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Abstract of thesis

-1- contend that the approach of previous scholars to Hegel's 

Science of Logic is quite inappropriate, 'they presuppose that it contains 

an attempt at the logical deduction of the pure categories"of thought, and 

go on to ask whether this attempt is successful or not. 1 argue that we 

ought not to make tnis presupposition, but ought rather to look more 

closely at what Hegel actually says ctnd does in the text; this leads me 

to make a complete re-examination of Hegel's Logic. in which 1 try to 

relate tfee various points 1 believe negel to be making to substantive 

issues, at the same time comparing and contrasting Hegel's viewpoint to 

that of other scientists and pnilosophers, botn ancient and modern, 

finally, I conclude that aegel's Logic is not a mere logical deduction 

of categories, but a critique of concepts productive of a logical hier­

archy at the top of which is the concept of philosophical method itself, 

‘l'his critique, then, far from being something we can either take or leave 

as a whole, is something wnich itself needs.to be looked at critically.
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Preface

The complete transformation of our conception of Hegel's

philosophy which has been brought about over the last thirty years or so,

largely by students of the Phenomenology of Spirit, has, to adapt a phrase

of Hegel's, so far had little influence on our conception of the Science

of Logic, although this was previously regarded in both Great Britain and

the United States of America as the chief Hegelian text. There has been

published a fragment of a commentary,^and a short work relating Hegel's
2logic to the mind-body problem, both from across the Atlantic, but so far 

nothing- corresponding to any of the texts dealing with the Phenomenology. 

Consequently, the picture oi the Science of Logic drawn by McTaggart at 

the turn of the century, and 'toucned up' by Mure in 1950, is still gen­

erally regarded as a good liKeness; and since the Logic, thus portrayed, 

has been amply criticised, most notably by Russell and Popper, it remains 

very much a 'dead dog', despite a general revival of interest in Hegel.

I contend, however, that rhe treatment of the text by MeTaggart and Mure 

is misleading, and therefore 1 attempt in this thesis a complete re-exam­

ination of Hegel's Science of Logic.

What I object to mainly about the treatment of the Science of 

Logic given by McTaggart and Mure is that they present the Logic as a 

whole as a very dry and unexciting academic exercise. This way of present­

ing it is largely the result of the presuppositions they shared about the 

nature of the Logic. which governed their approach to it. They presuppose 

that it is purely an a priori deduction of the categories of tnought, and 

that therefore it has no relevance to any substantive issues in philosophy 
or science. Consequently, they concern themselves mainly with the question 

of whether Hegel correctly makes the transition from concept A to concept
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B. I contend, however, that by doing tnis, KcTaggart and iiure take the 

spirit of Hegel put of the Logic. and leave us with nothing but an empty 

shell. For the spirit of Hegel is a critical spirit, and though the Logic 

is certainly described by Hegel as an a priori logical deduction of the 

system of pure concepts, wnat he means by 'logical', 'deduction', 'system', 

and 'a priori' is by no means what is usually meant by tnose terms. 1 will 

argue that the Logic is actually a hierarchy of concepts produced by the 

criticism of successive concepts, and that it can only really be fully 

understood and appreciated if those criticisms are related to more sub­

stantive issues in the realm of knowledge as a whole, something which I 

try to do in this thesis.

i intend this thesis, then, to show more what is interesting 

in the Science of Logic than to run through the same old boring questions 

about his method, his beginning, his various transitions, etc. I want to 

try to show what Hegel's Logic has to say to the philosophers and scien­

tists of m s  time and our own, and 1 will do this by comparing and con­

trasting what Hegel says on various issues with the views of Hegel's 

philosopnical and scientific predecessors, m  both ancient and modern 

times, such as rlato and Aristotle, newton and Hant, and also with the 

views of those who have succeeded him, such as Hussell and Einstein.

I am sure that I must have made many errors in expounding the views of 

the aforegoing, but 1 crave the reader's indulgence since my main purpose 

in referring to them is not to make Hegelian criticisms of those views, 

but to awaken and enlighten interest in Hegel's Logic. IT, in the process 

of doing this, 1 fail to give a precise account of how Hegel gets from 

ouality to quantity, or why there are four forms of judgement and not 

three, 1 will not be overly distressed.

The texts I have used are volumes five and six of the Sunr-
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kamp edition of Hegel's Werke,^though 1 also give references to filler’s 

translation of Lasspn's edition of the W'issenschaft der Logik^for the con­

venience of the reader who has little or no knowledge of German. All trans­

lations from the main texts contained in this thesis are my own unless 

otherwise stated. 1 refer to tne texts collectively in the main body of 

the thesis, either by tne full English title, the Science of Logic, or by 

the shortened form, Logic. The term 'logic1, used without a capital letter 

and not underlined, refers to hegel's system of logic generally, as con­

tained, not only in the Science of Logic, but also in the first part of 

the Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences in Outline
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Introduction

The Science of Logic was first published in 1812. It was ori­

ginally intended to constitute just one third of the second part of Hegel's 

projected work, the System of Science (System der Wissenschaft). the phil­

osophy of nature and the philosophy of spirit comprising the other two- 

thirds. The first part of the System of Science, the Phenomenology of 

Spirit, had been published five years before. The fact that the Phenomeno­

logy comes at the forefront of the. System might lead one to believe that 

it lays the foundations for what is to follow, but this is not the case.

The Phenomenology serves only to elevate the minds of Hegel's public to 

the standpoint of pure knowing. This is something which is only necessary 

at a certain stage in Human culture, and so phenomenology is not in itself 

the first science. Heally it belongs to the philosophy of spirit, which is 

the spnere in whicn it is placed in the Encyclopaedia, the lecture-manual 

which superseded the unfinished System of Science. The Science of Logic is 

the real first science of Hegel's system.

The first tning that must be said about Hegel's logic is that 

it is not to be conceived of as formal logic, or as a rival to formal lo­

gic, or as a reformed, re-arranged or modernised formal logic. It is not,
'1

as Topper rightly says, a theory of deduction. This is not obvious, and x 

major Hegel ¿scholars, who seem to have paid more attention to what xlegel 

and others have said about 'his1 method than to the contents and proce­

dure of the logic itself, nave thought otherwise. Stace, for example, be­

lieved that negel had a dialectical method which proceeded in a formally 
2deductive manner, and mure remarked that "the triad of the dialectic might 

reasonably be called a major discovery in formal logic, a discovery great­

er than the syllogism".^ut is such claims as these which serve to dis­
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credit Hegel's science of Logic, and give support to Popper's dismissal of
4

'the Hegelian farce'. 1 contend, however, that the Hegelian farce is more 

or less confined to Hegelians, and does not touch Hegel himself, who is 

doubtless revolving in his grave.

Hegel's Science of Logic is in fact a classic of general phil­

osophy, and ranks as such alongside Spinoza's Ethics. Hume's Treatise and 

more particularly, Kant's Critique of Pure Reason. The greater part of the 

latter work is entitled 'Transcendental Logic', and concerns the origin, 

scope and validity of all pure or a priori knowledge. It also includes 

Kant's deduction of the pure concepts of the understanding, wwich as we 

know was not a formal logical deduction, but merely a..justification of 

their use on the grounds that they were necessary conditions of experi­

ence. At least half of Hegel's logic, nis Objective Logic, corresponds to 

or is based on this Transcendental Logic, and when uegel speaks of logic 

prior to his, it is usually this that he has in mind, though it must be 

admitted that he often runs the two together. It is certainly 'i'rahscend-

ental Logic he has in mind, however, when he calls his work a 'rearrange-
$

ment' (Umbildung) of logic. The Science of Logic is far more than a 're­

arrangement' of the logic of the Schools.

negel's quarrel witn Aant over the nature of logic was that 

while Kant insisted correctly that logic treated of the concepts wnich 

refer a priori to objects, he went on to say that these concepts could

only be known to refer to objects of experience, and not to objects in
6

themselves. This meant effectively that tnere was a spnere of thought, 

and a sphere of things, and no way of getting from one spnere to the 

other. The mind was encaged in a prison of its own making. This sort of 

view was not psw. or peculiar to Kant, but rather an inheritance from 

Kant’s immediate predecessors which he was unable to get rid of. It is
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regarded by negel as the more concrete expression of the general assump­

tion of the separation of the form and content of cognition. It is true

that Kant thought,that Transcendental Logic did not abstract from all the
7content of cognition, but hegel would say that the thesis that we cannot 

know things in themselves contradicts that The separation of form

and content also occurs within common logic, moreover, since this even 

abstracts from the pure concepts. The belief that all we can know are the 

trivial truths of formal logic and the material of experience is therefore 

the extreme point of this separation.

The pre-nantian metaphysicians did not separate the form and 

content of cognition. They believed that the ordinary forms of thought used 

in everyday life wsge quits adequate for all objects, and that the only 

question was whether such and such a concept belonged to such and such an 

object in fact. Thus, for example, it was astced wnether the world was 

finite or infinite in extension, but not whether tfce concepts of infinity 

or finitude, taken as fixed and separate notions, were adequate predicates 

for the world, or whether the two notions were in fact separable in this 

way. When predicated* relatively of objects of experience, they were clear­

ly separable, but when attacned to metaphysical objects such as God or the 

Soul or the world, it was not so oo'gious. The pre-Kantians thought they 

had to choose one predicate or the other, nowever, and since their choice 

could not be verified empirically, but ratner depended on the idea of the 

object they had already formed, metapnysics abounded with disputes which 

were in principle unable to be settled.

The response of the British linpiricists to this sort of philo­

sophising was the refusal to acknowledge as knowable any proposition that 

contained terms not annexed to distinct ideas derived from simple impress­

ions of sense; that is, it was declared a priori of all such propositions
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that it was in principle unacle to be decided whether they were true or 

false. This principle appeared to be quite destructive of both school meta­

physics and theology, as indeed it was meant to be; but if it destroyed 

that, it also destroyed the claims of science to deliver up anything more 

than probable truths, since the categories it employed, such as cause and 

force, Had then to be analysed in terms of sense-impressions, a procedure 

which robbed them of any objective necessity they might have possessed. In 

fact, however, it was in no position to destroy either metaphysics or sci­

ence, lor this principle first of all destroyed itself, it was not, after 

all, able to be expressed in terms of a proposition containing terms that 

were all able to be annexed to ideas derived from sense-impressions. We 

cannot learn from experience tnat we cannot know anything beyond exper­

ience.

Kant, who evidently did not see the self-contradictory nature 

of the first principle of empiricism, sought to justify his continued 

laith in the distinction of scientifically valid statements and merely 

subjectively valid statements by showing that the categories had object­

ivity in the sense of being universal and necessary forms of thought.

Kant's argument amounted to a great reversal of previous thinking, since 

previously philosophers had begun with the assumption that our thought 

must conform to the object, and gone on to ask now we could know whether 

it did or not it did, when all we ever seemed to be acquainted with 

our own thoughts or perceptions, while Kant began with the assumption 

that the object had to conform to thought, in order to be our object. 

Inasmuch, however, as Kant continued to believe that the object was not 

merely our object, but also had a side wnich we could not know, this 

radical change of procedure leit him with exactly the same problem that 

he started out with, namely, that our knowledge is limited to knowledge
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of phenomena, »¡fetich is the same as saying that we have no knowledge at all, 

but only (at best) true belief.

It was left to Hegel to carry Kant's Copernican revolution 

through to its logical consequences. He saw that. Kant had shrunk from 

attributing real objectivity to the categories, and left them ultimately 

as subjective forms to be contrasted with a content wnicn, since we only 

come across it in those subjective forms, remains unknowable in itself. 

Hegel promptly made the reversal Kant shrank from making. He assumed

that the given material of experience was the truly subjective element in
■JBcognition, and the forms we give to that material, the objective element. 

Thus the categories were no longer conceived of as empty forms wnich have 

to be given content from outside, but objects worthy of consideration in 

themselves, not just forms of truth, but its content. It was the partic­

ular material of experience that was insignificant, at least, from the 

point of view of the pursuit of truth. It had to be transcended if we were 

to get at the trutn, tnat is, at the nature of the fundamental universals. 

Science, then, was as Plato tnougnt, essentially concerned with universals, 

concepts in and for themselves.

This made philosophy into a wnole new ball game. In efiect, it 

did away with both pre-Kantian metaphysics and positivism. Hegel did not 

ask, as did the metaphysicians of the past, if the soul was simple or com­

posite, or if the world had a beginning in space and time, and give reasons 

in support of one thesis or the other (this is the procedure he called 'ex­

ternal reflection'); instead, ne concentrated on the concepts of simplicity 

and complexity, finitude and infinity etc., and asked if they could really 

be separated, '■‘■his amounted to a revolution in philosophy, though hegel, 

who as we Know from the preface to the Phenomenology. did not like to
9appear to be doing anything revolutionary, regarded it as rather the com­
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pletion oi' the Kaxitian revolution in philosophyl°iie credits Kant with
11

having ’turned metaphysics into logic’, but really 1 think this is an 

achievement wnicn we should credit to hegel nimself, as his main contri­

bution to philosophy. For it was ne that first broke completely with the 

model of cognition which rigidly separated the form and content of know­

ledge (or: subject and object, tnought and being, reason and reality;, 

by declaring that the content of true cognition is its form.

This must not be ¡misunderstood-;. Hegel did not believe that . 

the form and content of the empirical sciences-were..identica}., or tn&t 

the empirical self and the external object were identical, or that ideas 

and things were the same. The Knowledge of the empirical sciences was 

finite knowledge, or belief, precisely because its form and content were 

separated; the empirical subject was a finite subject, because it was op*» 

posed to an object; and mere ideas were simply subjective, because they 

were opposed to tnings. Philosophical knowledge, on the other hand, was 

true cognition because its content was its own form; the pure subject 

was the true subject, because it had itself for its object; and the pure 

concepts are truly objective, because they are universal and necessary 

and have a being which is neither mental or physical. The carrying-over 

of the separation of form and content, subject and object into philosophy

is an error, says Hegel, and I&gophy is the refutation of that error
12

"throughout every part of the spiritual and natural universe", i«e. in

all its various forms, whether it appears as the opposition between, for

example, finite and infinite or space and time. Indeed,, the abandonment
13of this assumption is a pre-condition of true philosophising.

This fundamental point of Hegel1s separates him from most of 

the pnilosopheps ..who preceded him (with the possible exceptions of Plato 

and Aristotle), and all tnose who succeeded him, including, remarkably,
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the so-called British Hegelians, all of them misunderstood and rejected 

Hegel's identification of metapnysics with logic, and once again separated 

the two, thus effectively reinstating pre-^antian metapnysics. Ueberweg 

explicitly rejects the Hegelian view in his System of Hpgic. arguing in­

stead for the view of Herbart and Schleiermacher, Hegel's opponents, which 

is the same as the assumption of the pre-Kantian metaphysicians, i.e. that 

the ordinary forms of thought correspond to, but are not identical with, 

the forms of things. M h e  Cerman logicians and philosophers who so influ­

enced the british Hegelians, and most of the latter themselves, were in 

fact part of the conservative reaction against Kantianism, with its stress 

on epistemology. Lotze, a surgeon as well as a philosopher, protested 

against "tine constant whetting of the Knife" In his metaphysics.' ¿.nd the 

British Hegelians, produced some very traditional metaphysics, for example, 

Bradley's Appearance and Heality and HeTaggart's The nature of Existence.

It was this sort of metaphysics.that Bussell was exposed to 

while he was at Cambridge, and which he identified with negeixanism. Con­

sequently, whenever he describes Hegel's philosophy, he always presents 

him as a metaphysician of the old school, to be compared with the likes 

of Leibniz and bpinoza, one wno tries to prove, "by a priori metaphysical 

reasoning, such things as the fundamental dogmas of religion, the essen­

tial rationality of the universe, the illusoriness of matter, the unreality
16

of all evil, and so on". The following passage is pretty typical:

...his main tnesis is that everything snort of the Whole is 
obviously fragmentary, and oDviously incapable of existing without the 
complement supplied by the rest of the world...This essential incomplete­
ness appears... equally in the world oi thought and in the world of things. 
In the world oi thought, if we take any idea which is abstract or incom­
plete, we find, on examination, that if we forget its incompleteness, we 
become involved in contradictions; tnese contradictions turn the idea into 
its opposite, or antithesis; and in order to escape, we have to find a 
new, less incomplete idea, wnich is the synthesis of our original idea 
and its antithesis. This new idea, though less" incomplete than the idea 
we started with, will be found, nevertheless, to be not wholly complete,
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but to pass over into its antithesis, with wnich it must be combined in a 
new synthesis. In this way, Hegel advances until he reaches the ’Absolute 
idea', wnich, according to him, has no incompleteness, no opposite, and no 
need of further development. The Absolute idea, tnerefore, is adequate to 
describe Absolute Reality; but all lower ideas only describe reality as it 
appears to a partial view, not as it is to one who simultaneously surveys 
the Whole.Thus Hegel reaches the conclusion that Absolute Reality forms 
one single harmonious system, not in space or time, not in any degree evil, 
wnolly rational, and wholly spiritual. Any appearance to the contrary, in 
the world we Know, aan be proved logically - so he believes = to be entire­
ly due to our fragmentary piecemeal view o£ the universe... '

L would draw the reader's attention especially to that part of the above 

where Russell says that the Absolute Idea is 'adequate to describe Absolute 

Reality'; for wnatever the Absolute Idea is, it is certainly not an idea 

(Vorstellung) of reality. Russell presupposes that Hegel retains the trad­

itional metaphysical dualism of thought and things without going beyond it, 

and in so doing he reveals that he is ignorant of or misunderstands the 

most fundamental point of the Science of Logic.

In his I9I4 essay, %sticism and Logic. Russell went on to

describe Hegel's philosophy as mysticisnu^Row there is something in this,

because Hegel himself identified his philosophy with what had hitherto
19been called 'mysticism' in his lectures on logic; however, the two men 

attacn different meanings to the terra. The main feature of mysticism for 

Hegel appears to be the admission of propositions such as 'Tne way up and 

the way down are the same', and 'We step and do not step into the same 

rivers'. Russell mentions this sort of proposition, but lists as the main 

tenets of mysticism, (a) the belief in insight as opposed to discursive 

and analytic knowledge, b̂) the belief in u&ity and the denial of opposi­

tion and division, (c) the denial of the reality of time, and (d) the be-
2j0

lief that evil is just appearance. These beliefs do not characterise He­

gel's philosophy, however, but rather the conventional metaphysics of 

WcTaggart, as set forward in nis 1909 essay on mysticism and his main ori­

ginal philosophical worK, The nature of Existence.
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Russell reacted against the metaphysical mysticism of McTaggart

and the other so-called British Hegelians in much the same way as Hume

reacted against the metaphysical mysticism of his time, and indeed, the

philosophy of logical atomism with which he replaced it, which had its

perfect expression in Wittgenstein's Tractatus Logico-Philosophlcus. was

very much a mckdern version of Humeanism. this means that the more recent

tendency in the study of Hegel to stress trie resemblances between what

negel says, and what Bussell says, has a very limited usefulness. There

are partial echoes of Hegel in Bussell's philosopny, but Hegel always goes

just a little further tnan Bussell. 1 will demonstrate this through various

examples in the main body of my thesis, but first 1 want to indicate some

of the more general ways in which the two are surprisingly close to one

another, and yet ultimately do not agree, Float of the views attributed to

lusbell below belong, perhaps significantly, to his early career, and are

to be found in his Problems of Philosopny.

Firstly, Hegel's view of the nature of universals is echoed

by Russell to some extent. Russell also thinks that universals have a being
21which is neither mental nor physical. '-¡-hey cannot be said to exist, he

says, because this would imply that they are in space and time; but they

can be said to have being, insofar as 'being' is opposed to 'existence* as
22something timeless. Russell even goes so far as to say that "The world of

25universals, therefore, may also be described as the world of being", a

statement which recalls Hegel's notorious dictum that what is rational is
24real. Russell continues to oppose universals to particulars, however, and 

to regard the former as mere abstractions and the latter as independent 

concrete existences, acquaintance with which is the closest thing to 

certain knowledge that we have. Hegel, on the other hand, argues that if 

we oppose universals to particulars, then we put both on the same
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level, as independent existences, and that in fact, if we put a universal 

alongside a particular, we consider it as another particular, and not as 

a universal; in order to consider it as a universal, we would have to re­

gard it as transcending the particulars, while at the same time permea-
25ting them and acting as the the universal ground of their existence.

This is similar to an argument used by Plato to refute what 

most scholars believe to be one of his own assumptions about the theory of 

Ideas, namely, that the Ideas exist in separation from sensory particulars. 

Plato says that if they are separate, then,they Mist have something in com­

mon in virtue of which they .are related;, but. this common'property must-. ' 

be a universal, so that the .question,arises once more, how the universal 

is related to the particular. Tnis is expressed in Plato’s dialogues as an 

infinite regress, but it is essentially a paradox generated by the fact 

that both particular and universal are treated nere as particulars. Plato 

goes on to say that if the. Separation assumption is correct, then there

is a world of Ideas and a world of sense and there can be no relation
'27between the two of them. If our world is taken to be the world of sense, 

then the world of universals is unknowable. lor degel, this separation of 

universals and particulars is merely the subject-object/form-content dicho­

tomy in another of its many forms.

The world of universals is.for Hegel, -far from being unknown 

able. The forms of thought are in fact what is most familiar, and are 

'displayed and stored' (herausgesetzt und niedergelegt) initially in 

language .Everything capable of being thought can be expressed in language, 

and everything expressed in. language contains a category or thought. Phis 

does not mean, however, tnat the pure concepts are Known, that is, that 

everyone is acle to articulate their true nature, and it certainly does 

not mean that tneir true nature is revealed in the mere common usage of
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words, at least not obviously. The common forms of thought expressed in 

language are only a 'fine thread' or 'the lifeless bones of a skeleton

lying in disorder', and the philosopher has to pick up that fine thread
30

or put tne bones into some order, tie has to discover some sort of ration­

al structure in them, and this can involve doing away with certain ideas 

which prove to be subjective additions to the necessary structure of 

thought, as well as revitalising others which have fallen into disrepute.

xhe fact that a concept is necessary, it must be noticed, 

does not mean that everybody must employ it, or ®T©n that a whole society 

cannot lack it. Hegel often speaks of this or that philosopher, or this 

or that society, lacking one oi the fundamental concepts of the logic;

he says that Spinoza, for example, attains to the concept of an absolute
31substance, but not an absolute subject, and insists that the true concept-

32
ion of freedom belongs only to the bnristian world. The point is that for 

him the necessity of a concept is the fact that it has a place in the 

process of the development of thought as such, a development which takes 

place in time, ¿Sid is consequently subject to contingency, so that it is 

not equally rapid everywhere, and mapy interruptions *and dislocations may 

occur. The development may even be arrested entirely, so that a person or 

society cannot get beyond,:say, the mechanistic viewpoint. The process of 

development cannot be open-ended, however, but must have some end, and 

this, for Hegel, is the thought of the Absolute Idea.

The view that everything- in language expresses a thought, i.e. 

a universal, is another view that Hussell approaches but ultimately 

shrinks from. Hussell was aware that terms standing for universals had a 

very important part to play in language, but he still entertained the idea 

tnat there existed absolute simples in the form of sensory particulars 

wnich language had to refer to in order to get a grip on the world, and
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therefore that there had to be some logically proper names, e.g. 'this'
33

and 'that'. He also ranged 'IS among such 'ambiguous* proper names at one

time, and tnerefore commited himself to a vuin, iiumean-style search for
-34

the particular it supposedly denoted. Hegel, on the-other'hand, thought 

that there, were no suoh‘proper'names and that truly unique particulars 

were'beyond the reach of language. The terms "tnis", "here”, and "now” are

all universals to him, since anything can be a "this”, and "here" and "now"
35

can mean any place or any moment. It is only the description of the thing, 

i.e. something universal, whicn enables us to determine the individual tnat 

is intended.

Hussell seems to have counted Hegel -&raong -these* philosophers 

who he accuses of recognising only those universals named by adjectives
36

and substantives to the neglect of those named by verbs and prepositions,

^his is not entirely unfair; mbst of' the, ¿univer sals consideredndn the nv 

Science oiy. Logic war fe¿generally named by adjectives and substantives. How­

ever, it is not th§. case, .as., Bussell-suggests, that it is only thosa.unitry
3,7

versals.., designated by:;verbs, and prepositions that are relation-concepts, 

toi it jioes not follow, therefore, that anyone wno neglects these must
-38

fall into eitner monism or monadism. Bussell forgets, wnere Siegel does not, 

that a language can develop, and that part of tnis development is the crea­

tion of substantive terms for tne designation of relation-concepts pre­

viously designated by verbs, prepositions, or, in very primitive languages, 

even prefixes, suffixes, and inflexions. The creation of such substantive 

terms for these concepts reflects the raising of the human consciousness
39

to the consideration of such concepts in their own right.

The raising of the-human consciousness;.to this level is a 

long process, says Hegel, and it is not achieved until tnis consciousness, 

whether it be the consciousness of an individual, a social class or society 

has obtained the certainty of the satisfaction of its material needs, and
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has obtained the certainty of the satisfaction of its material needs, and

begins to seeK liberation from the bondage of self-seeKing desire and the40
practical life. -Ln this practical life, the categories are not considered

in their own right, but merely used; they serve for the c«*iasunication of 41
ideas, 'fhey are our tools (.c.i. Wittgenstein and the notion of language 

as a tool). In pnilosopny, however, this relation is reversed; instead of 

the categories serving as means for us they ae® ends, they dominate ©ur

subjective thought. 1'ney do this anyway in practical life, but unconscious-42
ly. Philosophy makes us conscious of the way the categories dominate our 

thought and helps to clarify them so that we can think more clearly. In 

attaining to tnis consciousness we liberate ourselves from the prevailing

45prejudices of the- day.
I'ne characteristic mhjcn distinguishes philosophy from science

is therefore, for"1 hegel'and.for^husseil, criticism. Philosophy is the
44

criticism Knowledge, says hussell, meaning by that the criticism of the 

so-called body of Knowledge, i.e. the corpus of opinion. nUssell would say 

here however, that it is a criticism ol the principles of science and daily 

life¡directly, and that it cannot itself constitute a body of knowledge, 

because when it becomes possible for there to be definite knowledge about
45

a subject, it ceases to be philosophy and becomes a separate science, de­

gel, on the other hand, would say that it is a critique of thought first 

p,nd .foremost, and only indirectly a criticism of principles, and that it 

certainly does constitute a science or systematised body of knowledge. If 

It did not, -it would be a;purely,formal and negative exercise; it would t 

lack the speculative element smich is the truly positive element in philo- 

sopny. ihe systematisation of the new philosophy was seen by hegel as one
46of his most pressing tasks.

the critical element of philosophy is not therefore brought
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to beax on the material from outside, but actually internal to the develop-
47

ment of the system, -thilosophy was tnerefore very difi erent from mathe-
4.8

matics, where systems are constructed purely formally and criticism is 

merely the external activity of other mathematicians, which consists more­

over in indicating formal contradictions within the work, or suggesting 

ways of simplifying it, etc. This mathematical method is antipathetic to 

philosophic reasoning, and its application to philosophy by the philoso- 

pners of the Enlightenment such as ^escartes, Spinoza and Leibniz had 

done more harm than good. ILussell would agree with this too, though he 

would carp at negel's suggestion tnat mathematics is a subordinate science 

to philosophy, and that the fundamental concepts of mathematics have to 

be justified philosophically. Russell continued to see matnematical form­

alism as the epitome of rigour in reasoning, tnougn i:tegel would say with­

out philosophy, mathematics can degenerate into the construction of struc­

tures of air.

This critical element of philosophy is wnat hegel understands 

by the term ’dialectic'. Dialectic had been considered in ancient times 

as art of destroying finite or limited assumptions, and thus as a

purely negative activity, what Rant later called a 'sophistical art' and
49,a 'logic of illusion'. Kant niinself had reinstated toe term to describe 

wnat he thought was a necessary feature of reason, i.e. its propensity to

fall into contradictions, or generate conflicts, when it applied its
50

categories to tnings-in-themselves. xhe important point here, for negel, 

is to uphold the necessity and objectivity of these contradictions or
-5-1conflicts, and not to put them down to mere trickery; and the next step 

beyond that isb to resolve them by recognising that the conflicting cate­

gories were in fact only moments of a higher concept, in this way, dia­

lectic ceases to be a reduction to nothing, and becomes the form ofi pro­
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gress; by negating what is limited or finite, thought progresses on its 

way toward wnat is unlimited.

Bussell does not seem to have grasped the objectivity of con­

tradictions or conflicts of reason. His own famous contradictions, which 

are no more meant to be formal contradictions than Hegel's (see chapter 

four,) are not really resolved, as he says tney snould be, but rather 

shown to be the result of tricicery ^or at least erroneous presuppositions^ 

or 'solved' simply by neglecting one side of the problem, lor example, as 

will be seen later in greater detail, he 'solves the paradox ©f motion 

by arguing that motion- is a series of rests, wnich is effectively the same 

as saying that there is no motion. Russell, moreover, like iVant, does not 

attack the contradictions of reason systematically, but only in a piece­

meal fashion. He notes several paradoxes, but does not seem to realise 

that tnere is a paradox for all of the fundamental concepts in the logic, 

at least, according to Hegel. negel's attack is systematic, at least in 

the sense it generates its paradoxes out of the successive concepts of 

the logic.

The Science of Logic can still appear very dry and barren, 

but really this is partly the fault of the reader wno does not recognise 

in it negei's attack on the roots of a wnole host of tneeretical problems. 

