epistemological and ontological basis. When
it comes to the more practical and empirical political situa-
tion of these days, Hegel's conception of freedom and
recognition mainly, in his early Jena works, has many
important insights that support liberal constitutionalism to
handle 'needs' and 'demands' in the politics of recogni-
tion. As Hegel has emphasised in many of his works,
state (and the established institutions) is the absolute
Spirit that actualises the reciprocal freedom and mutual
recognition of individuals in a broader political space.
Based on these Hegelian insights, education, deliberative
democracy, and institutions are substantial to handle
competing demands of recognition of group rights and
interests without granting constitutional recognition for
group rights. In this case, unlike the cultural liberalist in-
terpretations of Hegel (such as Charles Taylor and Will
Kyamlika), a particular reading of Hegel suitably modified
by Jurgen Habermas and John Dewey offers promising
normative accounts of social and political institutions that
could help to handle the current political crisis related to
identity politics. Both Hegel and Habermas propose an
intersubjective recognitional account of freedom. Howev-
er, when it comes to more practical politics, Habermas
appeals to the open public sphere and deliberative de-
mocracy instead of Hegel's most abstract sense of uni-
versality through reason (Habermas, 1985). Dewey was
also influenced by Hegel, especially in his early works.
Like Habermas, Dewey emphasises the role of delibera-
tive democracy and open public space to address political
and public policy issues. However, in a more pragmatist
way, Dewey emphasises the role of education to build
democracy, and democratic institutions, and to bring the
overall growth of the society.

Dewey contends that education emancipates individ-
uals from social dependence. Education enhances indi-
vidual and collective efficacy through liberation and the

ISSN 1728-9343 (Print)
ISSN 2411-3093 (Online)



Social philosophy

use of the diversity of individuals' capacity, initiative,
planning foresight, vigour, and endurance. Education
develops the moral consciousness and personality of
individuals, and in turn, it fixes democracy. As Dewey
asserts, moral development and education are connected
with democracy (Dewey, 1920/2004). Democracy for
Dewey is more than the instruments of the government. It
is our life where we adapt ourselves to a social environ-
ment where to make relations and build institutions. As an
ideal of social life, democracy invokes traditional ideals of
fraternity, liberty, and equality; however, for Dewey, it also
has a moral meaning and connotation. He argues, "de-
mocracy has many meanings, but if it has a moral mean-
ing, it is found in resolving that the supreme test of all
political institution and industrial arrangements shall be
the contribution they make to the all-around growth of
every member of the society" (Dewey, 1920/2004). Dew-
ey's approach to democracy is connected with building
democratic institutions. It is true that Dewey stresses on
deliberative democracy. Nevertheless, the institutional
building is also a primary thing to build a healthy demo-
cratic society. Institutions make democracy practical and
realise the all-round growth of the society. In a system
where institutions are built, deliberative democracy as a
process and practical functioning of institutions use to
actualise the collective ends of the society and individu-
als. Likewise, Dewey argues, "organisation as a means to
an end would reinforce individuality and enable it to be
securely itself by enduing it with resources beyond its
unaided-reach" (Dewey, 1954). Thus, to conclude, educa-
tion, deliberative democracy, and establishing democratic
institutions are substantial to manage the issues of
recognition, group rights and interests by addressing indi-
vidual rights under the big picture of societal growth. The-
se systems, in turn, would enable a liberal system to han-
dle competing 'needs' and 'demands' of recognition in
identity politics without granting group rights and interests
a constitutional recognition
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AIAJIEKTUKA «CBIA-IHLLUNUA», TEFE/Ib | CYYACHA TEOPIA «MOJIITUKU BUSHAHHSA»

CratTaA npucBsiYeHa nepeycBiAOMNEHHI Cy4aCcHOI KOHUenuii «noniTMKM BU3HaAHHA» B KOHTEKCTi AianeKTuku
«CBiN-iHWKI», nogaHoi Ferenem y «®eHomeHonorii Ayxy». Llinkom cnywHo lerenb BBaxaeTbcA nepeareyelo i
HaTXHEeHHUKOM Al CyYaCHUX Teopin NoniTUKK igeHTuYHOCTi. MeTol cTaTTi € AOBeAeHHSA iAeMHOro 3B'A3Ky MiX
rereniBCbKUM BYEHHSAIM MPO «BU3HAHHA» Ta «CaMOCBIAOMICTb» i Cy4YaCHUMM YABJIEHHAMU NMPO 3MICT NOMITUKKN
ineHTUYHOCTI. [loBoanTbCS, Wo lerenb mae BenM4Ye3HUM BNAUB HA YUMHHI OUCKYCIT WOAO NOMITUKM iBeHTUYHOC-
Ti. Mocunarwuncb Ha «PeHOMeHONOorilo AyXy», aBTOpP CTaTTi AeMOHCTPYE, WO po3pobka NerenemMm NOHATTA «Bu-
3HaHHA» 3 TOYKU 30pYy AianeKTUKU CBIJOMOCTI € HeOOXiAHOK NepeAyMOBOK ANSA PO3YMiHHS GiNblU LWMPOKUX
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OHTONOriYHUX i THOCeOoNOoriYHMUX 3acap Cy4acHOI NONiTUKM BU3HaHHA. OGrpyHTOBYETLCA AYMKa, O rereniBcbka
ines ceo6oau i BUSHAHHA NiATPUMYE iCHYIOMY KOHCTUTYLiHY niGepanbHy cucTeMy Ans 3a40BONEHHA «NOTPeb»
Ta «BUMOr» BU3HAHHA, Ha AKUX OyAyeTbCA Teopis igeHTUYHoCTI. Ak nigkpecnioBaB lerenb y 6aratbox CBOiX
npausx, y xogi ictopii nroactea, [lepxaBa (BKOYa04uM CTBOPEHi IHCTUTYTH) - e AGcontoTHMI [lyx, AKUA aKTy-
anisye B3aeMHy cBo6oAy Ta B3a€EMHe BM3HAHHA noAaen y Ginbl WMPOKOMY NMofiTMMHOMY npocTopi. BigwToB-
XyHUMCb Bifi LMX rereniBCbKUX Te3, aBTOP CTaTTi 4INWOB BUCHOBKY, O OCBIiTa, AOopaAYva AeMOoKpaTis, iIHCTUTYTH
rpoMaAsiHCbLKOro CycninbCTBa € iHCTPYMeHTaMu ANA BUPiLLeHHSI KOHKYPYHUYMX «NOTPeb» Ta «kBUMOr» BU3HAHHSA
B nonitTuui iAeHTUYHOCTI, AKi He TOPKATLCA KOHCTUTYLLIMHOrO BU3HAHHSA couieTanbHUX NpaB Ta iHTepeciB.

Knro4doei cnoea: ezerib; iDeHMUYHICMb,; rMofimuxka 8U3HaHHSI; BU3HaHHSI; CaMOIri3HaHHS.
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