The range of the logic is universal, and this means that it strikes at the 

heart of intellectual conflicts and dichotomies tnroughout the whole range 

of knowledge. This is why Hegel says that the logic is one thing for the 

person who comes to it and the sciences for the first time, and another 

for fcJa® person that returns to it from the sciences, and that therefore 

the value of logic is only appreciated when it is preceded by the experi­

ence of the sciences, whereafter it then reveals itself not as a partic-
52

ular sort of science alongside the others, but as their universal essence.
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riegel tries to encourage the reader to apply the insights of the logic by 

including in the text some lengthy remarks relating them to scientific, 

philosophical and general cultural issues, but these are insufficient, 

and a proper c®am«ntary on the Science of Logic would have to relate even 

more.of it to .¡.ore concrete issues. This is one reason why McTaggart's 

commentary is such a failure, blearly having no interest in mathematics 

or natural science, he thoroughly purges it of any reference to substan­

tive or empirical issues, and makes it appear to be a mere scnolastic 

exercise, fnis is contrary to its spirit, and 1 hope in this thesis to 

redress the balance somewhat.

1 would not want to deny, however, that the Science of Logic 

itself, without application to substantive issues, is veyy abstract. In 

this respect it resembles matnematics, which although it is abstract, or 

rather because it is abstract, is a great source of practical power. xle- 

gel calls ihm system of logic "the realm of shadows, the world of simple
53

essentialities freed from all sensuous concreteness", Its abstract nature 

is the reason for its great range, however, the fact that in studying it 

we raise our minds above sensuous things and selfisn desires, as well as 

above the common predjudices of the day is even .more important, and cbn-■ 

Stitutes the value of logic, -tor this does not lie in its utility for any 

external end, altnougn it is useful, but in the intellectual freedom it
54brings from the life of the instinctive man. hussell saw this too, in 

his early years. The chief value of philosophy, he writes, lies in "the 

greatness of the objects wnich it contemplates, and the freedom from the
55

narrow and personal aims resulting from this contemplation".

The material needs of man and his physical freedom, however, 

are also pressing concerns for nim, much more so perhaps than the moral 

and intellectual freedom philosophy can provide, ’-‘-he hungry man or the



17

man under the yozce of oppression does not want to be botnered with the

analysis of the concept of quantity. Consequently, the preoccupation with

purely theoretical matters soon became an unpopular pursuit in the face of

renewed social unrest, bven Hegel could not remain unaffected by “the dis-
56

tractions caused by the magnitude of contemporary affairs", though he

never underwent the same sort of change of attitude as hussell describes
57in his Autobiography. Nevertheless, Hegel, wno in ftfe® inaugural address 

to his lectures on the history of philosophy in 1816, had hoped tnat, the

nationhood of Germany being secured, it was now possible to re-direct our
58

attention to "the kingdom of <~>od", i.e. the realm of knowlddge, was left

wondering in 1651, shortly before his very prosaic death from cholera:

...whether the noisy clamour of the day, and the stupefying 
chatter of the imagination which is proud to confine itself to the same, 
still leave room for participation in the passionless calm of a know­
ledge wnlcn is in the realm of pure thought alone. 59

They were not to do so.
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Chapter One; Quality

The question, 'Why does Hegel begin with being?', or, as it 

might be put, 'What is so special aoout being?', has the appearance of a 

dreary, scholastic question wnich, if posed at the beginning of a course 

of study on Hegel's logic, acts as a fence at wnich all students invaria­

bly fall. Hegel himself warned against becoming preoccupied with this 

question and consequently neglecting the rest of the Logic;

Thoroughness seems to require that the beginning, as the 
foundation on which everytning else is built, should be examined before 
everything else, indeed, that we should go no further, until it has been 
firmly established, and if, on the contrary, this is not the case, we 
should reject all that follows. This thoroughness has at the same time 
the advantage of guaranteeing tnat the business of tnought is made much 
easier; it has its entire development before it, enclosed within this seed, 
and thimcs that it has done with everything, when it has settled this 
question, wnich is the easiest part of the woik, because it is the 
simplest, the simple itself; it is the slight amount of work required by  ̂
this method that really recommends it to this self-satisfied thoroughness.

Hegel even goes so far as to suggest that there is, in a sense, nothing 

special about being:

But in addition to this, the determination of being, hitherto 
taken as the beginning, can be put aside, so tnat it is only demanded that 
a pure beginning be made. Then we have notning before us but the beginning 
itself, and it remains to be seen, wnat tnat is.

I do not think, however, that therefore we should assume that Hegel's be­

ginning is entirely arbitrary and unimportant, that he thought he could, 

if he had wished, have started with some other concept. The pure beginning 

turns out to be Hegel's determination of being under another name. It is 

true that tnere is nothing special about it, in the sense that it is a 

very abstract and empty concept, but then, for Hegel, this is precisely 

what makes it the right concept to begin witn. This is itself an interest­

ing point, and it becomes easy to see why if it is placed in its proper

historical context
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The question of what ought to form the starting-point of philo­

sophy is one which, as Hegel notes, has only been raised "in modern 

times", that is, for our purposes,and his, since Descartes'. The ancients 

had attached no special significance to beginnings; Aristotle had merely 

said that we ought to begin in the way most suited to the ease of learning. 

Descartes, on the other hand, introduced the idea that the starting-point 

of philosophy ought also to be the foundation on which what follows rests. 

This starting-point was conceived as a proposition, the truth of which 

could not be doubted. Descartes believed that he had found such a proposi­

tion in his Cogito. and Leibniz agreed, pointing out, however, that the 

Cogito was not the only proposition of its kind, but only one of many

possible propositions expressing immediate experiences, all of which were
4indubitable. The British Snpiricists would have wanted to say the same 

thing. Kant, typically, was more ambiguous, insisting, on the one hand, 

on the certainty of immediate experience, and on the other, of its need to 

submit to the categories of tne transcendental self.

Tne later German Idealists, f’ichte and Schelling, cnose to 

stress the latter side of Kant's views, and took it to its logical conse­

quences by taking the proposition 'I am' as the fundamental principle of 

philosophy. Descartes' 'I think' was considered to be superfluous, since 

the Cogdito was not really an inference, but an immediate datum of cone 

sciousness. This principle, known as the principle of intellectual intuit­

ion, and sometimes written '1=1', was not, it snould be borne in mind, 

considered to be an objective truth known absolutely, but rather an abr- 

solute postulate, rather like the point or line in geometry, which does 

not correspond to anything in sense-experience, and is an undefined (or 

even indefinable) term.^It is also important to notice that the 'I' which 

is in question here is no longer tne empirical, but rather the transcend-
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al self. It is especially important to notice tnis, because it was this . 

point that Hegel seized on, arguing tnat since such a self was not an imm­

ediate given, or object of acquaintance, its existence could not be taken 

as the starting-point of philosophy.

It was in the nature of a beginning, Hegel argued, to be some­

thing which we are immediately acquainted with. This view as such is not 

peculiar to Hegel, nowever, but the assumption, conscious or otherwise,

of philosophers everywhere and at all times. But Hegel added to it the
7point that sucn immediate acquaintance was not knowledge, or did not give 

absolute certainty. Mor were there any absolute postulates or presupposi­

tions; everything naa to be proved. Tnis appears to involve Hegel in the 

postulation of an infinite regression ol proofs, but it does not, since 

this would only be the case if he considered philosophy to consist in a 

system of propositions, end. he does not; he thinks it consists in a system 

of universals. The difference is that the proof of a'proposition involves 

demonstrating that it is true of reality, which simply cannot be done a- 

priori. The proof of a concept, however, is merely its derivation from 

the unity of self-consciousness, which reveals its universality and necess­

ity; and this derivation in fact has more the character, in Hegel's logic, 

of an ascent to the highest universal tiirough the transcendence of lesser 

universals.

How the universal with which the system of logic begins must 

also be the one which is most abstract and simple, because otherwise the 

progress of the logic will not be a genuine one. True progress begins with 

something which is deiicient in some way, and goes on to something more 

adequate. If this principle is applied to the system of logic, it takes 

the form of the stipulation that this must develop from a very abstract 

and simple determination, through progressively more concrete ana complex
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concepts and determinations to some final concept which is the goal of the 

entire process. This completely adequate concept cannot be taken as the 

beginning, for then tnere would be no need to advance any further than

that beginning, and the beginning of logic would also be the end. Or, the 

advance would merely be a formally deductive one, in which the consequences 

of our presuppositions are worked out, but no new knowledge is produced. 

Hegel sometimes speaks as though the beginning of the logic really does 

contain all the following determinations within; itself, but what he means 

is that it is capable of developing into a system of concepts, not that 

everything follows necessarily from the beginning.

The universal with which we began must therefore be that which 

is most abstract and simple, and this thoroughly abstract and simple con­

ception is being. This latter point is not really controversial. Locke 

regards the terms 'being' and 'thing' as two of the most universal terms 

ini language in his discussion of general terms in the Issay on Human Un-
g

derstanding, and Leibniz regarded being as a primary and distinct concept,

i.e. one of those simple ideas wnicn are not obtained through sense. This 

does not give the concept si unique status, but Hegel does not need it to. 

The thought that he is talking about, whose only characteristics are sim­

plicity and universality, is unique; he merely wants a name for it that 

refers to something very similar to that concept. 'Being' seems to fit the 

bill better than, say, 'thing', since the latter connotes a particular 

being with distinct properties, or even a material object; there are 

similar problems with 'object', and even 'reality' is not quite vague 

enough.

There is really no problem with the choice of being as the 

first concept or determination in the system of logic, therefore; but is 

Hegel right to assume that' tiiere must be some one concept with which logic
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begins at all, and is he right to look at logic as a system or hierarchy 

of concepts, or even the activity of ascending through the stages of that 

hierarchy? It may be that logic has no beginning and no end, like a circle 

has no beginning and no end, and that we can begin wherever we like, that 

it is only a piecemeal and selective activity, and that although concepts 

are interconnected, so that our view of one (e.g. cause) affects our view 

of others (e.g. action, intention), they do not present themselves in 

succession, and they do not form a strict logical hierarchy. Perhaps none 

of these tnings are the case, but Hegel gives no good reason for ruling 

out these possibilities. He is correct to criticise Descartes for confusing 

beginnings with foundations, and for beginning with a proposition rather 

than a concept, but insofar as he still retains the presupposition that 

there must be some one point at which (.pure) philosophy begins, then he 

remains sunken in Cartesianism.

Let us assume for tne moment, nowever, that Hegel is correct 

in saying that logic must began with the determination of being, and go on 

to consider nis next move. Hegel goes on to say that the determination of 

being, as a complete abstraction from everything determinate, is identical 

with the determination of nothing. This view nas been found scandalous at 

various times. If we Iook at wnat Hegel felt obliged to say in its defence, 

we see that it was often taken to imply that, for example, it ought to be 

all the same to Kant whether his famous hundred thalers existed or not, or 

even if he existed or not. Hegel's remark that this does not follow from 

the identity of being and nothing, since tnis is only an identity of being 

in general and nothing in general, rather than the existence or non-exist­

ence of particular things, seems to me to be quite correct. Popper's re­

mark tnat Hegel's argument for the identity of being and nothing "might 

be used for proving all kinds of pretty identities, sucn as that
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pure wealth and pure poverty, pure mastership and pure servitude, pure 

Aryanism and pure Judaism",^is a silly attempt to make Hegel's logic seem 

sinister. Pure wealth, if this is an abstraction from any determinate 

amount of riches, is as good as pure poverty, but this does not mean that 

poverty is as good as tne possession of a determinate amount of riches.

The statement that being and nothing are identical is in any 

case not a statement of identity in the conventional sense; that is, Hegel 

is not saying that 'being' and 'nothing' are simply two names for the same 

thing, as wnen we assert that, for example, Ali: =:Clay, or-Hesperus = 

Phospherous. This is what Hegel would call a statement of abstract iden­

tity. The statement of the identity of being and nothing is, by contrast, 

a statement of the speculative identity, or the inseparability. of the 

two determinations. What Hegel is saying, then, is that the determination; 

of being cannot be separated from the determination of nothing, it is im­

possible to have the one without the otner. being is nothing, in the sense 

that it is not a determinate thing, but also, and more importantly, Nothing 

is being, in the sense that it is an abstract universal. The immediate 

philosophical significance of tnis is that it contradicts the Parmenidean 

doctrine that there is only being, and that nothing is not. This doctrine, 

for Hegel and most modern scholars, is a denial of the reality of genera­

tion and corruption. This separation of being and nothing makes it im­

possible to understand change. Hegel's answer to it is similar to that of 

Heraclitus, i.e. that being as little is, as nothing is, or that reality 

is in a constant state of becoming. Or, as Hegel himself would put it, 

being and nothing are only abstract moments of the more fundamental con­

cept of becoming: "Wherever and in whatever form being and nothing are 

spoken of, this third must be present; for neitner subsists in its own 

right, but rather only is in becoming, in this third «tèrra)".11
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Hegel also equates this Parmenidean doctrine with the doctrine

'Ex nihilo, nihil fit'. What he says is liable to be misunderstood, so it

is worth mentioning it briefly to clear up any confusion. This doctrine is

usually paraphrased as 'nothing comes from nothing, and something only from

something', so that it would seem that Hegel is arguing that things can

simply materialise out of thin air. He is not, however. We ought really to

substitute the term 'being' for the term 'something' here, since the latter

suggests a particular tning, and the doctrine as Hegel understood it was

not so much concerned witn denying the creation of particular things ex

nihilo. as the creation of the world ex nihilo. and the reality of change.

Hegel regarded such a doctx’ine as Pantheism, and equated it with tne belief

in the eternity of matter ^though in the Encyclopaedia, paragraph eighty-

seven (remarKj, he warns against equating being and matter). Pantheism,

as he called it, resulted from the logical error of rigidly separating

being and nothing, and then benaving as if one had to choose between the

two. Both were mere abstractions.

Plato expressly rejected the Parmenidean dictum that 'Nothing

is not* in nis dialogue, the Gophist. arguing that it leads to the denial

of falsehood, and therefore the obliteration of the distinction between

truth and falsity, and the adoption oi the standpoints of subjectivism and 
12relativism. The dictum itself, he suggests, results from from the sophist­

ical separation of concepts, so tnat, for example, we must not speak of 

many things as one, or one as many, or even of man as good - we must only 

say that 'Good is good' , and that 'man is man' ,^which anyway has as its 

immediate consequence the 'complete abolition of all discourse', ■̂ ind wnat

Plato thought was more serious, the disappearance of philosophy, for 'To
lbrob us of discourse would be to rob us of philosophy'. ^The separation 

itself can be put down to the assumption of self-predication, therefore,
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and the refusal to go beyond it. The separation of concepts by the under­

standing, proceeding solely in accordance with the law of identity, is, of 

course, one of Hegel's central themes.

St. Augustine also addresses the problem of the being of Noth­

ing, when, in nis dialogue he Magistro. he asks Adeodatus, who nas just 

put forward the view that words are the signs of tnings, what sort of tning 

the term 'nothing' signifies.^Adeodatus is lost for a reply, and the ques­

tion is shelved, but it remains in the background as a problem for his 

theory of language. It remains a problem for us, insofar as we still want 

to advance tnis very natural theory, and I think we still do. It is often 

thought that Wittgenstein destroyed this view of language in the philosoph­

ical Investigations, but really this is not so. What Wittgenstein destroyed 

was one version of this view, which we owe mainly to Mill, which says 

basically that worlds are names of things, where 'thing-' is opposed to 

'idea'. It is true tnat words are neither signs of things in'this sense, 

nor of ideas. But they might still be signs of universals, wnich, in Russ­

ell's terminology, have being but not existence. There would not then be 

any problem witn the significance of the term 'nothing'.

The existence of falsehood comes down to the same issue, as 

Plato said. If true propositions are taken to refer directly to reality, 

and to be meaningful in virtue of their reference to reality, then false 

propositions appear to be meaningless, since what they refer to is not the 

case. If we argue that tney signify universals, however, then there is no 

problem, because the universal is, even if the proposition is not true.

The thought 'Socrates is alive' is still aole to be thought, even though 

Socrates is dead. The so-called Hegelian Harold Joachim, whose Monistic 

theory of truth Russell criticises in his essay On the Nature of Truth, 

argued that the correspondence theory of trutn has to be wrong because
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it involves the consequence tnat error is 'thinking of nothing'. In fact, 

although it is certainly a problem for the theory to explain how this 

'thinking of nothing' is possible, it is more of a problem for Joachim to 

explain how he can omit the possibility of sucn thinking, and still retain 

the distinction between trutn and falsity.

More important than this issue of the thinking of nothing, 

however, is the thinking of becoming. Hegel explains how, by saying that 

either there is being, or there is nothing, that either things are., ò'r -■> 

are not, one does away with coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be, with,-change = 

and its related concepts. This point is to be fundamental in the Logic, and 

will be echoed tnroughout its course. It has already affected Hegel's view 

of the beginning (of philosophy,). If one presumes that one either knows, 

or does not know, the truth, tnen there can be no such thing as progress 

in philosopny. Hegel opts to reject the former assumption, and to retain 

the possibility of progress. Progress and development are essential notions 

for Hegel, for he believes that being and nothing are actually only 'van*, 

ishing, transcended moments' in the processes of generation and corruption; 

that is, at the moment something comes-to-be,-something ceases-to-be, 

and at the same time as something is ceasing-to-be, so something else is 

coming-to-be. This reversal of attitude may seem to be of only metaphysical 

importance, but in fact it has great ramifications throughout the world of 

thought. It helps to make sense of the notions of motion and change, and to 

justify the use of infinitesmals in mathematics, as we will see in the next 

cnapter.

The processes of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be presuppose 

sometning which comes-to-be and ceases-to-be, however, which is determinate 

being (Dasein). The notion of becoming turns out, then, to have been only 

a transitional concept; it is, Hegel says, 'inherently self-contradictory',
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since it involves the being of what is not, and the non-being of what is; 

and while he does not think that this is a defect in it as such (insofar as 

he thinks that contradiction is a necessary moment of truth), he neverthe­

less tninics tnat tnis contradiction ©r paradox .(see chapter four) must be 

transcended (aufgehoben). This does not mean that it must merely be put 

aside, as he explains here in a remark on his employment of the German 

term 'aufheben', but that tiae concepts which iorm the diflerent sides of 

the contradiction, tne being wnicn is not and the non-being wnich is, or 

generation and corruption, must be reduced to moments of the higher concept 

of determinate being, uegel tninks the notion of transcending something is 

one of the most important concepts in philosophy, and it is certainly vital 

to him. 1 have translated the German term 1aufheben' by the Ehglish verb 

'to transcend', because it is tne only word I know in English which poss­

esses the dual sense of retaining sometning and yet going beyond it that 

Hegel notes in the original German expression.

(b) Determinate Being

Dasein is determinate being. It has emerged from the process 

of becoming, and therefore appears as sometning immediate. It is conse­
quently the starting-point ior a new development. Tne term 'dasein' sugg­

ests being (sein) in a certain place, being- tnere (da), but Hegel is 
quick to point out that the notion of space does not belong here.^Sasein 
is immediately quality (uualitTt), which, insofar as it is taken as an 
existing determinateness, is reality, and insofar as it also contains an 
element of negation, is negation (Negation). It contains the element of 
negation, of course, because being is only determinate if it excludes 

some qualities; being as the totality of qualities is actually just an
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abstraction from particular qualities, and therefore the same, empty, in­

determinate being1 Hegel began with. Hegel applies this argument, in a re­

mark, to the notion of God as the embodiment of all realities (Per in- 

begrifi aller Healitaten). whicn he says formed tne oasis of the Ontolo­

gical Argument, if God is taken in this way, he argues, tnen he is a mere 

abstraction, and not a reality.

it is in a regard nere that we see the realist in Hegel. He

does not believe that subjective ideas and abstractions are to be regarded

as supremely valuable over against reality, as the Romantics did, and also

Kant and Fichte to some extent. It is after all Kant who Hegel is attacking

when he says that "as against so-called mere Ideas (ideen). mere concepts,
19the real alone counts as true", 'for Kant says in the Critique of Pure 

Reason that, useful as they are, we must nevertheless admit that the Trans­

cendental Ideas are still 'only ideas' .^Hegel, of course, used the term 

'Idea' to signify sometning of wnich it is impossible to say, disparaging­

ly, that it is "only an idea', for it is something in which subjectivity 

and objectivity are united. It is in fact the separation of the ideal and 

the real tnat Hegel is basically criticising here; for as much as he dis­

misses ideas which have no basis in reality, he also dismisses the reality 
wnich has not been shaped by ideas, and more precisely, the view that 

takes correspondence with reality alone as the criterion of the worth of 

an idea.

It is important to note that the negation which is contrasted 

here to reality is not the abstract nothingness we were concerned with 

previously, just as reality is not the abstract being we were concerned • 

with previously. The negation of a reality is another reality which ex­

cludes the first; to say tnat reality contains negation witnin itself is 

to say that the reality of something implies the non-being of other
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things. This point of view is very much opposed to the Kantian viewpoint; 

Kant had argued that reality is the element of sensation in an empirical 

intuition, and negation the absence of. sensation, and that there are in­
finite degrees of reality, so that the existence of an empty space or time

21cannot be proven empirically. This effectively means that it is impossible 

to witness the negation of something, and that Pantheism and the doctrine 

of the etrnity of matter cannot be empirically disproven. Hegel counters 

this view point by saying that reality is the reality of something, and 

the negation of that something is its replacement by something else.

The concepts of something and something else, or something and 

other, thus come up for consideration here. Something and other are, Hegel 

contends, both implicitly identical notions, insofar as what is regarded 

as 'other' is also a 'something', and what is regarded as 'something' is 

also an 'other', that is, it is the other of the other. This implicit 

identity is brought out in the Latin expression "aliud...aliud". Of course, 

one of the things must De taken positively, or in its own right, and the 

other merely as something difierent from the first, but this is done pure­

ly arbitrarily and does not ihvalve any consideration of the nature of the 

thing. This means, however, that these determinations or characterizations 

are partly only the result of an external reflection, that is, they are 

external to the tnings; either can be regarded as 'something' or as 'oth­

er' . There is another sort of otherness, nowever, according to Hegel, 

whereby the other is not merely something different from something else, 

but actually opposed to it. Hature, or the Hot-Self, for example, is the 

other of spirit, or the Self, in this sense. The interesting thing about 

this sort of otnermess, which for Hegel is txue otherness, is that the 

other is not merely a relative other, but an other in its own right; spirit 

is not equally to be regarded as the other of nature. This is presumably
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because Hegel thinks that nature is only negatively defined in relation to 

spirit, it is the Not-Self, or non-spiritual.

Otherness in general seem? to be taken by Hegel as a primitive 

determination through which we conceive of the nature of the phenomenal 

world. What is other, he says, must alter. This is presumably because it 

has no self-subsistence, but only exists in relation to other somethings. 

This otnerness of the something, or as Hegel goes on to call it, its 

'being-for-another', is only one aspect of it, nowever; it also contains 

the aspect of 1being-in-itself'. Now there is a temptation here to assume 

that it is what the sometning is in itself that really matters, and tnat 

this alone constitutes its "inner, trjie wortn". Hegel argues, however, that 

what something is in itself it must also be for another, and vice-versa, 

and that the being-in-itself whicn is separated from being-for-another is 

mere abstraction. The Kantian 'thing-in-itself! is, for Hegel, just such an 

abstraction from all being-for-other. This is why it is unknowable, why we 

cannot say what it is; for in order to do this, we would have to assign 

some predicates to it, but since it is precisely the thought of something 

in abstraction from all its predicates, this is impossible.

If the being-in-itself of the sometning is expressed in a uni­

versal predicate which implies or is the principle of ail the other essen­

tial predicates of the sometning, 'then this predicate represents the deter­

mination Qf that something, according to Hegel, if 1 understand him 

correctly; the determination of man, for example, is 'thinking reason', 

since tnis is that part of his existence that corresponds with his essence, 

which distinguishes him from the other animals, and explains all his sub­

ordinate spiritual predicates. The determination of something is to be dis­

tinguished from its constitution, which is merely its external existence;

the constitution of man, for example, is his physical constitution, his
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not its determination, because it is only this that, as an external exist­

ence, is open to external influences, and even here, the determination of 

the constitution of the tning from outside is conditioned by the determin­

ation of the thing; a rational being reacts in different ways to outside 

influences tnan a non-rational one.

The thought of the determination of something, as the thought 

of its distinction from other things, presupposes the idea of the limit.

Now this i£3 a very important concept which Hegel has some very interesting 

things to say about. Firstly, that the limit is the non-being of the other, 

not the something, so that something limits its other, rather than vice- 

versa; and secondly, that therefore, something is what it is through its 

limit. It is usually thought that the limit of a thing limits it. but in 

fact, Hegel argues, it is a limitation or barrier only for the other which 

is thereby excluded from being; it makes the thing what it is, and there­

fore cannot be a barrier for ¿t. The limit is not the final term before 

the thing ceases to be, moreover, but that with which the thing ceases to 

be; consequently, we must say that, in its limit, the thing both is_, and 

is not. That is, in its limit, which makes it what it is, the thing at 

once passes away, and becomes something else. The fact that that which 

constitutes the being of the thing also presupposes its non-being means 

that the thing must be called finite.

I'initude, for Hegel, therefore means not only that a thing is 

limited, but that its being is just as much non-being, that is, it is, 

but equally, it is destined to pass out of existence. Tnis passing-away 

is not merely a possibility; finite things are, only insofar as they will 

one day cease to be, and they begin to pass away at the same time as they 

come into being, iinitude is "the most stubborn category of the understand­
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ing", says Hegel, insofar as the latter takes it as absolute and refuses 

to go oeyond it, even more stubbornly 1 1-n it refuses to go beyond other 

fixed categories, ho philosophy can remain at this standpoint, however; 

the notion of infinity is even implied in the assertion of the being of 

the finite, for to say that something is limited, is only finite, is to 

imply that something is unlimited, or infinite. The question is not there­

fore whether or not there is an infinite as well as a finite, but how the 

infinite and the finite are to be characterised, whether they are to be 

placed alongside one another, as self-subsistent particulars, or whether 

tnere is not a higher form of infinite,than that which is merely opposed 

to the finite.

Hegel goes on to consider the concepts of restriction or lim­

itation (Scnranke) and tne 1ougnt' (Sollen). These concepts, ne says, are 

very much oound up together. The limitation is only a limitation for some­

thing wnicn, in its own nature or as such, transcends the limitation, and 

it is only of such a restricted being that one can say it ought to be thus. 

The 'ought' raises the thing aoove its limitation (but only because it 

ought to be different is it restricted), and the limitation prevents it 

being what it ought to be (but only insofar as it essentially reaches be­

yond its limited state). This may seem obvious, but it is opposed to some 

very influential theses, which iiegel goes on to criticise, the first of 

which is the dictum that 'You can, because you ought', which is a corrupt­

ion of the Kantian dictum that 'ought implies can'. The former is correct, 

says Hegel, in tne sense that one implicitly transcends any limitation; 

but it is equally correct that 'You cannot, simply because you ought', 

that is, tne 'ought' nevertheless presupposes limitation.

A more important thesis which Hegel criticises is the view 

that thought or reason has limitations wnich, presumably in principle,
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cannot be transcended. Far from this being the case, Hegel argues, in acc­

ordance with the above, that in order for thought or reason:to be deter-' - 

mined as having a limitation at all, this limitation must already be trans­

cended, in the sense that thought as .such or in accordance with its concept 

is free from this limitation. If it were not, then the limitation would 

not really be a limitation for thought. This means that every limitation 

of reason is? in principle capable of being actually transcended by reason, 

or indeed, even that every limitation ©f reason must, in principle, be 

transcended in order to count as a limitation. This might also be expressed 

by saying that every particular scientific or philosophical question as in 

principle capable of a solution, and must be so in order to be a genuine 

question. Thus there is no cause for any sort of scepticism. Hegel, indeed, 

argues that reason is nothing but the overcoming of limitation, and is 

therefore as much infinite as finite.

The question of the nature of limitation and the 'ought' also 

bears on moral philosophy, of course. Kant and Fichte argued that reality 

only places limitations on our freedom, so that freedom consists in making 

reality how it ought to be. Hegel, however, thought that this view was only 

true of finite reality and subjective freedom, that is, it is only those 

aspects of reality wnich are in themselves transient and inessential tnat 

can act as limitations on our freedom, and it is only one aspect of free­

dom that consists in altering those transient features of the world. The 

world also nas features tnat are essential, eternal and rational, however, 

and which, far from limiting or restricting our freedom, are the concrete 

embodiment of it. These are, in other words, as they ought to be. Conse­

quently, the view of Kant and Fichte, whicn stops short at the prescrip­

tion of how the world ought to be, clings to finitude, and in so doing, 

misses out an important aspect of morality. It is also necessary to recog-
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nise the non-being or superficiality of tne bad or irrational.

The fundamental point here is that, in order to attain to the 

infinite, what we have to do is not to overcome this or that limitation, 

this or that finite state of affairs, but to raise ourselves above fini- 

tude as such, to cease to take finite states of affairs for the absolute. 

For the finite is really only a moment of the infinite, not something else 

existing alongside it. If we consider the finite and the infinite as mere­

ly existing alongside one another, so that besides the finite, there is 

also the infinite, then we effectively reduce the infinite to a partic­

ular which limits the finite, or simply to another finite. The transcend­

ence of this limitation, and therefore ©fb the-fir^t.-finite, merely reali­

ses the second finite, and the transcendence of the second, a third; and so 

on to infinity. This progress to infinity, which, however, never attains to 

the infinite, but is only an unending succession of finites, is the ex­

pression of the fact that the infinite here is being treated as something 

finite, rather tnan as something truly infinite.

This finitized infinite is what Hegel calls the bad or spuri­

ous infinite (Schlecht-Unendliches) or the infinite of the understanding, 

which regards it as the absolute trutn. The true infinite is different 

from it, because it transcends the finite instead of standing opposed to 

it, or alongside it; it contains it as a moment of itself, and therefore 

is not a particular, and does not act as a limit to the finite. Conse­

quently, it generates no infinite progression. The true infinite is real 

in a much nigner sense tnan tne finite, which is at best only real in the 

sense of being sensible, not in the sense of being the foundation of the 

sensible. The finite is essentially something negative or limited, so that 

the infinite wnich transcends it represents the positive in the form of the 

negation of that negative, the negation of a negation. The transcending of
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the finite is therefore the restoration or the return of the infinite out 

of finitude. Only the infinite which has thus re-emerged out of the finite 

is the true infinite.

The concept of the true infinite described here is sometimes 

tnought to be peculiarly Hegelian, but tnis is not quite true. It closely 

resembles Spinoza's conception, and it is implicit in Christian thought, 

particularly in the myth of the Fall and the stress on putting aside fin­

ite things and raising one's mind to God, a common Augustinian theme Hegel 

sometimes alludes to. The use of the ring in the marriage ceremony to sym­

bolise eternity also suggests this conception. Hegel himself says that the 

image of true infinity is the circle, in whicn the line returns to itself, 

and is therefore without beginning or end. This image is. also used to rep­

resent the form of the whole system of logic. The profound religious and 

philosophical significance of this image may explain the appeal of Ein­

stein's paradoxical idea tnat the universe is 'finite, but unbounded.', an 

idea which he illustrates by means of a circle, and which people have 

often regarded as having a metaphysical significance. It has none, however, 

since ’universe!. forjEinstfein here bnly means- tne space which geometry 

describes; and since geometry for him is Riemannian geometry, which is 

the geometry of the surface of a globe, it is hardly surprising that that 

space should have the properties of a globe.

The fundamental point which Hegel makes here is that true 

infinity is real in a more important sense than finitude. Finitude is a 

moment or aspect of infinity, and can therefore be termed 'ideal' in com­

parison. This proposition, that the finite is ideal (ideell) constitutes 

idealism for Hegel. Every philosophy that is worthy of that name is an 

idealism in this sense, he contends, since they all go beyond immediate 

experience and try to grasp the world in terms of some fundamental con­
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osophy of Thales, was more than just the empirical stuff we are familiar 

with. Mow this sort of idealism is clearly to be distinguished from what 

is normally called 'idealism', and what Hegel calls subjective idealism. 

This form of idealism, which says basically that the world consists of my 

ideas, or that the only world 1 can know consists of my ideas, only con­

cerns the form of thought or knowledge, according to Hegel, while ideal­

ism in his sense concerns its content, that is, the various thoughts or 

concepts.

This is interesting because there has been a push in modern 

times away from the conception of philosophy as basically an epistemologic­

al exercise, which aims at ascertaining the foundations and/or limits of 

knowledge (see, for example, Kicnard Rorty's Philosophy and the Mirror of 

Mature, as well as the works of those philosophers whose 'alternative' 

approach he examines, that is, Heidegger, Dewey, and the later Wittgen­

stein). This conception was introduced by Descartes, and was retained by 

philosophers throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, but not, 

we now know, by Hegel in the nineteenth. This separates the latter from the 

tradition to which he is usually presumed to belong, and even to some ex­

tent substantiates his claims to be doing- something very new and important, 

even if, from another point of view, he is also doing something very old, 

that is, if he is only returning to the methods of the ancients; and it 

associates him with those modern philosophers afore-mentioned, of course, 

though only in the negative aspect of their work.

(o) Being-for-Self (Das FUrsichsein)

The result of the transcending of the finite is infinite
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being, or being-for-self. Being-for-self is 'for-itself' in that it is that 

which has transcended its relation to its other, made the other into a 

mere moment of itself, and returned to itself. Consciousness is implicitly 

being-for-self, argues Hegel, insofar as it represents the external object 

to itself, so that the conscious self is really only immediately aware of 

itself. The external object' therefore becomes only a moment of this whole 

process, although the self is still aware that it is representing some­

thing outside itself. Consequently, consciousness still basically involves 

a dualism of subject and object, whereas self-consciousness does not. The 

latter, therefore, is for Hegel the more perfect example (and, so far as 

I can see, the only example,) of being-for-self; it is, he says, "the most 

immediate example of the presence of infinity",^^hat is, of the fact that 

the finite or the other is able to be transcended, and the return-to-self 

achieved.

-Being-for-self is being-for-one, says Hegel, which as far as 

1 can see means nothing more than that there is only one thing which is 

involved in this relation, and wnich is both nominal subject and object.

Or rather tnere is sometning more to it, namely, the idea that both sides 

of the relation must be considered as 'ideal'; Hegel says that tnis notion 

is present in Leibnizian Idealism insofar as the Leibnizian monad is ess­

entially only related to itself, although the Leibnizian account is defect­

ive, because the monad is still considered as one of a plurality created 

by an external being. I do not want to say too much about this, however, 

since 1 am not sure if I understand it. The important thing here is that 

somehow this category enables Hegel to make the transition from the con­

sideration of being-for-self as such to the consideration of the concept 

of the One (EinsJ, which is a far more important concept both in intell­

ectual life in general, and the history of philosophy in particular, and
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therefore deserves closer attention.

Parmenides is credited witn tne thesis that 'all is one', a 

thesis which Plato criticises in several dialogues, notably the bopnist 

and the Parmenides. It is related to the doctrine that 'being is, and 

nothing is not', and also involves tne denial oi the reality of change; 

the One is unalterable. Now despite any accusations that Hegel is a monist 

and a holist, since it has been seen that Hegel opposed tne doctrine that 

all there is, is being, it seems to me that we ought to expect him to op­

pose the doctrine of the oneness of being too. And this is what he does; 

but not, initially, by showing the necessity of plurality as such, but by 

arguing that the One, as a One, contain,“ no difference, and therefore has 

nothing in it; and that this very fact means tnat we must introduce ano- 

tner principle, i.e. nothing,which here takes the form of the void, Now 

this seems to me to be a very silly argument, which Hegel would have done 

better to have omitted here as ne does in the -Encyclopaedia. Nevertheless, 

the consideration of the concepts of the One and the Void prompts him to 

say some .interesting', even if equally incorrect, things about the notion 

of Atomism.

Hegel identifies tne One with tne Atom of the ancients, and 

argues that the philosopnical standpoint of the early Atomists was indeed 

a great advance on that of their predecessors, such as Heraclitus and Par­

menides. lie contends, nowever, that the principle of Atomism is misunder­

stood if it is thought that atoms exist alongside the void. Phis is how 

the matter has been understood in modern times, he argues, difference 

being accounted for by tne different composition or arrangement of atoms 

constituting physical tnings, but this is a barbarous conception and a 

corruption of tne views of tne early Atomists. He does not explain here 

exactly why he thinks this conception of the relation of atoms and the
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void is so poor, but one gets the impression that it is because their 

separation excludes the possibility or denies the reality of change, and 

would tnue leave this principle in rougnly the same position as that of 

Parmenides, instead of constituting some Kind of advance on it. In any 

case, this would be a good reason for criticising it.

He mentions in support of his view that the modern view of 

Atomism is a corruption of the ancient view', the point that the ancients 

recognised the void as "the source of movement"2fder Quell der -Bewegung). 

and this, not in the trivial sense that it is necessary for there to be 

empty space for the atoms to move around in, if they are to move, because, 

as he so rightly says, this would only make the void a pre-condition, not 

a source, of movement. There is no evidence, however, that the Atomists 

did recognise the void as a source of movement. It is true tha^, accord­

ing to Theophrastus, Leucippus held that "not-being exists as well as 

being, and the two are equally causes of things coming-into-being",^But 

according to Aristotle,^^e only believed that the void was a material 

cause, and not a final or efficient one, which is what Hegel seems to think 

that he believed it to be. Moreover, as Hegel himself admits, practically 

everything else that the early Atomists say about atoms, for example, the 

talk of the different shapes and arrangements of atoms, supports the mod­

ern view, and this is nardly surprising, because the major proponents of 

physical and chemical atomism, for example, Boyle and Dalton, took their 

inspiration from Leucippus and Democritus. Hegel consequently overestim­

ates the latter, in a vain search for allies among the ancient Greeks.

In fact, I do not think that this is the right place for 

Hegel to talk about the notion of Atomism. Its principles, after all, are 

not the Atom and the Void, so much as Atoms and the Void, that is, not

the One, but many ones, and Hegel has not yet introduced the concept of
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the many, he does so next, however, arguing tnat the One must divide it* 

self into the many. What he seems to mean by this is that any unity must 

be the unity of some multiplicity, or more, specifically, that .any concept 

must be the universal of a lot of particulars, for example, the concept 

of man is one, but it is also many, in that it is realised in the multi­

plicity of men. On the other hand, the many are many ones, that is, they 

are a multiplicity of s@me unity, instances of some concept. The many 

particular men are all instances of the concept of man. Thus, whatever is 

one is at the same time many, and the many are all one. This has been re­

garded as a very paradoxical conclusion, and one typical of Hegel, but in 

fact it is the only rational conclusion possible here, and has been made 

by other philosophers besides Hegel.

The concepts of the one and the many had been the subjects of 

a great deal of controversy prior to the time of Plato and Aristotle. The 

problem was that after Parmenides asserted that whatever was one could

also be many, the ancients, at least, according' to Aristotle, "were in a
27pother to avoid having the same thing at the same time one and many".

Plato argued against such scruples in the Sophist.

Philebus.̂ and when he asserted tnat the one was many, he did not just mean 

that wnat was one at one time could oe many at another time, or that what 

was a unity in relation to x was a multiplicity in relation to y, as he 

explains in the Philebus, ̂ ¿ut rather tnat the same thing was in itself 

and at one and,the same time both one and many. The Idea of man, again, 

is a unity, but at the same time, it is realised in the multiplicity of 

men; indeed, for Plato, the identity of the one and the many is present 

in every sentence we utter.^

Hussell seems to have thought that the inseparability of unity

and multiplicity was of great significance for the philosophy of arith­
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metic:

The philosophy of arithmetic was wrongly conceived by every 
writer before fTege. The mistake that all of them made was a very natural 
one. They thought of numbers as resulting from counting, and got into hope­
less puzzles because tnings that are counted as one can equally well be 
counted as many. Take, say, the question, 'How many football clubs are 
there in iuigland?1. In answering tnis question, you treat each club as one, 
but you may just as well ask: 'How many members has such and such a foot­
ball club?'. In that case, you treat the club as many. And, if Mr. A is a 
member of one of these clubs, although ne counted as one before, you may 
ask, just as legitimately, 'How many molecules make up Mr. a ?'. And then, 
Mr. A counts as many. It is obvious, therefore, tnat what maxes anytning 
one from the point of view of counting is not its physical constitution, 
but the question 'Of what is tnis an instance?'. ^

It is true that Russell thinks here tnat an instance is a member of a class 

or collection rather than an instance of a concept, and that there is an 

important distinction to be made between the two ^which I make in the next 

chapter), but for our purposes here, Russell's view can be considered iden­

tical to Hegel's. Russell does not take the identity of the one and the 

many seriously enough, however. In his afore-mentioned essay, On the Nature 

of Truth, he argues that the notion of 'identity in difference', which, 

again, for our purposes, is identical with the notion of unity in multi­

plicity, is incompatible with monism, and with the doctrine that relations 

are merely internal; this is correct, but he ought also to have said that 

it is incompatible with his own pluralism, and with the doctrine that rela­

tions are purely external to objects. Russell ought really to have denied

the possibility of a philosophical monism or pluralism, as did Wittgen-
37stein in the Tractatus.

Hegel calls the splitting-up of the One into many ones 'repul­

sion' , and their relation to one another as ones of a certain type, 'att­

raction' . Repulsion presupposes attraction, says Hegel, since we only 

significantly distinguish those things wnich are related in some way. Re­

pulsion is the distinction of the many, not the absence of all relation; 

that is to say, it is not the same as the void. Attraction, on the other
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hand., however, also presupposes repulsion, since only that which is already 

distinct can be related. The two are there!ore inseparable. Kant had recog­

nised this inseparability up to a point, in his so-calJed 'construction' of 

matter in his Metaphysical Principles of Natural Science, when he argued 

that, besides possessing a repulsive force, material objects also needed

to possess an attractive force. The reason for tnis, according to one com- 
?>H

mentator, is that if bodies possessed only a repulsive force, they would 

be infinitely distant from one another; similarly, the repulsive force 

must be present to counteract the effect of the attractive force, or else 

the whole universe collapses into a mathematical point of infinite density. 

However, witn regard to the first half of tnis point, 'infinitely distant' 

tnings do not even belong to the same sphere, and cannot therefore enter 

into a relation of repulsion; and with regard to the second half, a mathe­

matical point of infinite density is a single thing, a one, not a relation 

of ones, that is, a relation of attraction. The notions of attraction and 

repulsion do not even make sense if they are separated, therefore, and 

Kant, says Hegel, quite rightly, in any view, was wrong to look on attract­

ion and repulsion as independent forces.

The concepts of attraction and repulsion are the last concepts 

within the sphere of quality, and the sphere we are entering is pretty 

clear. The notions of the one and the many are quantitative notions, even 

though Hegel does not treat them as such, for reason or reasons unknown.

The concepts of attraction and repulsion are most familiar as physical 

concepts, but Hegel shows here that they are pure concepts, concerning the 

relation and the difference of ones or units, and therefore also basically 

quantitative notions, the attractive and repulsive forces of physics being 

only metaphysical entities used to appear to explain something which is 

really a conceptual truth. The logical sphere we are entering, therefore,
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is the sphere of quantity, where it will be seen that tne concepts of the 

one and the many, and attraction and repulsion, appear once again in vari­

ous different forms, and count as fundamental concepts of that sphere. It 

will become apparent before long that echoes like this are quite a common 

feature of the logic.
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Chapter Two: Quantity

Quantity, for Hegel, is quality or being transcended, and 

thus the concepts of the sphere of quantity are the concepts of a higher 

sphere than that which we have just been dealing with. This might seem 

unnatural; it might seem to be more appropriate to consider the concepts 

of quantity as concepts of a lower sphere, qualitative determinations 

being more concrete than quantitative ones. However, one must remember 

here that the quality of a thing, for Hegel, is not one of its many qual­

ities, but a simple determinateness which is identical with the being of 

the thing, so that the alteration of this determinateness makes that 

thing cease to be. Quantity, in contrast to this, is another determinate­

ness, the alteration of which does not cause the thing to cease to be. 

Thus, if we call oxygen the quality of a thing, then the alteration of 

that qualityis the ceasing-to-be of the thing; but if we only alter the 

quantity of oxygen, the oxygen does not cease to be, the thing continues 

in existence.

Hegel begins by taking the important step of rejecting the am­

biguous term 'magnitude' (Grflsse) in favour of a clear distinction bet­

ween quantity and quantum, i.e. quantity as such and the specific quan­

tity. Kant had used the latin terms 'quantitas' and 'quantum' to distinp 

guish between two senses of the word 'magnitude',^but Hegel was the first 

to employ them as replacements for it. This was an important move, be­

cause it did away with a source of much confusion. The mathematical def­

inition of magnitude as 'that which can be increased or diminished' app­

lied only to magnitude in the sense of quantum, not in the sense of 

quantity. It was also circular, Hegel argued; to say that magnitude is 

that which can be increased or diminished is to say that magnitude is 

that the magnitude of which can be altered. This is fine if the state-
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raent is only intended as a reminder of the meaning of the term, but not 

if it is supposed to give us the concept. In fact, Hegel tninks that mag­

nitude (or quantum), as a universal, is in tnis sense indefinable.

Hegel's ter ¡mo logy, however, did not catch on, and the term

'magnitude' conti es to be used today. Russell, in his Principles of
2

Mathematics, distinguishes between quantity and magnitude, but only in 

order to reject the former and retain the latter, the former being the 

concept 01 something physical, and therefore having no relevance to the 

philosophy of mathematics, the latter being a mathematical concept (He­

gel seems to regard it as obvious that quantity is not to be identified 

with a physical entity - Russell's distinction seems rather to correspond 

to Hegel's distinction between quality and quantum). Russell's definition 

oi magnitude as 'anytning which is greater or less han something el. 1, 

moreover*: appears co oe circular in just tue same way as the one Hegel 

criticises, i.e. because to be greater or less than something else is to 

difier from it in respect of magnitude. This definition is fire, however, 

if (as I commented of tne other) it only serves as a reminder, or if it 

is only meant to be the definition of an arbitrarily made coneept, that 

is, if the term is only being used as a snorthand for the formula of the 

definition; and I thinK; this is how it must be regarded, along with the 

other definitions in Russell's Principles. They must not be considered as 

definitions of concepts (let alone pure concepts), but only declarations 

of how Russell intends to use various terms.̂

(a) Pure .uantity (Hie reine Quantit&t)

Pure quantity is being-for-self transcended; this means that 

it is not bounded by any limit, that it is not an exclusive unit. It is
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therefore absolutely continuous; at the same time, however, it contains 

limitation within itself, that is to say, it is divisible into discrete 

units. This division, however, does not interrupt the continuity of quan­

tity. This is the essential point here. Continuity is not to be confused 

with composition, it is not merely an external relation of discrete 

parts. This confusion is the result of clinging to the ideas of the pre­

vious logical sphere, and is therefore characteristic of Atomism. Ke 

ought not really to say, then, that time consists of points of time (or 

time-atoms), or that the spatial line consists of points, since these, 

which Hegel regards as concrete examples of pure quantity, are absolute­

ly uninterrupted. It is not that we get a number of points (which would 

then have to have a finite length) and put them together. The units are 

only the product of the division of the line; and to speak of an infinite 

number of them is precisely to say that the line is not an external com­

bination of parts at all.

Hegel believed tnat this account of the nature of pure quanti­

ty provided the basis for the true resolution of Kant's Second Antinomy, 

Kant's treatment of which he criticises in some detail. I mentioned in my 

general account of Hegel's approach to the antinomies that he regards 

Kant's 'proofs' of their tneses and antitneses as snam-proofs, in fact 

containing nothing but the assertion of two opposed propositions; but in 

regard to this antinomy, Hegel does not even seem to think it contains 

that much. The thesis - i.e. that 'Every composite substance in the world 

is made up of simple parts, and nothing anywhere exists save the simple 

or what is composed of the simple'^- does not require proof, he says, be­

cause it is tautologous; to be composite is just to be composed of simple

parts. Of course, the parts of a composite mignt only be relatively sim-> 

pie, and in themselves composite, but nevertheless, insofar as this com­
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posite is said,,to_be composed of them, tnqy must be regarded as simple.

To conceive of something as a part is to take it as something simple.

Even if this statement was not a tautology, however, Kant's 

'proof' of it would still be a mere show, basically, this proof comes 

deism to the point that composite substances must consist of simple parts, 

because composition is a merely external and contingent relation of sub­

stances, which is true, hut has here only the form of an assumption; and 

Kant even includes it in his conclusion as part of the thesis that has

supposedly been proven. Similarly, in the proof of the antithesis, Kant 
assumes that all composition is possible only in spice, and that space

does not consist of sample parts; ana he really does not need to make_

tnese assumptions, sine: ne maxes it clear m  a remark to tnis'proof' tnat

the statement that "nowhere in the world oes there exist anything simp-
5le only means that the existence of the absolutely simple cannot be est­

ablished by any experience or perception, so that, according to Hegel, 
his 'proof' of the antithesis comes down to the following:

...all our experience, visual, tactile etc., shows us only 
what is composite; even the best microscopes and the keenest knives have 
not enabled us to come across anything girnple. Therefore rea. on ought not 
to want to come across anything simple.

that is, since phenomena are always divisible, we ought never to conceive 

of things as simple.

Now the fact that the use of the word 'composite' in the the­

sis makes it tautologous, prevents there being a true conflict here. One 

arises, however, if we substitute the term 'continuous'. If we make this 

substitution, then according to Hegel, we see that the proof of the the­

sis consists in the dogmatic assumption of the contingency and external­

ity of the relation of the discrete units, and therefore their absolute 

indivisibility, while the proof of the antithesis dogmatically assumes 

continuity, and therefore infinite divisibility (in the sense of a capar> 
city to be actually divided into an infini e number of parts) Thus, for
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Hegel, the entire antinomy reduces to the separation of discreteness and

continuity. The truth is that what is continuous is also potentially

discrete (divisible into relatively simple units), and what is discrete

is nonetheless absolutely continuous with the units either side of it

(there are no gaps between units of a continuum). Hegel is inspired here7by Aristotle's solutions to Zeno's paradoxes of the infinite.

Russell was aware of Hegel's views on these matters, and was

not impressed by them. He made the following comments in his Principles;

The notion of continuity has been treated by philosophers as 
a rule, as though it were incapable of analysis. They have said many 
things about it, including the Hegelian dictum that everything discrete 
is also continuous, and vice-versa. This remark, as being an exemplific­
ation of Hegel's habit of combining opposites, has been tamely repeated 
by his followers. But as to what they meant by continuity and discrete­
ness, they preserved a discreet and continuous silence; only one thing 
was evident, that whatever they did mean could got be relevant to mathe­
matics, or to the philosophy of space and time.

Russell, in other words, criticised Hegel for not defining his terms. But 

it has already been seen that Hegel considered himself to be operating 

with concepts which were incapable of definition, and that Russell's def?» 

initions were not really the products of an analysis of the concepts in 

question, but only declarations regarding the way he used particular 

terms. They a&so had the form of assumptions, to the extent that it was 

not certain whether anything in reality answered to the description con­

tained in the definition. There is nothing wrong with such definitions;

but equally there is nothing wrong with operating with undefined terms —
9not every term can be defined, and not every term need be. Moreover, re­

garding the second part of Russell's last sentence, though it is true 

that Hegel's treatment of the concepts of continuity and discreteness 

does not affect either the operations or the results of mathematics, it 

does affect our understanding of mathematics, and it is certainly rele­

vant to the philosophy of space and time.
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(b) Quantum

Quantity, considered in the form of discreteness, that is, as 

actually divided into the discrete units which before it was only regard­

ed as implicitly or potentially divided into, is quantum, or determinate 

magnitude. There are an indefinite number of such quanta, each of which, 

regarded as excluding tne otners, forms a unity (Einheit). and, regarded 

by itself, is a multiplicity ^ein vieies;. quantum in its most developed 

and therefor, completely determinate iorm, is number (der Zahl). Humber,, 

in accordance with_the aspects of unity and multiplicity it contains as 

quantum, can be regarded either as unity or sum (die Anzahl): that is,

the same number can be expressed either as three (e.g.), or one plus one 
plus one {e.g). Spatial and n^uerical magnitude are usually considered to

be just two different sorts of magnitude, the former being the object of 

geomexyy, the latter, of arithmetic. Hegel, however, argues that spatial 

magnitudes are only truly definite, and therefore truly quanta, to the ex­

tent that they are determined by number; a circle as such is a very .ind 

definite object, a triawgie hose sides are in the ratio of four by three 

by two, far more definite, inis point implies that it is wrong to sepa­

rate geometry and arithmetic, as Kant, for example, does when he calls 
the former, the science of space, and the'latter,,the science of-time

(with regard to this more specific way of disti iguishing between them, 

Hegel says in the Encyclopaedia that "Trero corresponds to geometry, the

science of space, no sucn science of time")Pin fact, Hegel makes the 
further point here that there is actually no science of number, since

arithmetic does not have number as its object, but only operates with 
umbers.

The operations of arithmetic form part of the subject of ano­
ther very interesting remark at this point. These operations, Hegel
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complains, are usually presented one after another, as if they are just

different species of calculation. However, it is clear t at one depends 

on the other, and the thread fFaden) which ties them together merely

needs to be drawn out. Their systematic presentation is in fact based on 

tne determinations of the concept of number. At bottom, ail calculation 

is counting (A&hlen), and therefore diversity i , t e species of calcula- 1 

tion can only be expiaineu uy a diversity in the sort oi numbers counted.

now since the only qualitative difference in the concept of number is _ 

that of unity and surn, all difference n the sorts of number must be 

traced back to this difference. But difference in relation to numbers has 

the forms of equality and inequality, sc that the equality of unity and 

formed the principle of the arrangement. Further, since numbers can 

be produced either by aggregation, or the separation of a given aggregf- 

ate, we ought also to speak of a positive and a negative set of opera-' 

tions.

In accordance with these principles, Hegel produced the fol- 

wing systematic presentation of the operations of arithmetic. The most, 

mostphasic operation is addition; this is distinguished from simple enu­

meration by the fact that it involves the construction of number out of 

specific existing numbers rather than abstract units; however, each num­

ber to be counted in addition is generally different from the next, and 

caunte1 only once, so it is impossible to distinguish between unity and 

amount. This first becomes possible in multiplication, where the same 

number is counted a specific amount of times, e.g. in the sum, seven mul­

tiplied by five, the numl er seven has to oe counted live time . Thus tne 

milt here is seven, the amount, five, iiither number in this operation, 

nowever, can be taken as unit or amount, since it is dust the same wheth-

one multiplies five by seven or seven by five. The two coincided in -
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example, in the sum five times five, five was both the unit and the numt 

ber of times it is to be counted. This, therefore, formed another dis­

tinct operation, that of raising to a ^ower; and as involving the equal­

ity of unit and amount, completed the positive operations of arithmetic.

Since the negative operations are arranged in much the same 

way, I will not concern myself with their presentation. What needs say­

ing mucn more urgently, is tnat Hegel does not regard this set-up as part 

of philosophy. He says explicitly that:

It cannot be said of. the progressive determination of the spe­
cies of calculation given above, that it is a philosophy of them, or that 
ft is a presentation of their inner significance, because it is not in 
fact an im anent development of'the concept.*

It is not an exposition of the concept of number, but only an artificial 

set-up based on the different aspects of number. I think Hegel would like 

to see it compared as an exercise witn Theaetetus' division of numbers, 

into square and oblong numbers, i.e. numbers w lich are the products of 

numbers multiplied by themselves, and numbers which are not, in Plato's 

Theaetefus. It is impossible to give a properly philosophical treatment 

of the operations of arithmetic because the„. simply nave no inner signif­

icance or purposiveness. This relates to what Hegel has to say about the
i / 12possibility of a philosophical mathematics in the Encyclopaedia. The

philosophical form of cognition is not, he says, appropriate with regard

to the objects of mathematics. As the science of the finite determinav

tions of magnitude, it is essentially a^science of the understanding'.

This is not to say, however, that philosophy cannot clarify what is going

on in matnematics, change tne way mathematicians see wnat they are doing.

negel also rakes tins opportunity to criticise tne Kantian 

view that tne propositions 01 matne ¡atics are syntnetic and a prion. 

ucLut tnought tnat aritnmetical propositions were > yntnetic Decause tne
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analysed constituents of the subject-term; in the proposition '7+5=12', 

for example, the concept of twelve is not a constituent of the concept of 

seven added to five. But really, '7+5' cannot be the subject of this pxepf 

proposition. The subject ©ust be a simple; '7+5' is complex. The true 

subject of this proposition is therefore the number twelve, and the prop­

osition ought to be written as '12=7+5 '> which is more obviously an anal­

ytic or identical proposition; and this, in fact, is just how arithmetic­

al propositions had been written in philosophical treatises prior to 

Kant's - back to front.

Actually, it is more accurate to say that arithmetical propo­

sitions axe written back to iront in arithmetical exercises; for here one 

does not really meet with propositions, or theorems which have to be pro- 

VC4, but problems. One is asked, for example, to add seven to five and to 

to give the result of this operation. It might be supposed that the et&te 

statement of the problem, together witn the solution, constitutes a prop­

osition insofar as it makes a truth-claim, that is, it says that the sum 

of seven and five is twelve i,and not, say, eleven). However, Hegel will 

argue later on in the nogfc tnat tnere is more to being a proposition 

than merely naving the capacity to oe true or false. A proposition ought 

to possess a logical subject and a predicate; but this would-be proposi­

tion has neither. It does not tell us anything about a subject, but only 

names one. It says that the sum of seven and five is called 'twelve', : 

just as the statement 'The element with the atomic number 79 is gold' 

says that the name of the said element is 'gold'. Or it says that the 

term 'twelve' can serve as an abbreviation for tne complex description 

'the sum of seven and five'.

Hegel similarly criticises Kant's vi v that the fundamental



propositions of geometry are synthetic, Sant in fact offers only one ex­

ample to support his case; he argues that the proposition that a straight 

.tine is the shortest line between two points, is synthetic, because the 

concept of straightness "contains nothing of quantity, but only of qual­

ity . The concept of the shortest is wholly an addition, and can ot be de­

rived, through any process of analysis from the concept of the straight 

line. Intuition, therefore, must here be called in; only by its aid is 

the synthesis possible" .^In opposition to this, Hegel contends that the 

concept of a straight line (the term 'concept' being taken in its common 

sense, as synonymous with 'idea') is reducible to that of simplicity ofl 

direction (die Einfachneit der Richtung), that the simplest with respect 

to quantum is the least, and the least, with respect to the length of a 

line, is the shortest; so that the proposition is analytic after all.

Hegel continues on a similar theme in a second remar'c on the 

use of numerical determinations for the expression of philosophical con­

es pts. This rernarx, ostensively a criticism of Pythagoreanism, is actual­
lyly directed at Schelling, who, in nis works on the philosophy of nature, 

had used the term Potenz (power,) to denote the different level of his 

system. Schelling actually intended to suggest an analogy between these 

levels and the different powers to which numbers coula be raiseu in matne 

ernatics. riegel, nowever, .argues tnat matnematucal terms are. mapprop ■ 1— 

atfcly employed m  philosophy, since ohey are so devoid of content, so li­

ttle is ex,: r. ssed by tnein. uegel agrees witn rlaro1s placing oi number 

mid-way between sense and thougnt in nis metaphor of tne divided nine, 

and tnerefore regards it as hopeless to attempt to express thoughts in 

terms of numbers. The thought of the Holy'- Trinity is a case in point; the 

employment of numbers here only confuses the issue. Hegel also regarded 

the fact, that his system appeared to consist of triads as an irrele­
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vance.

The use of numbers and geometrical figures as symbols, he con­

tinues, is harmless in itself, but even here we must beware of deluding 

ourselves that more can be expressed in this way than can be grasped in 

thought, or expressed in ordinary language. On the contrary, thought and 

ordinary language are needed to articulate the content of such symbols. 

The sensuous element of the symbol (the actual shape# drawn in ink on pa­

per) is in one respect a distraction from the content or meaning of that 

symbol; it gets in the way. Hegel's remarks here apply to the use of sym­

bolism in philosophy generally, not merely to the use of numbers and geo­

metrical figures as symbols. Consequently, I think he would be against 

the use of Symbolic Logic in philosophical treatises. Symbolism requires 
explanation in terms of ordinary language, and is to that extent super­

fluous. -u goou example ol the inappropriate use of symbolism is Alvin
16Plantinga's essay. Which Worlds Could God Have Created?. 0ne has to,deci­

pher the, symbelis® in order to get at Plantinga's argument»yao that it 
serves basically as an obstacle to understanding.

Hut Hegel's main argument against the employment of mathemat­

ical terms to express philosophical thoughts, is that, in fact, to the • 

extent that certain expressions used in mathematics do contain import nt 

thoughts, their . eaning “has first-to~be given, determined, and justified 

in philosophy". 'This is a very important statement, in which is contain­

ed the whole project of Hegel's work on quantity. It is not.enough, there 

therefore, :to criticise what Hegel says about .the concepts.of this sphere 

by showing that it does'-not conform to what it is permissible to say ab­

out the corresponding mathematical concepts; Hegel would say that we. 

ought to be asking whether the mathematical concepts conform to the phil­

osophical ones. He goes on to say that:

15
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In its concrete philosophical sciences, (philosophy) must take 
tne. logical element from logic, not from mathematics; it can only be an 
expedient of philosophical..incapability to have recourse to the Shapes 
which the logical element assumes in other sciences, many of which'give 
only an in : ling of that element, others being defective forms of-ir.'The 
mere application of such borrowed forms is, Desides, an external rela­
ting; the application itsell must be preceded Dy a consciousness of tneir 
wortn ana ol tneir meaning; but' such unconsciousness comes only from a 
thinxing consideration, not the authority of consciousness ffom mathemat­
ics. Logic itself is such consciousness, and this consciousness strips 
off its particular forms, rendere them superiluous and unnecessary, rec­
tifies them and gives them tneir justification, sense and worth.

This paragraph could easily be directed at Russell, wno often introduces

mathematical concepts into philosophy, and even appeals to the authority

of mathematics in the solution of philosophical problems ("...owing to

the labours of the mathematicians, notably Georg Cantor, it has appeared

that the impossibility of an infinite collection was a mistake" ) .^

This is interesting, because Russell saw his own philosophic—

al career as "a gradual rétrèai from Pythagoras".“ if Hegel were alive,

I think he would comment that Russell clearly did not retreat either far

enough or fast enough. It is not that Hegel disparaged mathematics; far

from it. He merely believed that from the philosophical point of view, it

was a subordinate science. Consequently, he wras concerned at the tendency

of Lis time to effectively ’raise quantity to an absolute category’ by

recognising as ’exact sciences' only these sciences whose objects'could

be submitted^© „mathematical calculation. .This tendency..was characteri s t'

tic of’ materialism,; he < argued, and especially ol that of ..the i.’renc.h rat-
21

erialists of the eighteenth century. They'tried to reduce objects such as 

the mind to matter and motion, so that they could subject them to the 

laws of mechanics, and thereby make them susceptible of a mathematical 

treatment. Heedless to say, Hegel thought such objects were irreducible 

to this level, and that to imagine that one could give an adequate acc­

ount of them in mathematical terms was to overestimate the range and po­
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wer of mathematics.

It seems to me that Russell, even in later life, continued to 

rank; mathematics more highly than philosophy (at least in terms of the 

relative certainty of both disciplines). Certainly he seems to have be­

lieved that it was only those sciences whose objects could be submitted 

jto mathematical calculation that deserved to be called 'exact'. Conse­

quently, if we accept Hegel's assertion of a connection between an over- 

empnasis on tne quantitative side of tniugs arm materialism, it is not 

surprising to see tnat Russell nas a materialist streak, nespite 'offic­

ially declaring himself a Reutral momat from 1918 onwards, ne still ' 

feels able to maintain in his pmiosopnical autobiography (and eisewnere)

that 'people’s tnougnts are m  their heads', that is, that ‘the occurence
2 2in the brain _is a visual sensation'. This is only the same as Wiliam 

James held, of course, but if this is heutral Monism, there is nothing 

very neutral about it; the location of a thought in the brain makes it 

just as material as an electrical discharge.

Quantum has so far been considered as being limited by its am­

ount, that is, by the plurality of units which go to make it up; as such 

it is extensive magnitude. But in this case we do not consider the limit 

as a simple determinateness, but only as an aggregate, for example, we do 

jiot conceive of one hundred as a unit, but as one plus one etc., each uni- 

it being able to be taken as the Hundredth. If, on the other hand, we do 

consider it as simple, then the magnitude is an intensive magnitude, and 

the quantitative limit is a degree. One hundred degrees is not the same 

as one plus one etc., but is a simple unit of,ee.g. temperature. One 

might further illustrate the difference between the two b, conceiving of 

extensive magnitude in terms of a certain amount of weights on a scale; 

ih® removal of any single weight will lessen the load, intensive magnit­
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ude, on tne btner nand, ought to oe conceived of in terras of the degrees 

on a thermometer; one cannot merely remove any single degree to lessen 

the number, but only tne nth, wnere 11 is the number oi degrees.

intensive and expensive magnitude are basically distinguished,

however, by the fact that the latter contains the plurality which limits

it within itself, while the former has it outside itself. Twenty, as an

extensive magnitude, contains within itself the twenty units which go to

make it up; the same number, considered as an intensive magnitude, howevr-

er, is what it is insofar as it excludes all other numbers from itself.

In the first instance, the magnitude is determinate in its own self or

absolutely, but it is not a simple determinateness; in the second case,

it is a simple deter 'unateness, but it is only determined relative to

others. Hegel concludes from this that intensive a.d extensive magnitude
25are 'one and the same determinateness of quantum , that is, that extent'' 

sive magnitudes are just as raucn intensive, and vice-versa; the same 

quantum can be regarded either as intensive or extensive; and the same 

thing must have both an extensive and an intensive quantum (the category 

of the something now re-appears as i .different to quantum^.

We must be careful not to confuse Hegel's assertion here of 

the speculative identity of extensive and intensive magnitude with the 

assertion of their strict or abstract identity. Hegel in fact argues ag­

ainst the identification of the two, in tne sense of the resolution oi 

the one into the other. The urge to identify the two in this way, he 

feels, is at the bottom of the controversy between mechanism \in the sen­

se in which this excludes the notion of force; and dynamism, which is a 

false opposition. Thus, although he agrees, with Xant in criticising the 

view that where two different bodies have the same volume but different

weights, it is because the lighter body contains more pores, or what is
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the same thing, because the heavier body contains more atoms; on the oth­

er hand, he also criticises Kant’s own view, i.e. that density must be 

understood solely in terms of the space-filling force of matter, for be-
24

ing equally one-sided. Everything, in fact, insofar as it is taken quant­

itatively, is just as much an extensive as'an intensive quantum.

This can be seen,,initially, in the system of numbers, and 

this is where I have taken my examples from so far. But it can also be - 

seen in the objects of geometry; the degree of a circle is at once an in­

tensive magnitude, determined only by the amount of other degrees, exist­

ing outside it, into which the circle is divided, and an extensive magni­

tude, with a certain area. Physical objects, too, exhibit this feature; 

the weight of a mass is at once an extensive magnitude, insofar as it is 

constituted by so many pounds and ounces, and an intensive magnitude, in­

sofar as it exerts a certain degree of pressure; heat is at once an in­

tensive magnitude, as a certain degree of heat, and an extensive magni-p . 

tude, insofar as it is ppread over a certain area. Hegel even thinks this 

phenomenon exhibits itself in the psychological realm, insofar as we 

spealtiof both the .intensity of >tijpught or the degree of genius a thinker 

exhibits,'..and Ihe extent of.his influence. These sort of ©r<gmples reapp­

ear at a later stage, when iiegel asserts the identity of the inner and 

the outer.

Since, insofar as quantum is intensive quantum, that which 

makes it what it is lies outside of it, quantum must be regarded as an 

external determinateness. This means that, insofar as something is taken 

quantitatively, it must transcend any particular quantitative determin­

ateness, it must be able to increase or decrease. Here we see the truth

wnich is contained in the mathematical definition of magnitude; this says 

that it is that which can increase or diminish, and the truth is that it
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must increase and decrease in order to be what it is (though this still 
will not do as a definition, because it is sMll tautologous). Thus ev­

ery given magnitude is potentially transcended; a limit is set yp, then 

gone beyond, then another is set up and gone beyond, and so on to infini­

ty. Infinity in this instance, however, has the form of an infinite quan­
titative progression, and therefore the expression 'and so on to infini­
ty', which seems to suggest a final goal to which we are progressing, is 

not strictly appropriate, as Hegel explains.

The infinite quantitative progression, he says, is in general 
the expression of a contradiction. Here, for example, it is the express­
ion of fclN* centradiction that quantum both has, and does not have, a lim­

it. It is sometimes thought that such progressions are progressions to. 
infinity,, but in fact, this progression never gets beyond the finite; for 

every finite transcended, another takes its place. Thus there can be no 
'infinitely great' or 'infinitely small*. The increase of quantum - and 

this is to be an important point -
is no approach to the infinite, for the difference between 

quantum and its infinity has also essentially the moment of not being a 
quantitative difference. It is only the more precise expression of the 
contradiction; it ought to be something great, i.e. a quantum, and infin­
ite, i.e. not a quantum. - Similarly, the infinitesmal is, as something 
small, a quantum, and consequently remains too big for the infinite, and 
opposed to it. There remains preserved in both the contradiction of the 
infinite progression, which ought to found its goal in them. ^

This all has dramatic consequences for the calculus, or at least the way
it is conceived, as will be seen shortly; but for the moment I want &o
concentrate on the point that the infinite quantitative progression only
contains the expression of a contradiction, and not the resolution of
one; for it is sometimes assumed in philosophy that the opposite is the
case. One notable instance of this is Russell's so-called solution to his

26
Tristram Shandy paradox.

Tristram Shandy, tne reader will recall, took two years to re­
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cord the history of the first two days of his life, and reflected that, 
at the rate he was going, material would accumulate faster than he could 
deal with it, and so, even if he lived forever, he could never complete 
his autobiography. Russell, however, maintains tnat if he really did live 
forever, and continued at his task, then every part of it would eventual­

ly be written down. Russell bases his argument on Cantor's theory of in­
finite quantities. Cantor had said that if two infinite classes could be 
shown to have a one-to-one correspondence, then one could conclude that 

they eentained the same number of objects. Thus, the class of positive 

whole numbers could be shown to contain the same number of members as the 
class of reciprocals, namely, the number designated by Cantor as 'V (al- 

eph-null). Now there is also a one-to-one correspondence between the days 
Tristram Shandy records and the years £ie takes to record them. Conse­
quently, he will have the same number of years to write h&a autobiography 
as he has days to write about, and therefore, Russell concludes, no part 
of it will remain unwritten.

However, even if this is true (and I will shortly conclude 
that it is not), it only tells one side of the story, for it remains the 

case that there will never come a time when Tristram Shandy has completed 
his entire autobiography, or when he already lived many more days

than he has written about. Consequently, we might just as easily conclude 
that he will never finish nis autobiography, that there will always re­
main some unwritten parts. In fact, the truest statement of the case here 
is the statement of the parados that while each part of it must be writ­

ten, not every part of it can be written. This paradox, or contradiction, 
is not resolved in the infinite progression, but rather the latter, as 
Hegel has it, is the expression of that contradiction. Russell's method 

here is the method of pre-Kantian metaphysics; he merely neglects one
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side of the argument, effectively relying on the infinite progression to 
continually defer the necessity of facing up to it. In fact, it actually 

indicates its presence.

This paradox actually came as one of a pair, its partner being 
Russell's version of Zeno's paradox of Achilles and the Tortoise. Achil« 

les and the tortoise run a race in which the tortoise is given a head­
start. Now at each instant of the race, each is at some point on its

path; but since he started from a position behind the tortoise, Achilles 
has to run through a greater number of points. Hence, he can never over­
take the tortoise. Russell presents this paradox alongside the Tristram 
Shandy because it makes the opposite assumption to the one made in the 

solution of the latter, that is, it assumes that whole and part cannot be 
similar, i.e. cannot have the same number of terms. Russell argues that 
since the abandonment of this assumption solves one paradox and prevents 

the other from getting off the ground, it ought to be abandoned. I have 

already argued that it does not solve our problems in the first case; I 
now wish to argue that it does not solve any of our problems in this case 
either.

I think the negative side of Russell's solution is correct; 
that is, 1 think he is right to question what he calls the 'common-sense' 

assumption that if Achilles is to catch up to the tortoise, he must run 

through a greater number of points in the same time. But he is incorrect 

to say that the number of points that Achilles must traverse to win is 
the same as the number that the tortoise traverses. This is because it is 
absurd to speak of number here. If we are talking about mathematical poi­
nts, then there is no fixed distance between them, they are absolutely 

continuous; and in that case there is no number of such points, they are
literally innumerable. Of course, it is possible to say that there must
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therefore be an infinite number of such Joints, but this raises the ques£ 

tion whether an infinite number is really a number. Hegel thought that 
the very expression was a contradiction in terms, and I am inclined to 
agree with him. This leads me of necessity, however, to question the very 

foundations of Cantor's enterprise.
The basic problem Cantor set out to solve was an old one. 

Mathematicians from Galileo onwards assumed that it was permissible to 

speak of the number of whole numbers, and that such a number would have 

to be infinite. They also saw, however, that the number of even whole 
numbers (e.g.) would likewise be infinite, and asked which of these two 
numbers would be the greater. This causes difficulties, because although 
one intuitively says the former, there is a one-to-one correspondence be­

tween the two, which ought to signify equality of numbers. Galileo him­
self finally abandoned the problem, calling infinity 'incomprehensible'. 
Leibniz, considering the same question, concluded that the notion of the 

number of whole numbers is self-contradictory and ought to be rejected. 

Cantor, however, resurrected this notion, as well as the notions of the 
number of members of other 'classes' or 'collections' of numbers, such as 
the collection of fractions, and the collection of real numbers, and att­
empted to solve the problems that went with it.

The fundamental problem was the positive enumeration of the 
membership of these classes. Clearly, it was impossible to count the num­
ber of members in each class (though it is not always clear whether this 

is meant to be a logical or merely a practical impossibility); but merely 
to say that there are infinitely many (supposing that this makes sense) 
is not to assign torthem some definite number. However, if there is a one 
one-to-one correspondence between two infinite classes, Cantor reasoned, 

we can at least say that they contain the same number of objects, and
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find a symbol to designate that number. Thus, as previously mentioned, 
Cantor employed the symbol to designate the number of objects in the 
classes of positive wnole numoers and their reciprocals (the class of po­
sitive even numbers was also supposed to share tnis number of members); 

and similarly, the number of numbers between 0 and 1 is designated by the 
symbol C. Any collection whose objects stand in ©ne-to-one correspondence 
with the objects of this collection, it should be noted, will also con­
tain C objects. This means that the number of points on any line segment 

is always C, which was the assumption we needed to make to solve the 
paradox of Achilles and the tortoise.

Hegel would say, however, with Leibniz, that it is not correct 
to speak of the number of whole numbers etc., precisely because there is 
an infinite progression of sucn numbers; and I would agree with them 

both. It is nonsense to suppose tnat Cantor's Q is or represents a num­

ber. It ns ne.re represents a number than or C O  . Kline tries to argue 
that this so-called number is at least as informative as the number one 
billion billion. Certainly, he argues, no-one can count Js objects, but 
then equally, no-one has ever counted one billion billion objects; it is

theoretically possible to do so, he admits, but then "it is also theoret-
27ically possible to assign numbers to infinite collections of objects".

The trouble is that it is not, it is a conceptual impossibility; and 
Kline here presupposes what he is trying to prove. Indeed, I would even 
go so far as to suggest that the very notion of an infinite collection 
is, like that of an infinite number, contradictory, collections necess»- 
arily containing only a finite number of items.

It is, I contend, the attempt to treat things whose nature in, 
principle precludes their enumeration, or which are conceived under a 
description which in principle precludes their enumeration, as collects
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ions or classes, which is what is really behind Russell's paradoxes. If 
one looks at Russell's examples of classes which are supposed to be meim- 
bers of themselves, we see that they are of two sorts, i.e. positive and 
negative. The negative examples, e.g. the class of things which are not

teaspoons, are not legitimate, because there are an infinity of things 

which are not teaspoons (or elephants, or anything else you like), in­
cluding the class of things which are not teaspoons, and therefore they 
cannot be contained in a collection or class. The positive examples are 

also of things which are, by their nature, innumerable; for example, Rus­
sell speaks of the class of all classes. This notion is contradictory, 

because there is an infinity of classes, and one cannot therefore speak 
of 'all' classes, or put them 'all' into one class. It goes without say­

ing that the notion of a class of classes which are not members of them­
selves is also contradictory, for the same reason.

Russell comes very close to realising all this. He notes that 
all the contradictions have in commom the characteristic of self-refer­

ence, and explains that "in each contradiction something is said about 
all cases of some kind, and from what is said a new case seems to be ge­

nerated, which both is and is not of the same kind as the cases of which28all were concerned in what was said". He develops from this the rule that
Whatever involves all of a collection must not be one of the 

collection'; or, conversely; 'If, provided a certain collection had a to­
tal, it wodld have members only definable in terms of that total, then 
the said collection has no total'.
where the pnrase 'the collection has no total' ;aeans that "statements ab­
out all its members are nonsense"^°But why should this be the case? In 
what conditions could this be the case, if tnese are true collections? 
Really, it is only nonsense to speak of all the members of a collection 
if those members are innumerable; but this is just to say that they can*' 
not be contained in a collection, i.e. because they are infinite.
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It is often thought that the so-called progress into infinity 
is something great, rather than merely being the sign of a contradiction. 

Hegel dismisses this idea, ridiculing Kant's exaltation of this infinite 
progress at the close of his Critique of Practical Reason. This account 
is praiseworthy, he says, only insofar as it contains the admission that 

this progression, if it truly aims at reaching the infinite, is a fail­

ure. "Thought fails in the face ©f this conception of the immeasurable", 
writes Kant* "just as a_dream,- irrwhich one goes on and on down a corri­

dor which stretches away endlessly out of sight, finishes with falling 

of fainting"; but according to Hegel,
What makes thought succumb, what causes falling and fainting, 

is nothing else but the tiresome repetition which makes a limit vanish, 
reappear, then vanish again. 31

Similarly, what he finds so praiseworthy about the poet Haller's descrip­
tion of eternity, is that he too declares such a progress to be a vain 

striving, and closes with an expression of his recognition that it is 
only by giving up such striving that he can actually attain to the true 
infinite. Again, Hegel criticises those astronomers who see something 
sublime in their science because it concerns 'an innumerable host of star 

stars' and 'immeasurable spaces'; of these men, he writes:
The shallow astonishment to which they thereby surrender them­

selves, the tasteless hopes of travelling in another life from one star 
to another, and into immeasurable space to acquire new knowledge of the 
sam« kind, they declare to be the most important feature in the excellen­
ce of their science, - which is admirable, not because of such quantita­
tive infinity, but rather, on the contrary, because of the measurer-rela­
tions and the laws which reason cognises in these objects,^and which are 
the rational infinite as against that irrational infinite. 52

In other words, it is not the endlessness of the data astronomy that
is its best feature, but the laws (i.e. Kepler's) which make much of it

intelligible.

-But it was most especially in the practical realm that the in­
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finite progression had its importance, in Hegel's day. Both Kant and 

Fichte had reasoned that man's freedom consists in a struggle to realise 

the Good, which, however, he could never quite attain to; indeed, they 
believed that the concept of freedom demanded that man could never attain 
to the Good, for if he did attain to it, he would no longer have anything 
to strive toward, and therefore could no longer be free, freedom is here 
conceived of as necessarily involving the continual re-adjustment of the 

world of sense. But since the Good is never realised, indeed, can never 

be realised, this seems to be a vain struggle; herein is contained the 
contradiction that, on the one hand, men ogght to realise the Good, but 

then again, they ought not. The infinite progression here is the express­
ion of this contradiction, and does not resolve it. Its resolution lies 
rather in the realisation that the true will logically requires express­

ion in reality, and experience, so far as it expresses that true will, is 
no longer opposed to it (see chapter eleven).

Hegel goes on to note that it is only in quantitative terms 
that Fichte, in his Wissenscnaftslenre. is able to express the relation 

between the 'I1* and the 'Nat-I'; he says that the 'Hot-I' is partly det­

ermined by the 'I', and partly not. In this way, the two remain in quali-» 
tative opposition, though each has an external relation to the other. Thu 
Thus, for Fichte, the 'Not-I' always remains something standing over ag­

ainst the 'I', he never gets beyond this opposition. Similarly, Schelling 
thought it important to stress tnat all opposition was quantitative, i.e. 
that the opposed terms always have the same content; that each side of th 
the opposition contains both sides of the opposition, but ®n„one side, 

one factor is predominant, on the other side, the other factor. But inso­

far a3 the difference between the two terms, e.g. thought and being, is 

represented in this way, both are represented as completely external to
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one another, in the same way that, e.g. carbon is external to nitrogen.
If thought, say,'.really is predominant on one side of the opposition (and 
how one side of an opposition can be no more than a factor in itself I .. 
fail *» see), being will be cancelled out (or the two will remain a mere 
mixture). I will consider this in greater detail at the end of the next 
chapter.

It is at this point that Hegel introduces his (fairly brief) dis­
cussion of Kant's First Antimomy. He can afford to be brief, because his 

major criticisms of the antinomies apply to each of them, and have al­
ready been made. All that remains to be done here is to apply these gene­

ral criticisms to the particular antinomy in question through an analysis 
of it. Kant's First Antinomy, Hegel contends, concerns the opposition of 
quantitative infinity and finitude, as opposed to the opposition of qual­

itative infinity and finitude which was the subject of the antinomy pre­
viously mentioned; in other words, it deals with infinite progression 
rather than infinite divisibility (why Hegel now chooses to call the lat­
ter quantitative infinity, when he previously said it concerned the mom­
ents of the concept of quantity, is beyond me). More precisely, he con­

tends that it concerns this in the shape of the dilemma between the lim­
itation and non-limitation of the world in space and time, this form, 
however, being quite external to the main conflict.

The proofs of both sides of the antinomy are equallyssuper­
fluous, according tooHegel. Once again, all Kant really does is to bring 

together two conflicting assertions, in this case, (i) that the world is 
limited in space and time, and (ii) that the limit must be exceeded (es 
muss uber die Grenze hinausgegangen werden) (actually I do not think

these assertions conflict at all; Hegel really ought to have said (i0 
there is a limit, and (ii) there is no limit). The thesis of the First
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Antinomy runs::"The world has a beginning in time, and is also limited as
55regards space". Now the pr*#i of this thesis, says Hegel, presupposes 

what it is supposed to prove; for at the beginning of his proof, Kant 
presupposes some point, or rather 'any given point of time' prior to whic 
which an infinite time has elapsed and an infinite series of states of 
affairs has passed away (he goes on to reason that this latter is imposs-i 

ible, since it presumes that such a series can came to an end; but then i 

it would not be iniinite; therefore the non-limitation of the world in 
time is impossible, and the world must have a beginning). But this 'giv­

en point of time, Hegel argues, is nothing less than a limit; so all Kant 

shows is that the antithesis is false on the assumption of the truth of 
the thesis, he does not prove the truth of the thesis.

Similarly with the so-called 'proof' of the antithesis. This 
runs: "The world has no beginning, and no limits in space; it is infinite 

as regards both time and space". But the proof of this assertion proceeds 
with the argument that, if we assume that the world has a beginning, then 
it follows that it must have been preceded by a time in which the world 

was not; Kant goes on from this point to conclude that therefore, since 

it is not possible for anything to originate in an 'empty' time, because 
no time in-itself possesses a distinguishing condition favouring the or­
igination of the world at that time ratner than any other, the world can 
have no beginning (although its contents can). But the first part of this 
argument presupposes what is to be proven, inasmuch as it assumes that 

every existence presupposes a prior one, or at least a time prior to its 

existence; if the world really did have an absolute beginning, then time 
would have begun wath it; there is no question; of-the postulation of a. 
time at which nothing, not even time, was.

Kant's conflict, tnen, really only expresses the point that
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there is a limit, and that equally, that limit fnust be transcended, or 
that there rc ist be something' beyond that limit. Far from being a contra­

diction in the strict sense, this rather tells us something about the na­

ture of a limit, i.e. that it is never absolute, but always presupposes 
something on the other side of it, which is attainable in principle, if 
not in fact. It must be said here, however, that this, which is as much 
(if not more) than Hegel has to say here, hardly deserves the title of a 

'solution1 or a 'resolution'. Hegel just seems to be coming down on the 
side of the antithesis, that is, arguing that the world simply i£3 infin­

ite in space and time. For Kant does not appear to mean, when he writes 
of the non-limitation of the world in space and time, the complete ab­

sence of limitation, but only the absence of an absolute limit, a begin­
ning which is not merely arbitrarily chosen. Nevertheless, I still think 

Hegel is right.
The infinite quantitative progression, however, is not the 

true infinity of quantum, says Hegel, for in this progression, quantum 
and its 'beyond' are really identical, what lies beyond this particular 
quantum is nothing but another quantum. In this endless succession of 

particular quanta, therefore, we never get beyond the finite,, we never 

actually get beyond quantum as such. Now the true infinite, according to 
Hegel, is "nothing less than quality", in the form of being-for-self, or 

independent being. The infinite quantum, therefore, will contain both a 
quantitative and a qualitative aspect. As such, it nas the form of the 
quantitative relation or ratio (das quantitative Verhältnis). The quanta 
in a quantitative relation are no longer to be taken in their immediate 

signification, but rather as instances of numbers in a certain relation, 
and can therefore be replaced by other numbers while the relation, which 
transcends eacn of its instances, and is their foundation, remains the
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quantum in its truth is external relation.
55I mentioned earlier that Hegel's views on the infinite have'

important consequences for our understanding of the calculus, and it is
at this point, in a series of three remarks covering nearly a hundred

sides, ridiculously described’ by McTaggarttas "some mathematical digress-
56ions", that he spells these out. The mathematical.-infinite, he remarks, 

by way of introduction, is interesting for two different reasons; first­
ly, because of the,expansion of^nnathematics and the important results 
whiah its introduction into the science has brought, and secondly, be­

cause "this science has still not succeeded in justifying its employment
57of the same through the concept". In the final analysis, all its justif­

ications are based on the correctness of the results obtained by the cal­

culus, such being established by the success of their practical employ­
ment in predicting phenomena perhaps. This procedure, however, is "unsci-

5d
entific (unwissenschaftlich)", and it brings with it the disadvantage 

that mathematicians are unable to determine the range of its application, 
and therefore guard against its inappropriate use.

But Hegel is not merely saying here that mathematicians must 
learn from philosophers; he also believes that philosophers can learn by 
studying the behaviour of the mathematical infinite,vsince the true con­
cept of the infinite underlies it; and this is a very difierent concept 

.(he says).from the one which is. in the minds of those who criticise the 
use of the infinite in mathematics. Many mathematicians,'.he continues, 
try to avoid these criticisms either by disparaging metaphysics, or by 

saying that metaphysical problems are none of its concern, and that it 

only has to operate consistently within its own sphere, perhaps also 

pointing out the brilliant results that have been obtained by the employ­

ment of the calculus. Now Hegel partly agrees with this, since if it were
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.just the nature of the concept which was at issue, mathematicians need 

taxe no notice of the debate. They are only concerned'with the essential 

features of their objects as expressed in mathematical definitions and 

theorems, and not with the concept proper. But with the calculus, mathe- 

matics also breaks with its previous methods, and permits modes of proced 

dure which are not permissible when we are concerned with finite quantit­

ies, while also continuing to employ conventional procedure. This appar­
ent" breaking of its own rules stands in need of justification, which must 
from a higher science.

It is true that the results obtained by means of the calculus 

generally agree with the results obtained by the conventional methods of 
mathematics, i.e. the geometrical and analytical methods, Hegel contin­

ues, but firstly, this is not true of every result, and secondly, the 
calculus is not merely intended to provide a short-cut in comparison with 
existing methods, but to achieve results not otherwise obtainable. And 

anywayqj the fact that the calculus yields correct results is not suffici­

ent to justify its mode of procedure. Indeed, the correctness or exactit­

ude of the results it achieves is part, «f the reason w£iy we. should be 

suspicious of that procedure (or at I least the way that procedure is con­
ceived). For according to the general conception of the procedure of the 

calculus, its results ought only to be approximations (see following pag­
es), but in fact they are perfectly exact. Now mathematics, as a science, 
needs to be able to show how its results are produced, and therefore can­
not rest satisfied with this inadequate conception.

Hegel proceeds, therefore, to examine more closely the mathe­
matical concept of the infinite, together with some of the more important 

attempts at justifying its employment and ironjng out the conceptual dif­

ficulties involved tne procedure of the calculus. He intends both to shed
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light on his own conception of infinity, and show that it provides a ba­

sis for the justification of the procedures of the calculus. This con­

ception is far from being contained in the mathematical definitions of 

the infinite as either a magnitude than which there is no greater (the 

infinitely great) or a magnitude than which there is no smaller (the in­

i' in it esmal) . These definitions as they stand, says Hegel, are self-con­

tradictory. Nevertheless, if we reflect on the fact that in mathematics, 

magnitude id defined as that which can be increased or diminished, and 

that the iniinitely great or small are logically incapable of increase or 

dimunition, and cannot therefore be regarded as magnitudes, then we beg­

in to make progress.

To be fair, Hegel was not the first to criticise the above 

definitions, and ne quotes with approval Kant’s remarks in the Critique 

of Pure Reason to the effect that the concept of an infinite whole is not 

the concept of a maximum or a minimum, but rather only that of the rela­

tion of the whole to a given unit, i.e. that it must be greater than that 

unit. But it is only really the negative side of these remarks that he/ "
approves of; Kant's concept of the infinite, the fundamental feature of 

which is the stipulation of its immeasurability, that is, in his own 

words, "that the successive synthesis of units required for the enumera- 

tion of a quantum can never be completed", Is still only the concept of 

an infinite progression, and that represented from a subjective or psy­

chological point of view, tnat is, from the point of view of the intell­

ect trying to assign a definite number to the infinite quantum. This me­

ans that Kant has not yet got beyond the contradiction of which this pro­

gression is the expression, but, as Hegel says, merely distributed it 

evenly between subject and object, ascribing limitation to the latter, 

and infinite progress to the former.
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Since he thinks that the true infinity of quantum is the quan­

titative relation, Hegel proceeds by examining the various stages of the 

expression of a quantum as a moment of a quantitative 'relation, pointing 

out the imperfections in each, until he finally comes to consider the 

variables x and y as they appear in the Ibcy of the calculus, which he 

presents as the most perfect expression of a quantum as a moment of a 

quantitative relation. In this way he hopes to show that it is this true 

infinite which manifests itself in the calculus, rather than the infinite 

quantitative progression, and that it is the concept of this true infin­

ite which makes the procedure of the calculus intelligible, and indeed, 

provides its justification. The ascent through the various stages here is 

based primarily ©n the extent to which the quantitative element has been 

eliminated from the relation, or at least subordinated in the relation, 

and therefore corresponds to the ascent throughtthe stages of the trans­

cendence of the sphere of quantity as such.

Hegel begins by considering fractions. It is evident, he says,
2that is not a number of the same type as 1, 2, 3» etc. Although it is 

still just a finite number, it is determined by two other numbers which 

are related as unit (the denominator) and amount (the numerator); and al­

though these numbers, if they are abstracted from the relation in which 

they stand here, count as numbers in their own right, here they are just 

moments of a relation; as such, they are significant only in virtue of 

the relation which holds between them. Thus, they can be replaced by oth­

er numbers, such as four and fourteen, which stand in the same relation, 

without altering the fraction. Indeed, there is an infinity of numbers 

we can substitute for them in this way. Tnus, we have started to trans­

cend quantum as such. However, the fractional number is still an imper­

fect representation of infinity, firstly, because the numerator and de­
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nominator can be taken out of the relation and count as ardinary quanta, 

and secondly, because their relation itself can be expressed by an ord­

inary number, which is the exponent (der Exponent) of the ratio (in this 

case, the number 5*5)«

Secondly, Hegel considers the fractions employed in algebra 

which contain letters instead of numbers. Clearly, these do not have a 

specific numerical value of themselves, but are rather only universal 

symbols for whish we can substitute any arbitrarily chosen numerical val­

ues. As such they afford a far more adequate representation of infinity. 

However, it remains the case that these symbols signify finite quantum, 

even if they cannot be abstracted from their relation and taken as finite 

quanta, and therefore the same imperfections which are present in the 

representation bt the infinite by ordinary fractions are implicitly pres­

ent in its representation by algebraic fractions also.
2,

Thirdly, the fraction- can also be expressed in terms of an 

infinite series of numbers beginning 0285714... Similarly, the algebra^ 

ic expression

+a^etc. The expression of either in fractional terms is usually called 

the finite expression of it. Hut since the expression of either as an in­

finite series represents that quantum no longer as a relation, but rather 

as an aggregate of units, or amount, the quantum is no longer represented 

as truly infinite. The infinity of the infinite series is after all, only 

that of the infinite quantitative progression. This ought to suggest that 

it is the expression of a contradiction, and it is, insofar as it id an 

attempt to represent a relation (i.e. something qualitative) as devoid of 

relation, as an amount. The result of this is that the series always app­

ears to be lacking sometning. But the principle of the progression is 

known; it is implicit in the fractional expression. Hence, this express­

1 2 —  can be expressed in terms of the series 1 *  a + a
1 - a
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ion gives us all we can have, and also all we need.

Hegel argues, then, that we must distinguish between the in­

finity of the infinite series, in which an elememt of inexactitude is ac­

tually present, and true infinity, where there is only a show of inexact* 

itude. What we have here is basically two sorts of mathematical infinite, 

corresponding to the two sorts of philosophical infinite. Hegel is saying 

that the representation of infinity in the form of a series, which is ' 

perennially popular, *nly applies to one sort, a very inferior sort. It 

cannot represent the-true infinite, because it represents rather the 

failure to attain that infinite; it never quite gets there, never becomes 

what it ought to be, and is therefore, in the proper sense of the word 

(according to Hegel) finite. Thus T?e ought really to invert our termino­

logy; instead of calling the fractional expression of a number the finite 

expression, we ought to regard it as an infinite expression; and the in­

finite series we ought first to regard as an attempt to express an infini 

ite quantum in the form of an aggregate, then, seeing that the attempt is 

a failure, we ought to call it the true finite expression.

Hegel's concept of the infinite was largely inspired by that 

of Spinoza, which Hegel goes on to expound. Spinoza defines the infinite 

according to Hegel, as "the absolute affirmation of any existence" ,̂ ând 

the finite as determinateness or negation. This definition, however, pro­

vides (f*r Hegel) only a necessary, and not a sufficient condition of in­

finity, since the proper definition would also have to state that this 

affirmation is the result of the negation of a negation (so that the in­

finite is then declared to be the negation of the finite). The fact that 

Spinoza does not attain to this supposedly more adequate definition is 

regarded by Hegel as being in accordance with the fact thit the principle 

of his system is the concept of substance rather than subjectivity, an
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immediate rather than a mediated unity. Spinoza illustrates his concept 

of infinity with the following matnematical example, which Hegel quotes. 

The space ABCD in the figure below can be said to contain infinitely

fK

many unequal distances. But this does not imply that it contains an in- 

finite amount of parts, since its size is fixed and bounded, and anyway, 

it will continue to contain infinitely many unequal distances whatever

its size. This is because, in Spinoza's words, "the nature of the thing
-surpasses every determinateness", the nature of the space precludes the 

possibility of assigning a definite number to the unequal magnitudes con­

tained within it, and this is what causes us to introduce the notion of 

infinity here.

This would appear to be parallel to the case of the finite and 

infinite expressions of a fractional number. What was ordinarily termed 

the finite expression would be, in Spinoza's terminology, the infinite of 

thought, or the actual infinite (infinitum actu). while the infinite ser­

ies would be called 'the infinite of the imagination'. The former is act­

ually: inf inite, because it is complete, it is actually what the series 

strives to be. The terms of the fraction can also be made greater, like 

the space between the two circles, without this involving the absurdity 

of an increase in the size of the infinite, because this increase does 

not alter the relation between them, or the nature of the space. This is

the qualitative aspect which is present- here. Thought alone takes notice 

of this qualitative aspect, the relation^which in fact constitutes the
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the ground of the incommensurability.present in both Spinoza's example, 

and the example of the fractional number, while the imagination confines 

itself to the representation of quantum after quantum.

The discussion of this example leads Hegel into the considera­

tion of infinity as it appears in relation to the consideration of the 

functions of variable magnitudes in higher analysis. Infinity as it app­

ears here is infinity in its true form, he says, just as Spinoza concei­

ved it. He begins with some important remarks on the concept of a varia­

ble, however. Variable magnitudes, he notes, are not supposed to be var-
piable in the way that 2 and 7 are in the fraction , or even in the way

aa and b are in the fraction ^ ; that is, the significance of the symbols 

x and y as they appear in higher analysis is not merely that an infinite 

number of numbers can be substituted for them. If this was all there was 

to them, they would be indistinguishable in their employment.from the 

symbols a and b. In fact, they are treated quite difjerently, and there« 

fore, despite their name, their variability is not to be regarded as 

their main feature. Now this is interesting, since, to this day, the 

variable is still regarded as being characterised by its variability, and 

therefore as barvi *g essentially the same function as a symbol like a or 

b. Even when someone such as Russell has an intimation that there might 

be more to it than,this, he cannot say wnat that is. "The variable", he

says, "is perhaps the most distinctively mathematical of all notions; it
442is certainly also one of the most difficult to understand". He was far 

from confident about his own theory of it, moreover, calling it only "the 

least objectionable that I have been able to imagine".^

What, then, does Hegel thin»c is the true nature of those mag­

nitudes with which the calculus id primarily concerned? If we recall the 

two main examples he has been dealing with so far just once more, we see
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iirstly, that the denominator and the numerator of the fraction ^ are 

both quanta which can exist outside this relation, while a and b in ^
2 elrepresent such quanta; and secondly, that both ^ and ^ are or represent

fixed quanta. However, neither of these things can be said of the sides 
2 2

of the relation in the function — = p. It is true that x and y can both

stand for definite quanta, but it is not x and y that are supposed to re-
2present quanta here, but only x and y. Hence x and y do not appear here 

as definite quanta, and moreover, their relation is not a fixed quantum, 

but rather, as quantum, absolutely variable; that is, we may consider it 

as expressing any quantum at any time, without the change making any-.dif­

ference to our calculations. This is because x does not have a relation 

to y here, but only to the square oi y, and the relation of a magnitude 

to a power is not a quantum, but a qualitative relation.

It is therefore the power-relation wnich is the mo3* distinct­

ive feature here. This is, of course, not present in the function of a 

straight line, i.e. y = x , and therefore Hegel concludes that x and y 

here do not really signify variable magnitudes, but only serve the same 

function as the symbols a and b, i.e. they repiesent definite quanta. It 

would have been better, he complains, to have introduced a different name 

for the variable magnitudes that appear in the calculus, and to consist­

ently employ different, symbols to represent them than those used to re­

present unknown quantities, since these are not merely unknown, but not 

even definite quantities. Indeed, Hegel goes so far as to aay that it is 

only a failure to grasp the nature and function of the calculus that can 

have led to the inclusion of ordinary functions such as the function of 

the straight line In'its treatment. One ought not to mistake the need for 

the generalisation (Verallgemeinerung) of a method for the mere omission 

of its most important feature.
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We can go a stage further than this, however, In the relation 

of powers, x and y taken by themselves still signify quanta; this is no 

longer the case when x and y are taken as sides of the s.ymbol Dxy, or al­

ternatively, Dy/Dx, which denotes the instantaneous rate of change bet­

ween two variables. Dy and Dx neither are, nor signify quanta, but only 

have signification in relation to each other. Moreover, justaas they do 

not signify quanta, neither do they signify the absenee of quanta, that 

is, they do not denote zero (this is a very important point £® the urn- 

derstanding of the calculus). It is here that we see the mathematical in­

finite in its purest form, since it is here tnat tne qualitative aspect 

is most prominent, and it was the infinite as it appears here,("the so- 

called infinitesmal) which tiad been .the subject of the major mathematic­

al controversy sinee Newton's time. This controversy, Hegel argues, can 

only be settled by a philosophical examination of the question, that is, 

by a consideration of the concept of infinity.

Hegel does not believe himself to be entirely out on a limb 

here, however, for he believes that the great mathematicians who applied 

themselves to this problem all had a basic grasp of the true coneept of 

infinity. Newton, for example, shows that he possesses a correct intui­

tion of the matter when he says that his ,'i Tuitions' are not to be regard­

ed as indivisibles, but rather as 'vanishing divisibles'; not as sums or 

ratios of determinate parts, but as limits of sums and ratios. Newton 

described the limit as a 'prime and ultimate ratio'. It might be objected 

that such magnitudes can nave no final ration lee. because the rationbe- 

fore the magnitude vanishes cannot be counted as final, and after it has 

vanished there is no longer a ratio; but Newton explicitly says that "by 

the ultimate ratios of evanescent quantities is to be understood the ra­

tios of the quantities, not before they vanish, nor after, but that with
44

which they vanish". The quantities in question are not really to be
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taken as quantities, therefore, but as limits.

The history of the attempts to justify the procedure of the 

calculus can be described as the history of the precise formulation of the 

limit concept. Carl Boyer thinks that the main cause of the persistent

failure of mathematicians from Newton to Cauchy to formulate the concept
. 45

was "the fact that it was based on a geometrical intuition". As long as it 

remained grounded on this intuition, it was unlikely to fee precisely form­

ulated, he says. How this is interesting, because Hegel, not surprisingly 

for someone who rejects Kant's view of mathematics as based on intuition, 

albeit pure intuition, appears to want to reject the grounding of the limit 

concept in a geometrical intuition too. n® explicitly criticises those who 

would "bring the differential calculus back to the evidence of a strictly 

geometrical method", and thus hopefully "attain to the rigour of the anc­

ients", since ''the principle of infinitesmal analysis is of a higher nature
46

than the principle of the mathematics of finite magnitudes".

Hegel, however, is not himself concerned with the precise form­

ulation of the limit concept (that is, simply with the definition of the 

term 'limit'), since this does not solve the philosophical problems he is 

concerned with; it does not, in other words, clear up the inconsistencies 

present in the procedure of the calculus. This can be demonstrated in the 

following way. The expression:

(i) k/h = 96 + l6h

says that the average speed (k/h) of a falling body in the time interval of 

h seconds after the third second of falling is a function of h, i.e. 96 + 

l6h. As h becomes smaller, k/h represents the average spped over a smaller 

ani smaller interval of time Now the usual procedure employed in the cal­

culus to obtain the instantaneous speed at the end of the third second, 

would be to simply disregard the 16h. This would leave us with a speed of
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¿ninety-six feet per second at the end of the -third second, which appears 

to correspond to the results of experiment. The problem here, nowever, is 

how to justify this procedure. We cannot simply substitute zero for h, 

because k would then also nave to be equated with zero, and k/h would be­

come zero divided by zero, which, to say the least, is not equal to nine­

ty-six.

The idea of the limit is supposed to help us to get around 

this problem. It is reasoned that as h becomes smaller, so k/h represents 

the average spped over a smaller and smaller interval of time measured 

from the end of the third second; then it is said that the successive 

values of k/h therefore approximate to the speed at the end of the third 

second, and that the instantaneous speed must therefore be the value 

which is approximated to as h approaches zero. .But firstly, it is hard to

make sense of this idea that the limit is approximated to. Kline gives th?
1 7  7 15example of the sequence 0, etc., whieh might be a sequence

of successive values in a^similar. example. -It might be said that these 

values were approaching the number one, but no term of the sequence will 

ever be greater than one hall. In what sense, can this sequence be said 

to be approaching the number one? It never even gets anywhere near it.

And this is not just the case with this example; no sequence ever arrives 

at the limit, because the differences., as quanta, must be able to get 

smaller and smaller without limit.

Kline credits Cauchy with discovering the rigorous formulation
47of the limit concept, but really it does not seem to me, and I am sure it 

would not have seemed to Hegel, that it is much af an improvement on the 

ones that preceded it, at least witn respect to resolving the difficulty 

outlined above, since it still employs this notion of approximation. Cau­

chy wrote that:
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When the successive values attributed to a variable approach 
indefinitely a fixed value so as to end by differing from it by ,as little 
as'one wishes, this last is called the limit of all^the others. , .

interestingly, something very like this definition"appears in the Science

of Logic. Hegel writes that:

T-he limit here does not have the signification of ratio; it 
counts only as the final value to which another magnitude of the same 
kind continually approximates, so that it can differ from it by as little 
as one wishes (sowenig als man will), and so that the final ratio is a 
ratio of equality. ^

This might have been written in 1831 for all I know, and therefore Hegel 

might have actually been alluding to Cauchy's definition, but since he 

does not explicitly mention his name, I will assume that this was written 

in 1812, and that he is not alluding to him. Either way, Hegel's response 

to it remains the same, that is, that the notion of approximation is not 

appropriate, and therefore not helpful here.

... approximation is a category which of itself says nothing 
and explains nothing; dx already has approximation behind it, it is nei­
ther near nor getting near; and 'infinitely near' itself means the nega­
tion of nearness and approximation. 50

One might also criticise the phrase 'as little as one wishes'. The fact 

that the difference can be made as small as one pleases implies that the 

succession of values is endless, and therefore one cannot say that it end 

ends by differing from the limit by any amount at all.

The underlying problem here is the urge to base our conception 

of how the calculus works on our conception of how more elementary math­

ematics works; in the above case, to base our conception of the calcula­

tion of an instantaneous rate of change on our conception of the calcul- 

of an average rate. It has to be recognised that this approach just will 

not work. If we want to understand the calculus, Hegel suggests, we ought 

rather to approach it irom a consideration of what is really involved in 

the concept of infinity. Hegel says much m®re in these three long remarks 

on the calculus - I have so far only discussed some of the material con-
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tained in the first of these, without even touching on the second or 

third - but I have neither the space not the time to discuss any of the 

remaining material. I also lack the specialised knowledge of mathematics 

and its history needed to appreciate it fully. I have so far merely writ­

ten about what I think I understand, and what seems to me to be importr-. 

ant. I console with the thought that I have still gone further than my 

predecessors, and hope that what little I have done is sufficient to in­

spire an interest in these passages in others more able than myself to 

understand them.

(c) The Quantitative Relation or Ratio:

I really do not have much to say about this section, partly 

because its detail is so dense, but partly also because the basic gist of 

it is fairly clear and unproblematic. We have already seen that Hegel re­

gards the quantitative relation as tha^true mathematical infinite; basic­

ally what he does here is to describe its different forms, which, as one 

might expect, are not treated as merely different species of quantitative 

relation, but as stages in the development of the concept of quantitative 

relation. Consequently, they form a hierarchy, beginning with the direct 

relation or ratio (das direkte Verhältnis). This is exemplified by rela­

tions like that between the numbers two and four, the former being half 

the latter, the latter double the former. This relation can be expressed 

in terms of an i mediate quantum, the exponent of the relation, here the 

number two; when the exponent alters, the relation alters, although wc 

can substitute an infinite number of other numbers for two and four with­

out altering it, for example, three and six, five and ten etc.

The indirect relation (das indirekte Verhältnis), or, as Hegel 

also terms it, the inverse relation (das umgekehrte Verhältnis), is
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equally straight-forward. It simply means that relation where, say, one 

quanta increases and the other decreases in proportion to it; the number 

of employees on a factory pay-roll has an inverse relation to the number 

of redundancies in that factory, so long as no new staff are taken on. 

This represents a stage beyond the direct relation, insofar as it is no 

longer directly a relation of numbers. When it is said that the number of 

employees is inversely related to the number of redundancies, this does 

not refer to some particular number, say, twelve, and relate it to anot- 

ther number, say, two; twelve does not have an inverse relation to two. 

What is meant here is that the number pf emplpyees, whatevet that number 

is, has an inverse relation to the number ofi redundancies, whatever that 

number is. The qualitative element is once again begoming significant in 

this relation.

The ultimate stage in the development of the concept of the 

quantitative relation, however, is the relation of powers (Potenzenver- 

h&ltnis). This is exemplified by formula's like that of Kepler's third 

law, i.e. that the square of the time of the revolution of any planet is 

equal to the cube of its distance from the sun. This is the perfect form 

of the quantitative relation for Hegel, because it contains no reference 

to immediate quanta at all. The relation is incapable of being expressed 

in these terms. It is a relation of equality, and not even between two 

quanta, but between the square of one quanta and the cube of another. As 

such, it takes us up to the limit of the sphere of quantity, and the be­

ginnings of the sphere of measure, since quantitative relations such as 

these are no longer external .to the nature of things, but, at least in 

those sciences dealing with the less complex objects, can actually be

used to characterise them. This will become clearer in the course of the

next chapter
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Chapter Three: Measure

Morris Kline, in his book Mathematics in Western Culture, ar­

gues that what distinguished the science of the seventeenth century from 

all previous science was the fact that pioneers such as Galileo set a new 

goal for science, i.e. that of obtaining quantitative descriptions of 

phenomena independently of any physical explanations. Greek and medieval 

science, by contrast, had concentrated on explaining, in causal or teleo­

logical terms, why phenomena occured as they did. If one considers the 

sort of physical explanation which the Greeks and medievals sometimes em­

ployed, for example (this is Kline's example), Plato's view that the 

earth maintains its fixed position in the centre of the universe 'for a 

thing in equilibrium in the middle oi any uniform substance will not have 

cause to incline more or less in any direction'^ or Scholastic cexplana­

tions ' of the behaviour of chemical substances in terms of powers, both 

of which are very tautological, it is not hard to see why this should be 

considered an advance.

However, these quantitative descriptions were not simply sou­

ght after for their own sake. They were sought after because they were

considered to be essentially bound up with the quality or nature of
' 5things. As such, they were what Hegel called measures. When we occupy

ourselves with number or quantitative relations, he once remarked in his
4lectures on logic, it is invariably the measure of a thing we are after. 

Thus, in astronomy, we collect data concerning the positions of the plan­

ets at difierent times in order to determine their paths; similarly, in 

chemistry, we try to determine the quantities of the substances brought 

into combination in order to discover the measures in which they combine; 

and the statistics collected in the social sciences are only of interest

1
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insofar as they help us to draw general conclusions about the nature of 

society. In each case, quantitative studies are only important insofar as 

they enable us to predict, or even to bring about, qualitative change,

that is, insofar as they give men power over nature. The mere collection
5of numerical facts, as Hegel says, is otherwise without interest.'"

The range •£. significance of quantitative studies, therefore, 

appears to be determined by the extent to which number and quantitative 

relations are bound up with.,the-qualities of things, that is, by the app­

licability of the concept of measure. Now it seems undeniable that this 

concept is applicable, in its purest form, within the sphere of mechan­

ics, which can be described adequately for our purposes as the science of 

matter (in the abstract) in motion; it also seems undeniable that it is 

applicable to a lax-ge extent in the sphere of chemistry. However, the 

nse?e concrete the science, and the more complex the objects under consid­

eration, the less obviously quantity and quality seem to be bound up to­

gether in tnem, and the more controversial are the attempts to apply the 

concept of. measure-.to them..Hegel mentions .some notable examples in the

organic, social and psychological spheres where considerations of measure
6

are still relevant, but generally he feels that measure is not so import­

ant in these higher spheres.

If he is right, then, despite its huge successes in mechanics 

and cnemistry, we ought not to expect the Galilean approach to be equally 

successful elsewhere, or equally adequate elsewhere. The areas in which 

it has been most successful are precisely those in which it was most 

likely to be successful. Consequently, the revolution in scientific thou- 

gnt which Galileo is supposed to have initiated must be conceived as ber- 

ing far more limited in scope than has previously been thought. Although 

it set up a new-goal for science, it did not establisn the goal of all
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scientific activity; and although modem science can perhaps be charac­

terised by the fact that it has as its goal the discovery of quantitative 

descriptions for natural phenomena, it does not follow that this is the 

defining characteristic of science as such. This would be a very narrow 

definition of science, and it lacks justification. For the achievements of 

the Galilean approach cannot justify the restriction of the meaning of the 

term 'science' to the intellectual activity that employs thit approach.

More than this, however, Hegel does not even appear to think 

that the Galilean approach is completely adequate even where it is pri­

marily appropriate and successful. The results obtained by this approach, 

he thinks, even if they can be shown to correspond with experience, still 

have to be comprehended philosophically, and so justified. This means that 

these descriptions have^to ̂ be.phown..to reflect . the development of the  ̂ ... 

relevant concepts in the Logic ; in this case, it means that the different 

sorts of quantitative description we get in mechanics and chemistry have 

to be shown to reflect the development af the concept of measure and its 

sub-categories. Hegel regards this exercise as the 'proof' of these des-*- 

criptions, but it is reajLly. not _„a proof .in ' any^ordinary Sense. He gives 

his usage of this term some justification later on when he tries to re­

vise our concept of necessity, but for the moment we just have to bear 

with him. Whether we think this constitutes 'proof' or not, this is in 

any case what, he calls 'proof'.

(a) Specific Quantity (die spezifische Quantität)

Measure, writes Hegel, in its ordinary sense as a rule or

standard (Massstab), is a quantum which is adopted arbitrarily as the
7unit of a given external amount. Now although he recognises that there
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are cases wftere the unit adopted is ffce measure of. a thing in his sense 

(for example, the imperial measurements feet, inches and yards were all 

based originally on magnitudes of the human body), Hegel rejects the idea

of a natural standard of things. "A universal standard", he writes, "ought
8only to serve for external comparison"$ ^ d  therefore it does not ¡¡¡after 

what is used for this purpose. .Nothing, taken as a standard, will give 

the 'natural' measure of a thing. Hegel thus distinguishes himself from 

Newton, who, while denying that an absolute standard existed anywhere in 

nature, nevertheless thought that space and time were capable, at least 

in principle, of absolute measurement. That is, he believed that, because 

' our measurements of space and time can become more and more precise, it 

follows that there ought to be an absolutely correct measurement.

In fact, this is the same sort of error we met with in the 

previous chapter, in the consideration of the way the concept of approx­

imation features in the calculus. There is no approximation ftere, because 

there is no point we can arrive at which can be regarded as the goal of 

our approximations; we can always be more precise, because we are effect­

ively just dividing up the quantum into smaller and smaller units, an op­

eration which can be carried on ad infinitum. The measure we give to some 

something always depends on the quantum which is taken as unit. If we 

choose to measure it in inches, then our measurement of it will be the 

correct measurement in inches; if in millimetres, then our measurement 

will be the correct measurement in millimetres. An absolute standard 

would actually be of no use, because sometning can in fact only serve as 

a standard insofar as it has a length in common with other things. The 

absolute standard, however, would have to be a universal, and as such, 

it would have no particular length.

The abandonment of the Newtonian dogma of the absolute mea—
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surement of space and time, in the sense of a single correct measurement 

t® which our empirical measurements approximate, was brought about finali 

ly, of course,' by tne advent of,relativity theory. Now the replacement of
9the one by the other has often been seen (by Kline, for example, and also

10
by Einstein himself) as a victory over or a liberation from philosophic­

al dogmatism, but while it was indeed 'one in the eye' for Kant's uncrit­

ical Newtonianism, it was not a blow against pnilosophy as such. Par from 

shaking up all previous philosophic thought, it was anticipated by Hegel, 

as has been seen; he could tell from purely conceptual considerations 

that the Newtonian metapnysic was inadequate. And it ia not even correct 

to say that relativi£$ theory supports Hegel's view; really it is tne • 

otner way around, Hegel's arguments lend support to relativity theory. 

Certainly tney show how it does not lead to relativism, but in fact leads 

away from the relativism present in Newtonianism.

What I mean by this is that the absolute measurement of space 

and time was, for Newton and Kant, nevertheless something we were not ca­

pable of, sometning only a superhuman observer, God, was capable of. In 

reality, therefore, this theory placed limitations on our knowledge where 

-as relativity theory does not. In relativity theory, the measurements 

obtained in any frame of reference are ®,b®*lutely correct, and it is just 

this which many people find difxicult to understand. This difficulty if» 

resolvable, however, tnrough the consideration of the notion of a measure 

or standard. This reveals that the measure of a thing in this sense is, 

by its ver, nature, its determination relative to an: arbitrarily chosen 

unit or standard, ana that increased precision means a change of stand­

ards, not an approximation to an absolute standard. Russell was more or 

less aware of all this, and regarded relativity theory as concerned with 

the exclusion of any element of relativity to a subject from the state-
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ment of physical laws. He was, however, blind to the extent to which He­

gel was critical of Kant and Hewton, and anticipated Einstein.

Measure is distinguished from quantum as being the limit of 

the merely quantitative alteration of a thing. At the limit, a merely 

quantitative change brings with it a'qualitative change. It is sometimes 

suggested that tnere is no such point, that really, all changé-is gradu­

al, alteration (Veränderung)Hegel, nowever, insists that to say this is 

simply to deny the reality of qualitative cnange, for a gradual altera­

tion is nothing other than a quantitative one. The neglect of the fact 

that, at a certain point, quantitative changes bring with them Qualitat­

ive changes is, for Hegel, at the bottom of the paradoxes of vthe bald1 

and 'the heap' which Aristotle mentions in his treatise On Sophistical 

Refutations. In these paradoxes, it is asked whether the removal of a 

single grain from a heap of grain, or a single hair from a manîs beard, 

makes the heap cease to be a heap, or the beard cease to be a beard. The 

answer appears to be that it does not, but if the process is repeated 

for long enough, eventually both heap and beard will disappear.

The trouble I find nere is that these paradoxes seem to work 

against Hegel rather than for him, since tnere does not seem to be one 

precise point at which a heap of grain ceases to be a heap, or a beard 

ceases to be a beard. These notions are not defined in such a precise way 

that it is possible to say, after the removal of the nth hair or piece of 

grain, "Tnere is no longer a heap", or "There is no longer a beard" - 

precisely because a single hair does not make a significant difference.
It is possible, however, that Hegel does not mean that measure is the lim 

lit of merely quantitative change in the sense of a precise point at 

which change ceases to be merely quantitative, but only that quantitative 

alteration can result in qualitative change. This would leave open the

11
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possibility that the measure of some things is incapable of precise defi

inition. Certainly, Hegel needs to leave open this possibility, but it is

not clear from the text whether he did so or not. In the lectures, he

speaks several times about 'reaching a point1 where a quantitative alter-
12

ation brings with it a qualitative change.

One important thing to notice about the doctrine that the des­

truction of anything which has a measure takes place through the altera­

tion of its quantum, is that it means that change can result purely thro­

ugh things going on in much the same way, through the repetition of a 

process. A state, for example, continues to expand until it outgrows its 

own form of government, which is no longer suitable ior a great empire 

(hence the fall of the Roman Republic). Similarly, a tree continues to 

grow until it overtops itself, that is, it can no longer feed itself from 

the soil it grows out of, and so dies. In each of these cases, the des­

truction of the thing is unexpected, says Hegel, meaning that it interrupts 

the monotony of the quantitative progress (this is to be important to the 

consideration of Hegel's views on the nature of social progress). More 

significantly, it has no external cause; the thing has certain more or 

less precisely defined quantitative limits which it aust keep within in 

order to survive. Its own exceeding of those limits brings about its des­

truction. This internal principle of change is what Hegel means by did- 

lectic, and as far as I can see, no other meaning of the term denotes any 

thing of wortn to be found in his work.

Measure, then, is initially a rule or standard (Regel oder 

i'lassstab), that is, ai magnitude whicn serves as a unit relative to a 

quantum which exists in sometning other than the something of the rule 

( welcne Einheit gegen ein Quantum ist, das eine besondere Existenz ist,
/13an einem anderen Etwas. als der Regel ist. existiert), and is measured
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by it, that is, it is determined as an amount of that unit. This constit­

utes an external comparison, in Hegel's terminology, in the sense that 

the unit is itself an arbitrarily chosen magnitude which can also be de­

termined as an amount of some unit; Hegel gives the example of a foot be­

ing also an amount of inches, but pernaps a better example would be it 

being determined as an amount of a Basil »f some 6ther system entirely, 

for example, centimetres, sinee lft=12ins seems to be an axiom of the 

imperial system ratner than an actual ¡measurement. The point here is that 

the measure of a thing is here still external to its quality as such. But 

not all measures are external in this way.

We must distinguish between external measure, and specific or 

specifying measure (das spezifizierendes ifassi. If we consider the exam­
ple of temperature, then we see that■tnere is-both the external tempera­

ture of a universal medium sucnas air, which increases or decreases uni­

formly, and the temperatures of the different bodies in that medium, 

which do not necessarily increase or decrease in a direct relation with 

either the_temperature of the medium, or the temperatures of the other 

bodies. The comparison of the temperatures.of the difierent bodies in 

the medium gives their specific heats, that is, a quantum denoting the 

relative capacity of the body to absorb heat, rather than its immediate 

or external temperature. However^ since the medium is itself also a spe­

cific substance, which is therelore also capable of having a specific 

heat, the relation_between its temperature and the.temperature of another 

body is not merely a relation between an external and a specific measure, 

but a-relation between two specific quanta.

There is a stage further than this, nowever, in which measure 

takes the form of a quantitative relationship between two qualities, for 

example, space and time in the equation T^=KB^. Space and time here are



not independent existences, but, in accordance with their concept ( as 

Hegel has it), are bound up together in one measure-relation. It is at 

this stage that variable magnitude, in the sense that it was spoken of 

in the last chapter, first comes into consideration, for we have now gone 

beyond quantum as such, and are concerned also with the qualitative, in 

the form of a relation of powers between qualities. The symbols involved 

in the equations no longer denote quanta as such, but have some physical 

meaning. They do, however, also denote specific magnitudes, and there­

fore one is an amount subject to external alteration, while the otner is 

an amount determined by tne former, which is a unit relative to it. If 

one quality is extensive, the other intensive, tnen the former is the 

amount, and the latter the unit.

Hegel conceives of the fundamental equations of mechanics as 

forming a hierarcny based on the extent to which they correspond to the 

description given above. The expression of velocity in the form of dis­

tance covered divided by time taken to cover that distance, is regarded

as a direct relation which comes at the bottom of the hierarchy (Hegel
14

calls it a "determination belonging to an abstracting refieltion", pre­

sumably because it does not state a law of nature, but only gives a 

mathematical definition of velocity). In this relation, space is taken 

as numerator, time as denominator, as one would expect fjom what is said 

above, given that Hegel thinks space is extensive (Maa external, real
V  '.16

whole") and time intensive ("the ideal, negative factor"). Similarly, in
2,

the equations concerning the motion of a falling body, that is, i»l6t 

and t=v/d/lb, time appears as a root (unit) and space as square (amount); 

but the most perfect example of this measure-relation is again Kepler's 

Third Law, in which space and time are related as powers, the latter be­

ing a square and the former a cube.
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Hegel goes on to explain that "the mathematics of nature, if 

it is to be worthy of the name of science, must be essentially the sci­

ence of measures - a science for wnich much has been done empirically,

but little as yet from the strictly scientific, that is, philosophical 

point of view. Biathematical principles of natural Philosophy - as Newton 

called his work - , if they are to fulfill this description in a deeper 

sense than Newton and the whole Baconian species of philosophy and scien­

ce, must contain something else entirely, in order to bring a light into 

this still dark region, which is nevertheless most worthy of considera-
•17tion'.'" What he means by this is, firstly, that an enterprise such as New­

ton's basically aims at grasping the measures of things, that is, the 

essential quantitative relationships which pertain to them. But second­

ly, and more importantly, he is claiming that besides 'proving' that 

these relationships or laws ootain inductively from experience (Hegel 

perhaps surprisingly, regards correspondence with empirical.fact as a 

sort of proof), we must also prove them in the philosophical manner. In 

the case of Kepler^s laws, for example, we must show how they are to be 

expected, given the nature of the concepts of space and time. Hegel is 

aware that this sort of proof is completely lacixing from Newton's work, 

or that of ..ater scientists. He ridicules the notion that Newton proved 

Kepler's laws mathematically, on the grounds that those mathematical 

'proofs' actually presuppose what they are supposed to prove..Wnat New­

ton really does is to reduee Kepler's laws to "abstract expressions and
18

convenient formulae“. Perhaps when we have got a better idea of what 

mathematics can accomplish, and what it has accomplished", he says, we 

will understand this.

What we see in this section of the Science of Logic, and to a 

much greater extent in the first part of the Encyclopaedia treatment of
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the philosophy of nature, is basically Hegel's attempt to furnish the 

sort of proof which he thinks is necessary for relations like Kepler's 

laws. It is a very rudimentary attempt, as ne himself admits, X§ut then he 

is engaged in a very new and a very difficult enterprise. Hegel's first 

attempt at such an enterprise had already caused a great deal of contro­

versy and earned him a great many insults, from professional scientists
¿0 21

and mathematicians (,such as K.E. Gauss, for example) and laymen alike, 

it ààs continued to do so even in recent times. This is only partly the 

result oi ignorance and misunderstanding; the most common objection to 

Hegel's views was tnat in advancing them he was overstepping the bounds 

of his own discipline, and treading on the toes of mathematicians and em­

pirical scientists. How because of the distinction of some of the men 

who disparaged Hegel's work, it is tempting to simply assume that they 

were in the right; but to do this, I feel, would be to concede far too 

easily what was once a very lively debàte. Kather than simply submitting 

to authority.like this, we ought to examiné the pros and cons of the 

case.

Clearly, I cannot examine everything Hegel says on these mat­

ters in detail, since tnat would take me far outside the scope of this 

w*xk, which, after all, concerns Hegel's logic ratner than his pniloso- 

phy of nature. Tne following, nowever, can be said in defence of nis 

right-1 to criticise Newton, firstly, it is not so much Newton's matnemat- 

ics that he wfghes to quarrel with, as the claims made for it byhimself 

and others, and tne metaphysical structures he attempted to build on it. 

In the account of his objections to the assertion tnat Newton found the 

proofs of Keplerès laws in the Encyclopaedia. Hegel urges the reader to 

bear in mind that:

...the distinctions and determinations which mathematical an­
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alysis brings about, and the course which it has to take in accordance 
with its method, are wholly distinct from that which is supposed to have 
a physical reality. The presuppositions, the course, and the results, 
which analysis requires and provides, remain wholly outside these remind­
ers (Erinnerungen), which concern the physical value and the physical 
meaning of those determinations, and that procedure. It is to this that 
attention ought to be directed; what is needed is an awareness of the 
deluge of physical mechanics by an; indescribable metaphysic that - con­
trary to both experience and t/je concept - has tnose mathematical deterrni 
inations alane as its source.

One important part of this "indescribable metaphysics" was the belief in 

an empirically unverifiable force of gravity. Newton had introduced this 

hypothesis to account for the fact that the planets move in ellipses 

around the sun rather than the straight lines which his first law of mo­

tion said bodies undisturbed by forces ought to follow. Einstein, how­

ever, later showed that it was possible to revise this law so that the 

hypothesis could be dispensed“with; this dan be regarded as a partial 

vindication of Hegel ft hough strictly, as I mentioned previously, it is 

Hegel's work that vindicates Einstein).

Moreover, other philosophical’points of Hegel's have had 

echoes in modern developments in mechanics. I am thinking especially of 

his remark that "in representational thought, space and time are taken to 

be quite separate; we nave space and also time; philosophy fights against
25

this ’also"! This seems to me to be an anticipation of Minkowski's view

that instead of speaking of space and time, we ought ratner to speak of

a 1our-dimensional space-time continuum. Einstein described the concept­

ual changes which Minkowski helped to bring about in the following terms:

In pre—relativity physics, space and time were separate entit­
ies...One spoke of points of space, as of instants of time, as. if they we 
were absolute realities. It was not observed that the true element of the 
space-time specification was the event specified by the four numbers X p  
X£> A. The conception of something happening was always that of a 
four-dimensional continuum; but the recognition of this was obscured by 
the absolute character of time... It is neither the point in space) nor 
the instantin time, at which something happens, that has physical real­
ity, but only the event itself. ^

This did not mean that the time-dimension was homogenous with the three
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spatial dimensions, however, that rather than having a distinct role of 

its own, it was interchangeable with them. Einstein clearly states that:

The non-divisibility of the four-dimensional continuum of ev­
ents does not at all, however, invol^ the equivalence of the space co­
ordinates with the time co-ordinate. -

What is expressed is not equivalence (abstract identity) but insepara­

bility (speculative identity). I tnink Hegel expresses the same point

(plus a little more perhaps) when he says that "the truth of space is
26

time", and that in time, "the point has actuality".

It seems to me that Hegel was able to anticipate Minkowski's 

view, and many other features of relativity theory, precisely because the 

main changes brought about by it were changes in approach to the funda­

mental concepts of mechanics. Minkowski said that his views "sprang from 

the soil of experimental physics", but while it must be granted that the 

failure of the old theories to account for the results of important ex­

periments such as the Michelson-Morley experiment was a crucial factor in 

their eventual overthrow, I cannot accept that the new theories were sim­

ply deduced from experience, because they clearly contain more than is 

present in the empirical facts, namely, their connection, conclusions ab­

out the form(s) in which they can be represented, and conclusions about 

the nature of those fundamental concepts, which, as such, were always ca­

pable of being reached a priori, through philosophical inquiry. Einstein 

saw himself as rescuing the concepts of space and time from the clutches 

of "the philes»phers" who had abused tnem in one way or another:

The only justification for our concepts and our system of con­
cepts is that they serve to represent the complex of our experiences; be­
yond this they have no legitimacy. I am convineed that the philosophers 
have had a harmful effect upon the progress of scientific thinking in re­
moving certain fundamental concepts from the domain of empiricism, where 
they are under our control, to the intangible heights of the a priori.
Per even if it should appear that the universe of ideas cannot be deduced 
from experience by logical means, but is, in a sense, a creation of the h 
human mind, without wnich no science is possible, nevertheless this uni­
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verse of ideas is just as little independent of the nature of our exper­
iences as clothes are of the form of the human body. This is particular­
ly true of our concepts of time and space, which physicists have been 
obliged by the facts to bring down from the Olympus of the a priori in 
order to adjust them and put them in a serviceable condition. 27

Bui it is really only Kantianism which he is attacking here, and that 

from a standpoint of radical empiricism or positivism (Einstein later 

sings the praises of Mach and Hume). Hegel's views of space and time are 

in fact very difficult to distinguish from Einstein's. Einstein, for ex­

ample, writes that:

For the concept of space tne following seems essential. We can 
form new bodies by bringing bodies J3, C... up to body A; we say that we 
continue body A. We can continue body A in such a way that it comes into 
contact with any otner body, A. The ensemble of all continuations of body 
A we can designate as "the space of body A".Then it is true that all bod­
ies are in the "space of the (arbitrarily chosen) body A". In this sense 
we cannot speak of space in tne abstract, but only of the "space belong­
ing to the body A". The eartn's crust plays such a dominant role in our 
daily life in judging the relative positions of bodies that it has led to 
an abstract conception of space which cannot be defended."

Hegel's version of this runs as follows:

(Absolute space) is thought to be the truth of space; but rer- 
lative space is something much higher, for it is the determinate space of 
some material body. It is ratner the truth of space to exist as a materi­
al body.2^

How insofar as this is different from what Einstein says, it goes further 

in the direction he wished to travel, for Hegel does not merely say that 

space is always tne space of some body, but that space exist® as a mater-r 

ial-body, i.e. it is tne spatiality of bodies ratner than the spatial rei 

lations between bodies which is fundamental. Hegel therefore goes beyond 

both Newtonianism and Einstein's neo-Leihnizianism to produce a philoso­

phy of space and time which traces these abstractions back to concrete 

reality. Matter, he explains,

...has often been made the starting-point, and space and time 
have then been regarded as forms of it. What is right in this standpoint 
is that matter is what is real in space and time. But these, being abst­
ract, must present themselves here as the first, and then1 it must appear 
that matter is their truth...Matter is the first reality, existent being- 
for-selfi; it is not merely the abstract being, but the positive existence
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of space.

Einstein's conception of space is abstract in comparison.

If we now return to the main thread of the argument, however,
2we see him making the point that, althougn, in an equation such as T = 

KD^, the quantitative element of both sides is qualitatively determined, 

so that both are aspects of a single measure-relation, at the sane time, 

these two qualities do not stand to eash other in the same relation as 

the quantitative aspects, tnat is, it is not tne case that they have no 

signification or existence outside the relationship:

Thus space and time, apart from that specification which their 
quantitative determinateness contains in the motion of falling, or in ab­
solutely free motion, count as space in general and time in, general, 
space subsisting in its own right outside of and without time as an endu­
ring existence, and time as flowing on its own and independently of 
apace, 3d

I do no# think this need be tatten as contradicting the above, however; 

Hegel is still able to say that space and time in the above senses are 

empty abstractions. His point is simply that space and time as such are 

not to be equated with d and t, which refer« to particular spaces and 

particular times, such as the distance of any planet from the sun, and 

the time it takes to complete its orbit. It is these wnich feature in the 

formula, which therefore states a quantitative relation between them that 

does not necessarily apply to other spaces and times.

The law of the descent m£ a "falling body also contains an ele­

ment that is hot determined b$i the nature of space and time. The unit- 

side of this equation is merely an empirical quantum varying in an ord­

inary arithmetical progression; that is, it is just a number #aken up 

from experience (whereas the number on the amount-side is an amount spe­

cified by (the other number multiplied, by itself, and thus does pot vary

in a straight arithmetical progression). It is an immediate measure, 

like the distances and diameters of the planets, and cannot be determined
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philosophically. This is because it is not itself determined by the nat^
. H*.

ure of space and time. Philosophy cannot fully account for the law of 

the descent of falling bodies, therefore, since this contains the above-

mentioned empirical element, but it can account for Kepler's Third Law.

So Hegel says, anyway; he does not perform this trick in the Logic, and 

the account in the Encyclopaedia, apart from being ridiculously brief, 

is completely unconvincing.

iiegel speaks of 'prooi' here, but really it is not 'proof' in 

the mathematical sense we are familiar with, it is not the deduction of a 

conclusion from previously accepted premises; it is rather a comprehen­

sion of the thing, it shows, from the nature of concepts, why one ought 

to expect certain laws to apply. Now while one might feel that -Kepler's 

lass do not require any further 'proof' in the first sense, and that it 

is enough that they do not conflict with experience, I think it ought at 

least to be granted that there is a need,to grasp:the physical meaning 

of the mathematics involved here. This may not be necessary for its prac­

tical employment (it was not necessary in the case of the calculus), but 

it is a requirement of knowledge; a requirement which is increasingly be­

ing left unsatisfied, since science has bedorne so mathematicised, and so 

far removed from ordinary thought. Today more than ever before there is 

a need to make sense of all that mathematics, and thereby convert all 

that Know-how into knowing-why. This is the task of philosophy.

There is a hint of this approach, this method, which Hegel 

in the Encyclopaedia calls a "comprehending consideration (begreifende 

Betrachfrung)", in the Philosophical Investigations. Wittgenstein says at 

one point:

...logical investigation explores the nature of all things..
It seeks to see the bottom of things and is not meant to concern itself 
whether what actually happens is this or that. - It takes its rise, not 
from an interest in the facts of nature, nor from a need to grasp cau-
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sal connections: but from an urge to understand the basis, or essence, of 
everything empirical. Not, however, as if to this end we had to hunt out 
new facts; it is rather of the essence of our investigation that we do no 
not seek to leard anything new by it. We want to understand what is al­
ready in plain view (My stress - P.J.). For this is what we seem in some 
sense not to understand.52

This seems to me to be fairly similar to what Hegel says about the philo­

sophical as distinguished from the empirical approach to nature in the 

Encyclopaedia. The philosophical approacn does not ignore empirical fact, 

but ratner seeKs to show the necessity of things being as they are, that 

is, to comprehend why they are as they are; and this involves a consider­

ation of our general conceptual framework(s), the nature of our most gen­

eral concepts. Philosophy investigates what is most familiar, the foni, of 

knowledge (though not in Kant's way). The link between a comprehending 

(beereifende) consideration and a conceptual investigation is already 

suggested by the etymological connection between begreifen and Begriff. 

(Mote, incidentally, Wittgenstein's use of tne term 'logic' here; it is 

clearly not formal or symbolic logic he has in mind),

(b) Real Measure (das Reale Mass)

Measure, in its more developed form, is a relation of measures 

which is constitutive of the quality of distinct things. Hegel says that 

it is manifested in specific gravity, and further, in chemical proper­

ties. Today, these might not seem to be entirely appropriate examples of 

the sort of things he meant, and one might think of others more approp­

riate, such as atomic weights or atomic numbers (so long as these are 

separated from the metaphysical atomism which they are commonly associ­

ated with), but it was reasonable for Hegel to see these as exemplific­

ations of measure in its developed form given what was thought about 

them by the scientists of his day. Space and time still enter into the
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measures we are concerned with here, but they play only a subordinate 

role, and their nature does not directly determine the laws to be found 

in this sphere. They appear in the form of the length and thickness of a 

vibrating body, and the time in which a number of vibrations occur, both 

being measures which determine the character of the produced, sound.

Firstly, then, Hegel considers the case where something is 

distinguisnable by a number expressing the measure-relation between two 

of its quantitative characteristics. One of these characteristics, he 

maintains, will express the inner- side of the thing, i.e. that which 

makes it real or material, such as its weight or material parts, while 

the other will be its outer side, the ideal, spatial side of the thing, 

such as its volume. Thus, for example, a thing will be definable by the 

relation of its weight to its volume, or, more precisely, tne relation of 
its weight to the weight of the same volume of water or air, that is, its 

specific gravity. The volume of the substances, as the ideal aspect, 

counts as an intensive magnitude relative to their weight, and is there-, 

fore to be taken as unit. The relation between the weight and the vo&ume 

of the body is a direct relation, ratner tnan a relation of powers, be­

cause the bodies here are independent, i.e. they are not part of a system 

like the planets are.

It is this ideality of tne volume of a body which is manifest­

ed in the fact that while the weight of a compound body is equal to the 

sum of the weights of its components, its volume is usually less than the 

sum of the two volumes. If we only take account of the quantitative side 

of the combination, we should expect that the volume of the compound will 

also turn out to be equal to the sum of the two volumes of its compoj- 

nents; but here the qualitative side of the matter comes into considerat­

ion, in the shape of the nature of the quantities summed. Hegel seems to
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be saying here that the fact that there is consequently no simple arith­

metical relation between the specific gravities of the elements of the 

compound and that_©f_the compound itself, indicates that specific grav­

ity, and other similar characteristics presumably, are not quite perfect 

forms of measure. A more perfect form of measure is measure as a series 

of measure-relations, that is, as exemplified in chemistry by the combi­

ning quantities or equivalents of substances.

If two things are what they are only through a simple quality, 

writes Hegel, then they will cancel each other out when combined. No 

trace of hydrogen or oxygen, for example, is to be found in water, al­

though a mixture of the two, whose combined weight is equal to that of 

the water, is produced by maxing the latter the vehicle of an electric 

current. However, if the two things previously mentioned also have a 

characteristic measure, thj.s will be preserved in combination. Thus the 

same chemical compound always contains the same elements united in the 

same proportions (the law of definite proportions); the proportions..in 

which the elements combine with any ..arbitrarily chosen element are iden­

tical to the proportions in which they combine with each other.(the law 

of equivalents); and the combining quantity of a compound is always the 

sum of the equivalents of its components.(the low of the combining num­

bers of compounds). A compound will also be strictly definable by the 

proportion of its elements (e.g. water = H^O), and an element by its 

combining number or atomic weight (e.g. gold = the element with the com­

bining number 197)» which, although it is always expressed as a wnole 

number, is nevertneless a quantitative ratio.

Hegel does not explicitly mention the chemical laws stated ab­

ove. He seems at this point to be thinking mainly of the discoveries of 

Richter and Guiton de itorveau. Richter, who believed that chemistry was
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to be conceived as a branch of applied mathematics, assumed definite 

proportions in the compounds he analysed two years before Proust first 

stated the law of definite proportions. Although he overestimated the ex­

tent to which chemical combination could be explained in terms of the 

combining proportions of substances, he made the important discovery th&t 

if two neutral salts which decompose each other are mixed, then the re­

sulting compounds will also be neutral. It follows from this, as Hegel no­

tes, that the quantities of any two bases required to saturate a gitfen ac­

id, or of any two acids required to saturate a given base, form a ratio 

that is the same no matter what the given acid or base is. Consequently, 

if an appropriate substance is taken as the standard and assigned an arbit­

rary number, all other acids and bases can be assigned fixed numbers repre­

senting relative quantities that are equivalent in neutralising power.

Richter compiled separate tables for each acid and base; it 

was left to the -Berlin professor E.G. Piscner to collate all Richter's da­

ta into a single table, based on the adoption of sulphuric acid as the 

standard substance. This choice was relatively arbitrary, however, and this 

is probably wny Hegel insists that "truly the self-subsistent measure) is 

distinguished by the peculiar series of its exponents which it, taken as 

unity, forms with otner such self-subsistent substances"; the series of 

exponents differs with the choice of standard body, even if the combining 

proportions remain the same, and therefore it is reasonable to think that 

a substance is only properly distinguished by the series of exponents 

which is formed when ft is taken as unit. However, a more obvious way of 

distinguishing compound substances is by the proportions of their compo­

nents; consequently, Hegel's point seems to apply more to elemental sub­

stances, although he does not intend it to. Indeed, Hegel does not seem 

to have attached much significance to the distinction between elements
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■and. compounds generally.

Hegel goes on to talic about the concept of elective affinity, 

but this is not to be taKen as an.indication that he accepts the theory 

of the same name. In the following Remark he complains that it is one­

sided. But elective affinity as he understands it at this point is a 

much broader notion than that of an. attraction between substances based 

merely on their qualitative aspect. Rather it is the conception of some 

sort of qualitative affinity based on quantitative relationships; and as 

such its exemplification is not confined to< chemical phenomena. This sort 

of affinity is also present in music as harmony. Pythagoras discovered 

long ago that the most pleasant or harmonious combinations of tones are 

given off by strings, the ratios of the lengths of which are. simple 

wnole numbers. If this is expressed in terms oi the frequencies of sounds 

rather than the length of strings, then, for example, the Major Third is 

a pair of tones whose frequencies are in the ratio ef four to five, the 

fourth a pair whose frequencies are in the ratio three to four, and so 

on. Hegel explicitly describes such harmonies as 'elective affinities'.

There are otner parallels between such harmonies and chemical 

afiinities as he sees them. Por example, just as the choice of a standard 

substance in the construction of a table of equivalents is relatively ar­

bitrary, in the sense tnat any substance, taken as unit, will generate 

some sort of a series of exponents; so too is tne choice of the key of a 

composition. The individual note is the key of a system, Hegel says, but 

then again it is also an individual member in the system of every other

key-. Similarly, as substances only combine in certain ratios, and remain 

unaifected by quantitative alteration outside those ratios, so harmonies 

occur at irregular intervals in the progress along the musical scale. But 

just as there is a difficulty about Hegel's statement that individual
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substances are distinguished by the series of the exponents of the ratios 

in which other substances combine with it, s» there is a>difficulty with 

his statement that, '»the:,individual note first acquires its sense .in re?r 

lation to and in combination».with another note, and with the series of 

others'. If he means by this that .»a ¡»note only nas meaning as part of a 

piece of music, or that it is distinguished by its place in the musical 

scale, then this seems fair; but he seems to mean that it is what it is, 

in some sense, because of the notes it harmonises with, and those it does 

not, and I do not see why this is essential.

Hegel includes here another extended remark, which Me Taggart 

again regarded as a digression, on the concepts employed in the pursuit 

of the 'numerical relations of the mixtures of the chemical elements 6den
. 34VerhH.ltniszahlen der Miscnungen der chemischen Elemente)' (I quote this 

expression because it seems to contradict my view that Hegel did not re­

cognise elemental substances), and various views of elective affinity.

In his preamble he mentions Ricnter's law^of neutrality or equivalent 

proportions, his_attempts to construct tables of equivalents, and Fisch­

er's simplification of his work. Rut the remark really begins with a 

brief account of berthollet's modification of the concept of chemical 

affinity». (Hegel says elective affinity, but this is wrong: berthollet 

modified the concept of chemical afiinity, precisely by denying its el­

ective character. This appears to :be only a verbal slip however, for in 

the rest of his account Hegel shows that he is very much aware of what 

berthollet did).

berthollet replaced the traditional concept of affinity by a 

more complex and relative version which declared that the forces of af­

finity had to be proportional to the masses of acting substances. For­

merly, it had been believed that relations of afiinity were fixed be-
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teen substances, a®me being attracted to others purely because they were 

those others* Tables of affinities were drawn up on this assumption, But 

Berthollet peisted out that the degrees of affinity supposedly demonstra­

ted in these tables were in fact more or less determined by the circum­

stances in which the experiments in which they were 'discovered' were ca­

rried out. factors such as conesion and solubility influenced their out­

come. And if these factors were removed, the phenomena which remained 

would be explicable solely in terms of the action of chemical mass. Mow 

-legel is not impressed by this,argument, and kppears to suggest that - - 

theke'factors^are really.inseparable from tne concrete nature of the 

substance, so that Berthollet's 'removal' of them is an empty abstract­

ion (Hegel compares Berthollet's argument here with the Newtonian argu­

ment, intended to support his first law of motion, that it is friction 

that causes the motion of a pendulum to decrease, and finally to cease; 

Hegel himself thought that tnis was the effect of gravitation).

Berzelius, Hegel continues, adopted Berthollet's views and 

to make matters worse, dressed them up in 'the peculiar metaphysic of an
55 ,uncritical reflection', which in this case means a thoroughgoing (physic­

al as well as chemical) atomism. Berzelius's theory vent beyond-the lim­

its of experience, on the one hand inventing sensuous representations 

(sinnliche Yorstellungen) which are not themselves given in experience 

(by which I take Hegel to mean supposedly material things which are ne­

vertheless neither visible nor tangible), and on the other hand, apply­

ing categories of thought (Denkbestimmungen)T and thus on both these 

counts, maxing itself a subject for logical criticism (logischer Krit- 

jk - Hegel's pnrase, not mine). Hegel therefore goes on to quote a pass­

age from Berzelius's Textboox of Chemistry (L&rbok i xemien). which he

criticises in detail. According to tnis passage, which I quote in trans­
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lation from Hegel's text, retaining his stresses:

... one must imagine that in a uniformly mixed liquid, eacn 
atom of the dissolved body is surrounded by an equal amount of atoms of 
of the solvent; and if several substances are dissolved togetner, then 
they must share between them the interstices between the atoms of the 
solvent, so tnat .in a uniform mixture of the liquid there arises a sym­
metry in the arrangement of the atoms such that al 1 the atoms of the in­
dividual bodies are uniformly arranged in relation to the ktoias of the, 
other bodies; one Can inetei'ore say thatithe"«olut-idii is chafSc'tëfî-sed J 
by the symmetry in the arrangement of tne atoms as well as the combina» 
tion in definite proportions. ^

-Berzelius, according to Hegel, f®il®wed this passage with an account of 

the compounds formed when sulphuric acid is added to a solution of cop­

per chloride; but this example, as Hegel insists,

certainly does not show that atoms exist, nor that an amount 
of atoms of the dissolved body surround the atoms of the liquid, that 
free atoms of the two acids arrange themselves around the atoms which re­
main combined (.with the copper oxideJ, nor that the symmetry in their 
position and arrangement, or the interstices between the atoms, exist, - 
and least of all, tnat the dissolved substances share among themselves 
the interstices of the atoms of the solvent. This would mean that the at­
oms of the dissolved substances take up their positions where the solvent 
is not.- for the interstices between the atoms of the solvent are spaces 
empty of it -, and hence that the dissolved substances are hot present in 
the solvent, but ratner 3 whether the solvent surrounds and is arranged 
around them, or they surround and are arranged around it.- they exist 
outside it, and are therefore certainly not dissolved by it. One fails 
therefore to see why one must form such conceptions, which are not cor- 
roborated by experience, whicn are essentially self-contradictory, and 
which are not otherwise substantiated in other ways. This could only oc­
cur through the consideration of these conceptions (Vorstellungen) them­
selves, i.e.through metaphysics, which is logic; but they are as little 
confirmed by this as by experience - on the contrary!

All that is expressed in the laws of saturation (or combina­

tion), says Hegel, concerns only the quantity of units, themselves quan­

titative, of a body which are necessary to neutralise a unit of another 

body. They give no grounds for the positing of any non-sensible metaphy­

sical entities such as atoms (i.e. ultimate constituents of matter, per­

ceivable perhaps by beings whose senses are sharper than our own). And

1 do’not think that’’it is necessary to distinguish between chemical arid
-38physical atomism, as Alan Hooke does* -for. insofar as chemical atomism is 

still a form of atomism, arid still ahyphtnesis. wnicri d<s-meant ito-ex-pteitiv'
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the regularities which the laws of stoichiometry describe, it remains 

susceptible to logical criticism. Rocke seems to suggest that chemical 

atomism is a distinct hypothesis from physical atomism because itrcon- 

tains^fewer metaphysical, commitments; but to say.less ©f the same thing
39is not to say, somethimg different,..and as Rocke. himself admits, the main 

advocates of chemical atomism werd also tnoroughgoing physical atomists.

I would stress, however, that one ought not to infer from He­

gel's anti-corpuscularianism that he merely shared the dynamism of Kant, 

Schelling, and the other Maturpnilosopnen. Hegel considered both mechan­

ism and dynamism as one-sided metaphysical exteemes, and he was not alone 

in this view, as Rocke shows. Many German chemists of the time, including 

Kastner, who Rocke says wa3 "the most preeminent cnemist in Germany" b e t ­

ween 1817 and 1830, and whose views Hegel cites with approval in the Enc­

yclopaedia, were highly critical of both views. It is ridiculous to sug­

gest, therefore, as Rocke does, that theirs was a "compromise" position 

between atomism and dynamism, a "dynamical atomism".^lt is rather the 

case that the Germans were aware of tne superfluity of both categorial 

frameworks, which merely raised aspects of chemical phenomena into meta­

physical entities, and wished to re-direct the science back on the sure 

patn of observation and experiment (tnis is certainly what Kastner seems 

to be saying at any rate).

I am no£ suggesting that Hegel himself was as positivistic 

as Kastner or otners of his liKe, but 1 certainly do think that he snar­

ed their view that the above-mentioned hypotheses were foisted on the 

laws of stoichiometry unnecessarily, and explained nothing. Hjnce we 

hear him arguing in the Science of Logic that, contrary to what Berze­

lius, says, the dynamic view is as little incompatible with the law of 

definite proportions as the corpuscular theory, although both theories
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are inadequate. The one attempts to view the body solely as aneextensive 

magnitude, that is, as an amount of atoms, and chemical dombination as 

the combination of those atoms, while the other attempts to. view it as- 

a merely intensive magnitude, as a degree.'of force, and chemical combin­

ation as the result of the action of that force. But. as has already ¡been 

seen, the magnitude of a .thing expresses itself both.&s an extensive and 

as an intensive magnitude, so that both views are just abstractions, and 

neither the one nor the other will do.

There is undoubtedly more to be said about this remark of He­

gel's, but I have said all I want to say about it for the moment, so I 

shall press on to the next section» 'We saw earlier that a merely quanti­

tative progression can be interrupted by the sudden appearanbe of a term 

wnich displays.’a: certain accord or aff inity With; an earlier one. Hegel 

now argues that such affinities form "a nodal line of measures on a scale

of more or less (.einff Knotenlinie von Maasen auf_ einer bkala des Mehr und
\ 42Wen:ger)11, and goes on to consider the notion of such a nodal line of 

measure-relations in more detail. Every measure-relation, he maintains, 

has a certain range (Weilej within which it is indifferent to quantita-r 

tive alteration and therefore does not change its quality. However, at a 

certain point, the boundaries., are overstepped,,and the quality of the 

thing is altered, it becomes something else. This is not to say, however, 

as I pointed out earlier, that there are always precise boundary-lines, 

but only that, as it were, the line must be drawn somewhere.

Hegel illuminates further here what he has already said about 

change at the beginning of the section on specific quantity. Underlying 

qualitative change, he explains, is a continuous quantitative progress­

ion, or series of quantitative alterations, how if we concentrate solely 

on this series of alterations, tnen change appears to be gradual (allmdh-
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liche); indeed, this sort of change is. gradual. -But is not true change, 

not qualitative change, the change of one state of affairs into another; 

or at least it is only the external side of such change. ¥he previous 

quantitative relation, which Hegel says,, in terms recalling his treatment

of the mathematical infinite, is "infinitely near" the following one, "is
43

still another qualitative existence". In other words, this series of 

quantitative changes never quite adds up to a qualitative change, and 

therefore never even approximates to one. Qualitative change therefore 

comes in the form of an interruption of the series of merely quantitative 

changes, and the transition from one quality to another takes the form of 

a leap.

Hegel is not short of examples of such nodal lines of measure- 

relations. There is one present in the system of natural numbers, he con­

tend::. This is basically a quantitative progression or regression, each 

term of which has a straightforward arithmetical relation to the ones be­

fore and after it (it is that number plus or minus one); but the terms of 

this series also have a specific relation to otnsr terms in the series, 

i.e. they sire a multiple of them, or else a power or a root. Similarly, 

as has already been seen, the progression along the musical scale, which 

is generally only a gradual increase or decrease in the pitch of the note 

notes, is interrupted at regular intervals by sudden harmonies with the 

keynote. Hegel expresses this quite beautifully, by saying that "While 

successive notes become more and more distant from the keynote...there 

suddenly occurs a return (RUckkehr), a surprising accord, of which no in­

dication was given by the preceding quality, but which rather appears as 

an actio in distans, as a relation to sometirung far removed" ̂

More important, however, are the examples he draws from chem­

istry. The progressive ¿Iteration of the mixture proportions of two sub­
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stances is interrupted at regular intervals, he explains, by the forma­

tion o£ distinct compounds. The different compounds of nitrogen and oxy­

gen, for example, are formed only when nitrogen and oxygen are mixed to­

gether in certain specific proportions, and no compounds are formed by 

intermediate proportions. Similarly, metal oxides - Hegel specifically 

mentions the lead oxides, but I think the oxides of manganese illustrate 

his point much better - are formed at certain points of oxidation, and 

no true chemical compounds are formed at intermediate points. The only 

problem with these examples is that, while they illustrate well the in­

terruption of a quantitative progression by qualitative change, they seem 

to omit another feature which Hegel appears to tnink belongs to the con­

ception of a nodal line of measure-relations, that is, the reference 

back to a previous term.

The phenomenon Hegel needed was in fact discovered in the 18- 

60's, long after hi? deat&. I am referring to the periodic law, that is, 

the principle that the chemical properties of the elements are periodic 

functions of their atomic weights. The periodic table of elements, which 

was drawn up on the basis of this law, showed clearly that if all the el­

ements were arranged in order of their atomie weights, beginning with 

that of hydrogen, then there appeared, at equal intervals, a revival of 

the same physico-chemical characteristics. However, we must be careful 

here, lnsoiar as this table was based on the atomic weights of the ele­

ments, it did not form a series of continuous quantitative alterations. 

Hydrogen, for example, has an atomic weight of 1*00797» while the elem - 

ent with the next nearest atomic weight, helium, nas a weight of 4*0026. 

Moreover, the modern version, which is based on the number of protons in 

the nucleus of an atom of tne element (sic), and which does form such a 

series, destroys the truly periodic character of the table.
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This does not pose, a problem for Hegel, however, so much as 

for modern scientists. Part of Hegel's point here is that nature really 

does make leaps, and this means that the attempt to arrange the species 

of any natural genus into a series is unlikely to succeed. He makes this 

point explicitly in his lectures on the philosophy of nature:

To seek to arrange in serial iorm the planets, the metals, or 
chemical substances in general, plants and animals, and then to ascertain 
the law ofl the series, is a fruitless task, because nature does not arr­
ange its forms in such articulate series: the concept differentiates 
things in accordance with their own specific qualitative character, and 
to that extent advances by leaps. The old saying, or so-called law, non 
datur saltus in natura. is altogether inadequate to the diremption of 
the concept. 45

We cannot pefute this thesis by pointing to the existence of the periods 

ical classification, because Hegel's point is not so much that species 

cannot be arranged in serial form, but that such anarrangement is en­

tirely artificial. It cuts right across the qualitative diflerences of 

the elements, so that, in the modern version, a metal like Germanium, for 

example, stands side-by-side with a non-metal like Arsenic, and only a 

few places away from a gas like Krypton. The fact that the periodic table 

is usually sub-divided into sections based on broad qualitative divisions 

such as that between metals and non-metals, shows that chemists still 

feel the need for this more natural classification.

The aspect of the reference back is also missing from Hegel's 

lait and most well-known example, that of the points at which water pass­

es from the liquid into the solid or gaseous states. This example also 

differs from the previous ones in another way, namely, it concerns a change 

of state rather than a change of substance. The quality of the thing, in 

the strict sense, does not change (ice is only frozen water). In fact, this 

example indicates a shift which is taking place in the discussion. Hegel is 

about ta matce the transition foam the consideration of quality and quantity 

as such to tha , of a substratum which remains identical through changes of



119

state. This is therefore a transitional example, and still does not ideal­

ly suit Hegel's purpose. Nevertheless, it certainly helps to support his 

opposition to the dictum, natura non facit salturn. It is certainly true 

that "Water, in cooling, does not gwadmally harden, s© that it is at first

porridge-like (breiartig), and gradually attains to the consistency of
4bice, but rather hardens all at once".

Hegel's following remarks are almost certainly directed at 

Kant. Kant, in the Critique of Pure Reason, had defined reality as the 

element of sensation in an empirical intuition, and negation as the abs* 

ence of sensation, and proceeded to »2«rue that there were infinite deg­

rees of reality, and that there!ore the existence of an empty space or
47

time could not be proven empirically. He added that in order for a thing 

to make the transition from a state a to another state b, it had to pass 

through an infinite number of intermediate states, thus making explicit 

his acceptance of the doctrine that nature does not make leaps.' xiegel 

therefore protests here that Kant's doctrine does away with coming-to-be 

and ceasing-to-be, insofar as it transforms the inwardness (das Ansich, 

das Innere) or potentiality of a thing into the mere smallness of its out­

er existence (so that it is already presumed to exist, even if it is no# 

yet observable), and the conceptual diiierence (between something and its 

other) into a mere difference of magnitude.

In the last section of the chapter on real measure, Hegel ar­

gues that since every quality that arises is also subject to the same sort 

of progressive quantitative alteration as the one which preceded it, so 

the series of merely quantitative alterations which it undergoes is simi­

larly liable to be interrupted by qualitative change at some specific 

point. Consequently; in accordance with our present principles, such nodal 

lines of measure-relations form an infinite progression in which changes
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of quality continually interrupt merely quantitative changes (the new mea­

sure-relation. being regarded as measureless (ein Hasslose) in relation to 

the preceding one, i.e. as constituting- a sphere beyond that measure-rela­

tion). But implicit in that infinite progression is the necessity to go 

beyond the separation of quality and quantity and to recognise an underly­

ing principle of change, a self-subsistent matter or thing (Materie, Sach- 

e) which remains the same through changes of its quality (which now acq­

uires the significance of a state) or quantity.

(c) The Becoming of Essence (das Werden des Wesens)

There is really no need for me to follow Hegel's chapter- 

headings, but I feel that the material contained in this last chapter of 

the section on measure needs to be separated from what has gone before, if 

no£ for any other reason, then because Hegel omits the whole of it from 

the Encyclopaedia versions of the logic. This is probably because it just 

is not important enough to merit inclusion in a more concise account. The 

point which I think is noteworthy from the first part of this chapter, 

for example, is that it is here that Hegel thinks it is appropriate to re­

introduce the concept ®£ absolute indifference (absolute Ira<ii?f«renz), 

which he rejected earlier on as an appropriate concept to begin with. He 

comments here that the expression Indifferenz has been employed (by Schel- 

ling) for the concept which he terms 'being', i.e. the lack of determinate­

ness with wnich philosophy begins.(Schelling probably used this term be­

cause it connoted the indifference-point between two poles); but it is 

more appropriately used to denote the indifference which is reached throu- 

the negation of every determinateness in the sphere of being, i.e. the

indeterminate substratum which persists through changes of state.
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Hegel goes on to consider indifference as an inverse relation 

of its factors, which is of course how Schelling himself conceived of it. 

Schelling thought that all opposition was merely quantitative, so that, 

say, thought and being both had the sarnie content, insofar as each contain­

ed an element of thought and an element of being, but in one case, the 

concept contained more thought than being, in the other, more being than 

thought; just as protoxide contains more nitrogen than oxygen, while bin- 

oxide contains more oxygen than nitrogen. I would have thought that the 

main difficulty here was how thought (e.g.) could contain itself and be­

ing (or what Schelling could have meant by such an absurd statement), but 

Hegel does not seem to tninK so. Instead, he cxiticises Schelling for in­

sisting on the conceptual inseparability of tne two related concepts while 

at the same time treating them as completely external to one another, like 

two chemical substances which enter into combination, but are no longer 

present in their compound.

hegel applies this argument to the relation between Newton's 

hypothesised centripetal and centrifugal forces. We know, he says, that 

the velocity of a planet increases as.it approaches that point of its or­

bit at which it is nearest the sun, and decreases as it appoaches that 

point at which it is furthest from tne sun; this is an empirical fact, 

which he says has also been reduced to its 'simple law and formula', thus 

satisfying all the demands which can truly be made of a theory. How ever, 

Newton also provides a so-called explanation'of the phenomenon in terms 

of centripetal and centrifugal force, that is, that the centripetal force 

increases in inverse proportion to the,centrifugal ;force as the planet 

nears the sun, while the centrifugal force increases in inverse propor­

tion to the centripetal force as the planets gets further away from the 

sun. Hegel simply replies that if centripetal force (e.g.) really did in­
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crease la inverse preportion to centrifugal force as a planet neared the 

sun, then the latter would be increasingly unable to prevent the planet 

reaching the centre it strives after, and it would crash into the sun. 

Similarly, if centrifugal force increased as the planet ».wed away from 

the sun, centripetal force would be unable to prevent it from leaving its or 

orbit.

The central problem here, according to Hegel, is once again 

that two things which are.mutually exclusive are treated as if they.exist­

ed separately from onet another. In our first example., thought.and being 

were treated as separate existences, which could both exist side-by-side 

in difierent quantities, wnereas in fact the preponderance of the one over 

cancels the lesser out, just as the preponderance of a motive force can­

cels out the immobility of an object. Similarly, in our second example, it 

is assumed that centrifugal and centripetal forces exist independently of 

one another, so that they can both act separately on a body; but in fact, 

as we saw just now, the preponderance of the one has its logical conse- 

ces in the destruction of the other, precisely because of their conflict­

ing natures; and t@ think.of them as. standing in equilibrium is effective­

ly to deny the existence of both, for the same reason (i.e. they essenti­

ally conflict). Hegel also mentions other applications of this ce«s«ption 

of indiflerence as an inverse relation of its factors, mostly drawn from 

Schelling'*s First Attempt at a System of the Philosophy of Nature..But 

then in these examples, Hcheiling was probably only adapting an idea he 

found implicit in Newtonian metaphysics.
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Chapter Four: Essence as Reflexion into Itself

1
The truth of being, says Hegel, is essence, which is to say

_ 2that being presupposes essence, being is'tnat which is immediate, which in 

e**parissn with essence is mere show (Schein). This is not to say that it 

has no reality, but.only that it is transient, and lack® self-subsistence, 

and.therefore requires a,permanent., substratum, which is the essence. The
3standpoint of essence, Hegel explains in his lectures, is the standpoint 

of reflection (der Reflexion). Now this expression is used, he contends, 

primarily with reference to the action of a ray of light which, travelling 

in a straight line, hits a reflecting surface and is thrown back. The ray 

appears here in twe^ways; firstly, in its immediacy, and secondly, throu­
gh the mediation of the surface from which it is deflected. Similarly, 

when we reflect on something, we de net merely consider it a« it i«medi­
ately presents itself, but rather as mediated through something else. For 

example, when we reflect tftat the lightning-flash we have just witnessed 

is an electrical discharge, we consider it as an expression of a much wi­

der group of phenomena.

It is only when knowing (sic) is recalled from immediate be-
.4ing, Hegel continues, that it finds essence; now it is wise tb note 

the ambiguity of the term which I have rendered by ’recalled’ here, and 

whose infinitive is erinnern. Hegel uses it both in the sense of recoll­

ection, and penetration into the neart of phenomena, because he thinks 

that the two are intimately related. Usually, it is thought that to re­

call something is to bring it back into immediate experience, but Hegel 

talks instead of recalling knowing, or oneself, from immediate experien­

ce, because it is not there tnat the essence is to be found; one has to 

search for it within, that is, either within oneself, as when one re*' 11*
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a general rule wnich is then to be applied to the case directly before us, 

or within'experience., as when one discovers a rule or law §a the first in­

stance. Hegel A»«s.n*t really distinguish between the two; or at least, he 

chooses to stress the connection rather than the distinction between them. 

This is not peculiar to him, either; the two are also united in Aristotl
5le's concept of epagoge.

The connection between remembrabce and discovery (of the ess-
£

ence) can be traced back further, in fact, to Plato's anamnesis doctrine
7or even to bocratic maieutic, and is also present in Wittgenstein's later

.8philosophy. In the Philosophical Investigations. Wittgenstein says of Au­

gustine's question, "quid est ergo tempus?" (which is what Popper would 

call an essentialist question)that as something which Augustine knows 

when no-one asks him, but cannot give an account of, it is therefore some­

thing he needs to remind.himself of. Popper also notes connections here,
‘ o

though he is hostile to all the above theses.'Hegel seems to see the con­

nection in the passage beyond the immediate object of experience to the 

universal, which is the essence. He even notes an etymological connection 

between the term Wesen, and ¿ewesen, which, as the past participle of the 

verb sein, signifies the past wnich is to be recalled (which in this case,
: 10

however, is “timelessly past", i.e. has never been immediately present, 

but is always found by looicing within).

Usually, when we speak of essence, it is taken to be the pro­

duct of abstraction irorn all determinate predicates, that is, what is left 

over when the latter are thought away. Hegel does not hold this view, how­

ever, because he feels tnat this subjective removal only produces an idea 

which is relative t® the subject, an essence which exists alongside the

immediate features of the thing, which, although thought away, are still
11treated as self-subsistent. This conception is not necessary, but only an
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intellectual abstraction. The idea of essence we are concerned with here, 

on the other hand, has been seen to emerge logically from the concept of 

being. The immediate states of a thing have been seen t® presuppose a 

substratum of some kind, not in the sense of another particular which ; -

serves as an invisible support, but in the sense of a universal which 

contains those states within itself, and is the principle of their emer­

gence into existence. It is this revelation of what is within, this shi-
12

ning or reflexion within a thing, which is the true essence.

(a) Show (der Schein)

Hegel begins with a more detailed consideration of the sort of

sjsgxmmt outlined above, essence, taken in the former sense previously
13 t;

mentioned, is opposed to being. This apposition takes the form of an oppo­

sition between what is essential and what is inessential,.bath sides being 

regarded as having a self-subsistent existence. However, precisely because 

it has the nature of an opposition, Hegel argues, this distinction is mere 

merely subjective. A and B are neither essential or inessential in them­

selves, but only relative to a subject. F®r example, a student of Hegel 

might regard the text of his copy of The Science of Logic as what is ess­

ential to it, and the cover of the book as inessential; whereas someone 

else, who merely wanted to use the book to decorate his bookshelf, might 

think the opposite. What Hegel is after, however, is not this merely sub­

jective distinction,,but an objective one. Objectively, nowever, essence 

is'distinguished fronu being' insofar as tn*:>latter, in c®*parl»®n with it, 

has n® self-subsistence, or is mere show.

The point here, then, is that it is wrong to regard being as 

tnough it exists'in its own right, and therefore stands on a level with
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essence. 1 think this is Hegel's Vejrai*n of the point which Kant express-
14

ed by saying that "appearances are not things in themselves’1 (a view 

which Kant himself, admittedly, did not advance consistently). This 

means, basically, that one ought not to speak ®f appearances or transit­

ory states as if they are themselves things in their own right. We d© 

this, for example, when we speak of such appearances as signs of some re­

ality; for a sign is a reality too, even though it points beyond itself 

to another reality; and it is able to do this solely because men treat it 

as a sign, and ignore whatever it might be in itself, that is, insofar as 

tney regard what belongs to its immediate existence as inessential to it. 

What it indicates is the essential, but only for those who treat it as a 

sign. Moreover, it can only fulfill its function as a sign if we are alrea­

dy familiar with the reality it signifies.

Hegel regards both the "phenomenon' ("Phänomen) of scepticism
16

and the 'appearance' (Erscheinung) of Kantian Idealism as schein, that is, 

as 'an immediacy, which is neither a something «or a thing-, nor any indif­

ferent, being in:,general, which would still be, apart from its determinate­

ness and relation to a subject'. The ancient sceptics refused to say of • 

anything that 'It is', insisting that’one ought only ,t© say 'This is how 

things seem to me', while Kant, for his part, insisted that we can know 

nothing ©f things in themselves, but only as they appear to us. However, 

Hegel argues, if the whole content of the world is declared to be show, 

then this show is the world; that is, if everything is declared to be mere 

appearance, tnen one might just as well say nothing is, for then the con­

trast between appearance and reality is destroyed. The trouble with anc­

ient scepticism, and with suDjective idealism (idealism commonly so-call­

ed) is tnat it does not advance beyond the immediate given, and therefore 

has no right to speak of a reality distinct from appearance at all.
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The truth is that show is only one aspect of essence, essence 

taken immediately. Par from existing in its own right, and merely point­

ing to an essence which lies behind it, show is the show of essence, or 

as it might be put, appearance is the appearance of essence. This must be 

distinguished from other similar-sounding theses, such as the one that be­

ing has only a show of essence, that is, as I understand it, that there is 

really nothing beyond phenomena, which is the doctrine of phenomenalism; 

and the doctrine that essence has only a show of being, that is, that it 

does not show itself in immediate existence. Essence in fact shows itself 

in two ways, firstly, in the fleeting glimpses we are given of it in imm­

ediate experience, and secondly, in the fact that they only present it 

from a single perspective, and that they pass away. In the sphere of ess­

ence , we are witness to a constant movement proceeding from the inner 

side of a thing outward, and then from the outer appearance back inward; 

this self-movement whereby essence is revealed is reflection.

The passages on reflection in the Science of Logic are especi­

ally obscure, and I have been able to make little of them. However, it 

may be observed that he distinguishes three forms of reflection, the first 

of which is positing reflection (die setzende Reflexion), whereby (i 

think) the universal is merely set down as being such and such; this po­

siting is just as much a presupposing, however, insofar as it presupposes 

something in immediate experience corresponding to what is posited. If 

the 'given' of immediate experience is taken as our starting-point, on the 

other hand, then the reflection in question is an external reflection, 

which attempts to subsume the immediate experience under a universal (a 

rule or law). This reflection is external, however, only insofar as the 

rule is considered as something external to the immediate experience. In

sofar as it is considered as the essence of the latter, then the reflect­
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ion is an absolute or determining reflection (die bestimmende Reflexion), 

from whose opposed aspects the previous forms are abstracted.

Reflection, says Hegel, is usually taken in a subjective sense, 

as "the movement of the faculty of judgement that goes beyond a given im­

mediate presentation and seeks out universal determinations for the same^f 
Kant distinguished between determinative judgement, whereby the universal 

is given and the particular merely subsumed under it, and reflective jud­

gement, where the particular is given for which the universal is to be 

found, and this seems to contain the same idea. But in fact, Hegel says, 

it is only through the relation of the immediate existent to the universal 

that it is determined as a particular, and the universal to which it is 

related is its own essence. Reflection in the above sense is therefore 

only external reflection, although it implies absolute reflection insofar 

as the universal which it arrives at counts as the essence of the immedi­

ate existent which we begin with, so that the action of reflection on that 

immediate existent does not do violence to it, as it were, but rather only 

brings that essence to the fore.

The basic point Hegel is making here (and he makes it much more 

clearly in the Yorbegriff to the Encyclopaedia, sections twenty to twenty- 

four) is that, whereas philosophers such as Kant and the British Empiri­

cists treat the material of immediate experience as self-subsistent, as 

fundamental data, so that reflection on it, insofar as it involves the al­

teration of it, that is, the rearrangement of that material in accordance 

with the forms of t ought, seems to take us further away from the nature 

of the thing in itself; Hegel, on the other hand, because he recognises 

the transient and non-self-subsistent nature of immediate experience,

i.e. that it is show rather than data, is able to say that reflection, 

fas? from taking us further kvaj from the true nature of the thing, in
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fact reveals its true nature, which was only partially revealed in the 

immediate appearance. In Hegel's terminology, this appearance was a nega­

tion, and the alteration wnicn reflection made, the negation ©f that ne­

gation, and therefore the restoration ®f the positive.

'1'he passages on reflection in the Science of Logic are omitted 

from the .hncyclo,.aedia treatment, althougn, as I have already pointed out, 

the above point still features in the vorbegriff. This suggests to me that 

the point itself was more important than tne rest of the material in these 

passages, and so to have salvaged this much is to have had some success.

In the Ehcyclopaedia. Hegel suggests that the doctrine that the true na­

ture of an object is able to be grasped by reflection, and only by reflec­

tion, must be grasped in order to facilitate a preliminary understanding 

of thought, and through that, of logic. 'I'his might surprise those who re­

call th? young Hegel's scathing attacks on 'reflection' and 'reflective 

philosophy', but this apparent anomaly is explained in the Science of Lo- 

¿yic. where Hegel comments that it was external reflection he had in mind, 

that is, reflection insofar as it is regarded as the mere processing of a 

material which it gets irom outside, and which determines it; this is la-
19

ter termed .‘finite cognition'.

(b) The determinations of Reflection

Hegel switches, at this point, from talking about a single es-
20

sence, to talking about essentialities. or determinations of reflection. 

This move may well be justified, but I unable to .-grasp any. suchnjust-

ification. According to Kant, reflection is "the consciousness of the re-
:21

lation of given representations to our diff«rent sources of knowledge". 

All judgement , and all comparison of representations, presupposes this
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distinction of the cognitive faculty to which the representations beiong. 

That is to say, logical reflection, the mere comparison of representa­

tions, presupposes this transeendental reflection. This is because the 

former presupposes that all the representations are of the same order.

Only transcendental reflection decides whether things themselves are id­

entical er different, etc. Thus, if a representation belongs t® sense, it 

is distinguished by its spatio-temporal location; if it.represent some­

thing purely intellectual, by its specific nature. Identity and differ­

ence here, however, are assumed to be numerical. Hegel is to question the 

wisdom of this assumption in an inquiry into the nature of these concepts.

Hegel mentions in this connection "the universal laws of thou*-
.22

ght that are at the base of all thinKing". Now there are two things that 

need to be noted here. Firstly, these laws are not the laws of logic as 

we know them, or rather, not just those laws, for Hegel does mention the 

law ©f identity and the law of excluded middle. The three main laws Hegel 

deals with (and they are three because there are three main concepts in 

this section, which they express in propositional form) are the Leibniz- 

ian irinciples of non-contradiction, of indiscernibles, and of sufficient 

reason. Secondly, Hegel mentions tnem only to reject them, or at any rate 

the expression of the nature of the concepts of reflection in the form of 

fundamental propositions. Not only is this form superfluous, he argues, 

but the truth about these concepts is actually inexpressible in proposi­

tions which do not conflict with one another, and which thereby require 

a conceptual inquiry to sort them out..What Hegel means by this will be­

come clearer as we go along.

The movement of reflection has led us to consider essence

as that which transcends its immediate determinations. It is., as the ne-
25gation of them. But this "simple, self-related negativity", according to
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Hegel, is identity. It is w®rth comparing this view with other, more fa­

miliar notions of identity. The British Empiricists thought of identity 

in terms of the continuity and invariability of an object through time.

This led Hume t® argue that since such continuity and invariability was
-24nowhere t© be found, identity was merely "feigned by the imagination", 

and that all one ever met with in experience was a succession of related 

objects. This was meant to do away with the assumption m£ an identical 

substratum which persisted through variations of the state of a thing, 

but it effectively did away with identity altogetner. Hegel's view, that 

identity was not to be thought of in terms of the continuity and invaria­

bility of a particular, but rather as an abstraction from the immediate 

states of a thing,,avoided the former assumption while retaining the eb—  

jectivity of identity.

It is also instructive to relate Hegel's views to Hume's on the

more specific issue of personal identity. Hume, as is well known, spoke
■2-S

of the self a® a "bundle or «ollection ©f diflerent perceptions". Kant 

pointed out, however, that such a bundle presupposed a subject in which 

all the perceptions were united, even if thid could not be an object of in 

intuition, and was thereby unknowable, since otherwise it could not be 

perceived as a bundle. Tnis view was in some respects an advance on Hui- 

me's, in others, not. Insofar as the suoject was considered as something 

unknowable, it was not, for this presupposed that we could not know some­

thing about it (namely, that it had these perceptions) without knowing rb, 

which is impossible. Hegel's view here would be that the subject was an 

abstraction from the representations, and therefore was knowable, but only 

able to be met with in thought, since it was not a sensuous particular.

The fact that the subject could not be located in experience.only meant 

that we were looking for it in the wrong sphere. I became conscious of ray-
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self through the negation of my representations.

It is important to observe that identity as Hegel understands 

it here presupposes difference. Identity as Hume understands it is sepa­

rate from difierence. Identity in this sense, Hegel argues, is identity
26

in the sense in which it features in external reflection. In external re­

flection, one merely compares two objects to see in what respects they re­

semble one another, and in what respects do not. In this way we arrive at 

the idea of identity as opposed to difierence. But the two ought not to be 

opposed, because tnen it becomes a matter of subjective choice whether we 

treat that which we are presented with as one identical thing or a succes­

sion of different things. We could say that the cup presently before me 

is a difierent object from the cup wnich was before me earlier, because it 

is a difierent spatio-temporal phenomenon, but considered in its universe, 

ality, it is the same object. This is effectively Kant's solution to Hu-
-27me's problem; it fails as such, however, because it makes botja identity 

and difference subjective.

Hegel goes on, in a remark, to criticise the notion that the 

law of identity is to be regarded as the fundamental law of thought, ©r

the first’principle of all knowledge, a notion held by both Leibniz and
28

Fichte. This proposition, he says, is a mere tautology, a triviality. It 

says nothing, precisely because it abstracts from all difference. One 

would expect, he continues, that if A = A was the fundamental law of tho­

ught, then "every consciousness would treat it as f.xaamental in every
29

utterance it made, or that it lies implicitly in every utterance". But 

this is not the case. The propositions we utter in everyday speech are 

more likely to be synthetic than analytic or identical propositions. In 

the former type of proposition, we connect a single term to a complex dis­

tinct from it. We could abstract from this distinct element to obtain the
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formula A = A, says Hegel, but then we are no longer dealing with the 

form of a proposition as found in experience, and can no longer base our 

claim that it is the fundamental law of thought on experience.

It must be said, however, that Hegel would not have thought 

that the expression A = B, as it appears in the symbolism of modern form­

al logic, was much of an improvement on A = A, This is because A = £, if 

true, is logically equivalent to A = A. Hegel seems to show awareness of 

this fact in the JJifi erenzschrift:

...for the meee intellect. A = B does not say more than the 
first proposition (i.e. A = A - P.J.) and consequently it conceives A's 
being posited as B only as a repetition of A. That is to say, the intell­
ect just holds fast to the identity and abstracts from the fact that when 
A is repeated as B or as posited in B, something else, a non-A, is posited 
as A, hence, A is posited as non-A.30

Hegel goes on to say that the mearest we can come to expressing the non-A 

of the synthetic proposition is by saying that A = not-A; in other words,
31“the highest formal expression of knowledge and truth" is the contradict­

ion. To say this is not to praise formal contradiction, but rather to re^ 

veal the limitations of this sort of symbolism, ^egel seems to have thou­

ght it revealed more than that, i.e., the limitations of logical symbol­

ism as such. Hence he did not go on to reform logical symbolism. This 

appears to nave been a mistake. The symbolism of modern predicate logic 

manages to express the propositional form as Hegel understood it quite 

adequately witn its functions and arguments. Nevertheless, Hegel's criti­

cism of the old symbolism seems valid.

Difference, as Hegel understands it, that is , difference in 

and for itself rather than the mere Humean idea, is the internal distinct­

ion of a thing, that is, not the thing considered in abstraction from its 

determinations, but as possessing various determinations, the thing con­

sidered, not as identical with itself, but as identical with those deter­

minations. This is opposed to both numerical difference, and difference
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considered as a difference of external properties. The former sort of 

difference, for Hegel, is no difierence at all, wnile the other is rela­

tive to the subject. This is not to say that differences of this sort are 

only invented by the subject, but it is to say that a distinction by ex-, 

ternal properties only helps the subject to distinguish two things, it 

does not tell us anything about the different natures of the objects in 

themselves. I may distinguish one man from another by the colour of his 

hair, but this is not really what distinguishes nim from the other; other 

factors are much more essential.
32In his lectures on logic, Hegel stressed both the usefulness 

and the limitations of this sort of comparison. He thought that the work 

of the finite (i.e. non-philosophical) sciences consisted to a large ex­

tent of sucn comparison, and cited the successes of Cuvier's comparative 

anatomy. At the same time, however, he insisted that the comparative meth­

od was not appropriate universally, and that it does not satisfy "the ult-
33imate requirements of science". He also pointed out that the logical err­

or of the separation of identity and difierence is often carried ovar into 

these sciences, where it takes the form of two opposed drives, one which 

seeks to reduce existing difierences to identity, and the other which 

seeks always to discover new differences. The former is quite a successful 

technique in mathematics, where we are basically concerned with quantitat­

ive rather than qualitative difierences, the former being external to the 

nature of the thing. But it is quite inappropriate to try to reduce, say, 

organic or chemical phenomena to meahanical phenomena. The continuing 

search for new species, moreover, does not add anything to scientific 

knowledge, but only to knowledge of fact.

Hegel makes some remarks here on 'the law of diversity', i.e. 

Leibniz's principle of indiscernibles, i.e. that there are no "two things
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precisely alike. Hegel says that this is opposed to the law of identity. 

Now this is odd, because they seem on the face of things to be qjiite com­

patible; there seems to be no reason why things should not be identical 

with themselves, and with nothing else. But the reader ought here to re­

call Hegel's view of self-identity as the absence (or more precisely, the 

abstraction fromj all determinations; in contrast to that absence of det­

ermination, it is here asserted that things are inherently or internally 

distinct. That is, difference is no longer posited as something external 

to them, but rather something internal. Hegel suggests that this was the 

meaning of Leibniz's principle, and there is good reason to believe that 

he is right here. In the Monadology. he formulates the principle as foll­

ows:

Indeed, every monad must be different from every other. For 
there are never in nature two beings which are precisely alike, and in 
which it is not possible to find some difference which is internal, or ba­
sed on some intrinsic denomination. 34

This seems to be precisely what Hegel has in mind too. Things do not only 

differ externally (i.ei in terms of quantity or relations of space and 

time), but must also differ qualitatively.

Hegel seems to thinic that it is essential to distinguish be­

tween the above interpretation; of tne principle of indiscernibles, and 

that which has it say merely that everytning is (numerically) different.

The latter is a tautology, or, as Hegel puts it, "a very superfluous prop-
35osition", since "things in the plural immediately involve manyness (die 

Mehrheii) and wholly indeterminate diversity". Leibniz says much more than 

this; he realises that things are not merely numerically different, but 

furthermore, they difier in determinate respects, that is, through their 

properties. Moreover, it must not be thought these properties are only ex­

ternal to the things, or wnat is the same, that these differences exist 

only for the comparing subject. If this were the case, Hegel suggests (in
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the -Encyclopaedia), then the principle of indiscernibles simply could not 

be said. I take him to mean here that it would no longer be true that ev­

erything was different (other than numerically, which goes without say-r 

ing).

!tegel claims to go beyond Leibniz in at least one respect, how­

ever. Leibniz treated the principle of indiscernibles as what Regel calls 

an 'immediate' proposition, that is, one which is self-evédently true. But 

this is a synthetic ratner than an identical proposition, he argues, and 

as such it stands in need of proof, He claims, moreover, to provide this 

proof, in the form of the derivation of the concept of difference from the

concept oi identity. Actually, nowever, Leibniz derived the principle of
*

indiscernibles J rom the principle of sufficient reason, at least., in his
37essay on Primary Truths. But Regel would not have accepted this as ade<- .

quate proof, of course, since it was only the deduction of a proposition

from another proposition which is assumed to be true. The attempt to get

rid of the element of presupposition here merely leads to an infinite pe-

gression of propositions. Thus he would still insist that his proof, which

shows the necessity of determinate difference as a moment of the concept

of difference,, aas the only true one.

It is interesting to compare Regel's treatment of Leibniz's

principle with what Wittgenstein had to say on identity in the Tractatus.

The latter writes at Tractatus 5. 5303 that

Roughly speaking, to say of two tnings that they are identical 
is nonsense, and to say of one thing that it is identical with itself is 
to say nothing at all.

Insofar as it is numerical identity that he has in mind here, this goes 

without saying; if x and y are two different things, then they are not one 

and the same thing. .Numerical identity cannot be a relation, and to this 

extent, he la correct to dispose of the identity-sign and adopt the prac-

56
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tice of always using the same sign to represent the same thing. But the 

problem is that Wittgenstein effectively refuses, like Hume, to acknowled­

ge the reality of any difference other than that numerical difference 

which is the otner side to numerical identity. This is because he insists 

that the properties of an object are all external properties. This is not 

necessarily to say that he thintcd that they exist only for the subject, 

but certainly that.they are no part of tne intrinsic being of the object.

nence Wittgenstein writes:

If two objects have the same logical form, the only distinction 
between them, apart from their external properties, is that they are diff­
erent .

Either a thing has properties that nothing else has, in which 
case we can immediately use a description to distinguish it from the oth­
ers and refer to it; or, ^n the other hand, there are several things that 
have the whole set of their properties in common, in which case it is 
quite impossible to indicate one of them.

Tor if there is nothing to distinguish a thing, I cannot dis­
tinguish it, since otherwise it would be distinguished after all.38

He^e he quite obviously separates the possibility of distinguishing an ob­

ject by a description, and the reality of its separate existence. (He la­

ter rejected tnis separation, it seems to me, in the Philosophical Invest­

igations. notably in the passages on pain. This whole debate harks back to 

Leibniz's criticism» of Locke's views of individuality in his Hew Essays?. 

He implies that two objects witn the same logical form (e.g. Socrates and 

Plato) can nave all tneir properties in common, he tnerefore goes on,
40quite consistently, to reject Russell's definition of the identity-sign, 

precisely because it rules out that possibility; even if it is never cor­

rect to say that two objects have all their properties in common, that is, 

even if it is never actually the case, he says that it still makes sense 

to say tnid. I think he is right here, but what must also be said, and 

this is the point Hegel makes, is that this numerical difference is not

the whole of difference, and that it is determinate difference which real­

ly matters (though not, >of course, from the point of view of a merely for-
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mal, mathematical logic - which may be what Wittgenstein wanted to say), 

and that this.difference is not!external - 'Socrates' and 'Plato', apart 

from their properties, are mere abstractions.

There are a whole host of related issues which I could bring in 

here, but I will restrict myself to one: individuality. Historically, the 

treatment of identity given by particular philosophers has depended very 

much on their views on the principle of individuation. Locke, from whom 

Hume developed his views on identity, had claimed that things were indiv­

iduated by their spatio-temporal location^while Leibniz, in his New Ess­

ays . insisted that there had to be a principle of distinction internal to 

the things. s was not so much a single property, as the thing's 'point 

of view' on the universe. In modern times, Hussell and Strawson have con­

tinued thid debate, Russell taking over from Leibniz, Strawson from Locke. 

What I think we learn from Hegel is that, while spatio-temporal location 

might play an important part in individuating things, it is not enough. 

True individuality is more than the possession of a unique number; to give 

everyone a number is to treat them all as identical, and precisely to deny 

their individuality.

Difference, however, is implicitly opposition. Here we are bas­

ically just repeating the argument from the Slfferenzachrift. 'A is B' has 

to be taken as 'A s non-A', or it becomes merely 'A = A'; but 'A = non-A'

is, first and foremost, the equation of two opposed terms, 'A' and 'non-. - 

A'. This means that the determinations of A are not merely distinct from

it, but actually opposed to it, though they are nevertheless united with

it. This contradicts Fichte’s second principle of human knowledge, that is
43is, the principle of opposition, 'not-A is not equal to A'. It is from 

this principle that Fichte derives the opposition of his 'I' and 'non-I'. 

Now Hegel accuses Fichte of not getting any further than this opposition,
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the opposition of subject and object, and therefore of not grasping the 

unity or identity of these opposites. Fichte can only reach a synthesis of 

these opposites, a mere external combination of the two; Hegel, on the 

other hand, begins with a consideration of identity, and shows how true 

identity presupposes difference and opposition.

Opposition has two sides, the positive and the negative. Now it 

is essential that the relation between these two concepts be taken in the 

correct sense. It is often supposed that the positive is what is object­

ive, and the negative is the mere lack of a positive, and again that this 

lack exists only for the subject; when we say, to borrow an example from 

Sartre, that 'Peter is not here', this is conceived as tne mere contradic­

tory of the statement that 'Peter is here', the cancellation of that 

statement rather tnan a positive assertion in its own right; and Peter's

absence is conceived as merely existing for one who expected to find his
44

presence, so that the world as such is wholly positive. -But in fact, He­

gel argues, if tne negative is merely subjective, then it cannot stand in 

relation to the positive at all; it simply is not ,.45But the two do stand in 

relation, and are in and for themselves only in relation. Positive and ne­

gative as'conceived above are only implicit positive and negative, the po­

sitive and negative of external reflection.

It is in this way, however, that the positive and the negative
46

appear in the Tractatus. P and ~  P are contradictories. P is a proposi­

tion, and ~^P is the mere negation of that proposition. Consequently, the 

two can say the same thing, tnat is, we can represent a particular situa* 

tion either by a proposition or its negation. We can describe the situa­

tion of Peter’s absence by saying either 'It is the case that Peter is not 

here', or 'It is not the case that Peter is not here', so long as the lat­

ter form of words is understood in the sense in which the former is comm­
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only understood in modern idnglish; and this, as Wittgenstein himself says, 

shows that nothing in reality corresponds to the negation-sign. This is 

true so far as it goes, but the correct conclusion here is not that nega­

tion or the negative is sometning merely formal and/or subjective, but 

that negation or the negative in the sense it is treated of in the Tract- 

atus is not true or significant negation, but only its formal-logical 

shadow. True negation is contrary negation.

This argument also affects some more obviously metaphysical is­

sues, for example, that of the opposition between good and evil. Russell, 

in his Mysticism and Logic, and elsewhere, accused Hegel of denying the re 

reality of evil.'How bearing in mind Hegel's views on opposition, it would 

be remarkable if he had done this. Opposition is truly polar opposition 

for him, and so one would expect him to sr-y that there was no good without 

evil, nor evil without good. And in fact, this is just what he does say, a 

as the following extract from the ¿^cyclopaedia logic shows:

If we regard evil as something fixed and self-sufasistent, that 
is not the good, this is so far wholly correct, and (merely) the recogni­
tion of their opposition; the illusoriness and relativity of this opposi­
tion is not to be taken in the sense that good and evil are both one in 
the absolute, or, asiit has recently been expressed, that something first 
becomes evil thr.ough our considering it so. 48

Hegel does not just leave the matter there, however, and thereby lease him 

himself open to accusations of Manicheaism, but adds:

It is wrong, however, to regard evil as a fixed positive, since 
it is the negative, wnich has no subsistence of its own, but only wishes 
to be self-subsistent, and is in fact in itself only the absolute show of 
negativity:' ̂

In other words, evil does exist, but only in opposition to good. Conse­

quently, it can never triumph completely. Tnis is a matter of logic, not 

theology. Good and evil here are polar concepts. Hegel also tnought there 

was a higher sense of tne word 'good' in wnich it was not to be contrasted 

with evil, as we shall see later on.
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This sort of argument in fact formed the basis of Hegel's crit­

icism of pre-Kantian metaphysics. The pre-Kantians had taken pxirs of op­

posed concepts and treated them as contradictories, so that, in accord­

ance with the law of excluded middle, a thing ought to have either one or 

the other as its predicate.. Tnus, for example, it was assumed that the 

soul had to be either simple or composite, or that the world had to be ei­

ther finite or infinite. The job of the philosopher was merely to argue 

for one or the other conclusion in either case. Hegel, I want to argue, 

rejected the interpretation of these concepts as contradictories, and 

therefore also the application of the law of excluded middle to the state­

ments predicating either one or its opposite of the same subject. Thus he 

insisted that the soul was as much finite as infinite. At the same time, 

he spoke of this as the assertion of contradiction. In order to understand 

what ne was getting at, we must once again go back to Kant.

Kant argued in the 6ritique of Pure Reason that reason, when 

applied to tne objective syntnesis of appearances, soon entangles itself
50in contradictions. This is not merely the result of sophistical reasoning,

but rather something quite necessary, a state into which reason "of itself
51

and indeed unavoidably falls", if extended beyond the limits of experien** 

ce. Pseudo-rational doctrines arise, which can neither be confirmed or re­

futed empirically, which are or appear to be contradictory, and yet are 

both supported by equally good grounds. Confronted by such contradictions, 

reason is inclined to fall into either scepticism or dogmatism, that is, 

to either rejecting the possibility of knowledge of the truth, or clinging 

to one doctrine despite the weight of the claims for the other. Kant, how­

ever, argues for wnat he sees as a third way, wnich effectively consists 

in arguing that the opposed theses are not mutually contradictory in a 

strict sense, and that it is therefore possible to reject both of them.
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More precisely, Kant distinguished between analytical and dia­

lectical opposition (whicn is not to be confused with contrary and contra­

dictory opposition, which basically concerns propositions of the four tra-
3 2

ditional logical forms). The statements 'This body is good-smelling' and 

'This body is not good-smelling' are in analytical opposition, because 

they are mutually contradictory. The statements 'This body has a smell 

that is good', and 'This body has a smell that is not good', on the other 

hand, are in dialectical opposition, because a third case is possible, 

namely, that the body has no smell at all. The fact that the body has a 

smell is a condition of the correct assertion of either of the two state­

ments. Ii two judgements are analytically opposed, tnen, either the one or 

the other must be true (though this is only really to say that a statement 

must either be true or not true); but if two judgements are dialectically 

opposed, beth may be false, i.e. if the condition of the assertion of ei­

ther one does not apply.

It follows from this, according to Kant, that although one 

of the two statements 'The world is infinite in magnitude' and 'The world 

is not infinite in magnitude' must be true, and the other false, the 

statement 'The world is infinite in magnitude' and the statement 'The 

world is finite in magnitude' can both be false, that is, if the condition 

of their assertion does not apply; and this, he says, is the case. The 

assertion of either of the two statements presupposes that the world (i.e. 

the complete series of appearances) is given as a tning-in-iiself, apart 

from the series of appearances; but it is not so given. One ought to notr 

ice here, however, tnat the sense of the phrase 'the condition under which 

either proposition can be asserted' has changed. In the examples given in 

the preceding paragraph, this only seemed to refer to the condition which

nas to obtain if either is to be true. But the fact that the world is not
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given in itself does not affect the truth of either proposition.

What Kant seems to want to say is that the absence of the sta­

ted condition afiects the meaningfulness of tne assertion. The fact that 

the subject is not given in experience prevents the statement from saying 

anything about the world. Kant is here presupposing a positivistic theory 

of meaning, whereby the possibility of the empirical verification or ref­

utation of a statement is a precondition of the ability of that statement 

to actually say anything. On this view, the opposed doctrines of the anti­

nomies would not admit of being stated, and this is his solution to their 

conflicts. We can only make assertions about possible objects of experien­

ce, empirical particulars, and not about the world as a whole; or, more 

precisely, assertions about the world as a whole are strictly nonsensical, 

that is, they cannot be said eitner to be true or false. They are not mere 

gobbledygooK, but xrom tne scientific point of view they are not admiss- 

able, because tney assert nothing about wnat is the case in the world.

This view clearly invites comparison with Wittgenstein's basic
55

position in the Tractatus. Wittgenstein too tried to argue that all that 

could be said were propositions of natural science, and that would-be 

metaphysical, statements included various sign« in them which had no mean­

ing attached to tnem. It was ppssible, tnerefore, to state how tnings were 

in the world, but not to say anytning about the world as such. The attempt 

to conceive the world as a mystical wnole Wcxs misguided, altnough the mys­

tical experience of feeling tne world to be a whole and the adoption of 

the attitude wnich regarded tne world as a whole, were both to be valued. 

All questions had to nave an answer, or they did not make sense; but some 

questions did not maKe sense, for example, those wnich asked something ab­

out the world as a whole. Russell and Popper have broadly similar views to 

Wittgenstein; the only legitimate field of inquiry is that of the natural
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(and social) sciences, which aim at Knowledge of the particular features 

of the world, the solution of specific problems.

This solution has its difficulties, however; difficulties which 

I for one take to be insuperaole. Thè main one seems to me to be that 

knowledge of how the world is, or knowledge of tne particular determina* 

tions of the world, presupposes knowledge of the world, that is, acquain­

tance with it. We normally say that it is impossible to know fa unless we 

know a, that is, we cannot know that Theaetetus is handsome, unless we are 

familiar witn Theaetetus. We might believe tnat this is the case, and be 

correct, but unless we know him, we cannot Know the truth of the state­

ment. In general terms, knowledge of the truth of descriptions always pre­

supposes acquaintance with the thing itself. .But statements about what is 

the case, or propositions of natural science, are descriptiond of the 

world. Consequently, eàtner we are acquainted with the world as such, or 

we do not really know the truth or falsity of any descriptions of it. but 

this effectively means that we are back in a sceptical position.

Thw way is open, then, for Hegel to produce a genuine critical 

solution to the antinomies. He takes Kantàs efferts as his starting-point, 

agreeing with him about the necessity of reason falling into contradict­

ions, but criticising him for saying that these contradictions do not at­

tach to the world, but only to our reason. What he means id that Kant re­

ally ought to have said, not just that we are necessarily led to the ass­

ertion of conflicting propositions, but that both assertions are in fact 

true together; tnat is, tnat we must say, for example, that the world both 

is, and is not, limited in space and time. This conclusion appears start­

ling, but it is of the utmost importance to grasp here that Hegel is not 

necessarily contradicting himself, even if he speak3 of contradiction at 

tnis point, and even though the above certainly Iooks like a contradict­
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ion. In order to understand why not, it is necessary to consider the nat­

ure of contradiction, that is, what is meant by the term in formal logic.

Strawson argues that contradicting oneself is "like writing 

something down ar.d then erasing it, or putting a line through it. Contra-
54diction cancels itself and leaves nothing". Tnis is not correct to the ex­

tent that one who erases something he has just written does not thereby 

contradict himself; but it is true that one wno contradicts himself or 

herself effectively cancels out something they nave previously said, that 

is, they now actually deny what they previously meant to assert, though 

they might not be conscious of this. Now this means that one cannot exp-> 

Iain what contradiction is merely by reference to a sentence or sentences 

of a certain grammatical form, for I may cay that it is the case that both 

A and not A, e.g. tne sun is shining and not shining, without contradict­

ing myself, so long as it is understood that I am not both asserting and 

denying the same fact, but rather asserting that, say, the sun is shining 

in Glasgow but not in London, or that it is shining, but that it is behind 

a cloud.

This is an important point. It is clear that it is contradict­

ory to assert both that P and f— P, but it is not clear what actual state­

ments have this form. The examples of contradictions in formal logic are 

presupposed to nave this form, but we cannot advance from saying that *P 

and ,~-‘P' is contradictory to saying that any particular sentence of Heg­

el's has this form. Popper's criticisms of Hegel in Conjectures and Ref- 
55

utations make this error. It is no doubt true that if two contradictory 

statements are admitted, any statements whatever must be admitted, but 

Popper has first to show tnat Hegel admits any contradictions in the for­

mal-logical sense. He does say that we must "grasp and express contradic-
56

tion", but then Kant says that reason necessarily falls into contradict­
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ions, and that philosophy ought to make these conflicts explicit, and nei­

ther can possibly be talking about contradiction strictly so-called, since

both speak of a resolution of the contradictions. We ought really to speak 

here of conflicts, or even paradoxes.

This usage of the term 'contradiction' is not peculiar to Kant 

and Hegel, moreover. Russell's contradictions are not contradictions in 

the formal-logical sense, although some contain contradictions in their 

formulation. They are paradoxes to which it is presumed that a solution 

can be found. The Liar paradox, for example, consists in the fact that it 

seems impossible to say of the statement 'I am lying', whether it is true 

or false; if we assume that it is true, then I am lying, and the statement 

is false; but if we assume that it is false, then I am telling the truth, 

and therefore I am lying. There is clearly something wrong here, and it is 

necessary to discover what. This is different from the case where someone 

merely asserts that, e.g. it is raining and it is not raining at the same 

spot, at the same time and in the same sense. There is no puzzle here; the 

person has simply uttered a formal contradiction, that is, something quite 

false. This sort of contradiction does not have to be resolved, but only 

avoided, and it certainly does not constitute a necessary feature of 

scientific progress.

The simultaneous assertion of the thesis and antithesis of any 

of the antinomies is, then, a contradiction¿in this non-formal sense, not 

a formal contradiction; and in any case, when it is shown what is meant by 

this, it esses to count as a contradiction. The contradiction is dissol­

ved by the explanation of the meaning of the statement. Thus Hegel says 

that the world is limited in space and time, insofar as a limit can always 

be set up, but unlimited, insofar as this limit can always be gone beyond, 

and indeed, must be able to be gone beyond, in orders.to - àerve „as a _ _
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limit; we are not limited by a point beyond which there is nothing, but on 

only insofar as there is something which we cannot reach. The point here 

is that finitude and infinity are not separable determinations or con­

cepts, not contradictories; this is the resolution»f the contradiction, 

that which shows that there really was no contradiction at all. Finitude 

and infinity are merely aspects or moments oi a .single thought or concept.

The single concept here is the ground of the opposed determina­

tions. In the case of the above example, it does not have a aame of its 

own, but if 1 had referred to the First Antinomy, I could have said that 

the continuous and the discrete were just aspects of the concept of quan­

tity. Hegel thinks that the realisation that a pair of concepts, or, more 

strictly, representations, are moments of a more fundamental concept - the 

ground - is the positive result that comes from acknowledging that both 

determinations are equally valid. It is, in other words, tha conclusion 

Kant ought to nave reached, given his reasoning in the Critique that rea­

son necessarily falls into contradictions, Actually, it is the Understand­

ing that leads us into contradictions, which reason then resolves, by 

showing tnat the separation of the presentations concerned is only super­

ficial, and really both preruppose one another. Since rfegel did not agree 

with Kant that his antinomies were the only possible ones, the Logic is 

packed with examples of this.

It must be said, however, tnat hegel himself rarely presents 

his arguments in the form of solutions to antinomies. This is because he 

thought this form super!luous, and even misleading. It made the problem 

appear to be one of assigning a predicate to an object, and if one sees it 

in these terms, then one is likely to ascribe the impossibility of assign­

ing a single predicate uo a defect in the subject, say, the finite nature 

of human cognition. Our attention is diverted from the consideration of
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the predicates or concepts in question, which is what we really ought to 

be taking notice of, for it is tne nature of these concepts that is pre­

venting us from assigning.one o± the other to it. This cannot be done pre­

cisely because these concepts are inseparable, because they are only mom­

ents of a more fundamental concept, the concept proper, or ground. Hegel, 

consequently, considers the concepts themselves, and is the fatuer of con­

ceptual inquiry. I have not followed him, however, because I think his 

views are better grasped if presented in tnis form.

I think it is now possible to make some sense of some of the 

other strange things tnat Hegel says about coni radie Lion in the Science 

of Logic. Contradiction enters into consideration here insofar as Hegel 

thinks that (polar) opposition contains contradiction, because the posi­

tive and the negative sides of it at once include, or contain, or presupp­

ose one another, in the sense that it is only possible to speak of a posi­

tive in contrast to a negative, and exclude one another, in the sense that 

the positive is not the negative, and is in fact determined in opposition 

to it. Difference itself, ^egel believes, is implicitly contradiction (see 

page I34), insofar as it is Rthe unity (of two sides) which only are, in­

sofar as they are not one", i.e. a unity in difference, "- and the separa­

tion of (two sides) which are only are only as separated in the same rela- 
’ -58

tion". The determination of the positive and the negative is a single act, 

moreover, insofar as by declaring sometning to be positive, we are at the 

same time declaring its opposite to be negative.

The contradiction.into which the positive and negative have 
been brought is resolved, however. The immediate result of their interact­
ion is that if we posit the one we are immediately led to the thought of 
the other, for example, if we think of complexity, we are immediately led 
to the thought of the simple elements of the complex; if we think of con­
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tinuity, of the discrete units of the continuous magnitude. This means 

that it is not possible to posit either in isolation, and to this extent 

it appears that the result of the contradiction is merely negative, i.e. 

the annulling of both the positive and the negative concepts which have 

been brought into conflict, but in reality, it is only the self-subsisten­

ce of the two concepts which is shown to be a mere show, not the concepts 

themselves. They are simply snown to be aspects of a more fundamental con­

cept, the ground-concept, as we saw previously. Thus the Kantian exercise 

of bringing them together does have a positive as weil as a negative side, 

and to show this is really Hegel's main contribution to 'logic'.

I think it is also possible now to make some sense of some of 

the strange things Kegel says in his remarks on contradiction in the Sci­

ence of Logic, beginning with his remark that "All things are contradict- 
59

ory in themselves'' (Alle Hinae sind an sicn ] st widersprechend). He 

means by this that all tnings contain opposed determinations within them­

selves, are concrete unities of opposed concepts; that is, they are at 

once simple and composite, finite and infinite, discrete and continuous 

etc. It must be said, however, that he does not appear to want to extend 

this to what he calls 'sensuous determinations'; that is, he does not ass­

ert that a thing can be both black and white at the same time and in the 

same aspects. The contradictory nature of things also points to the being 

of the absolute, for Hegel, that is, it provides a proof of the existence 

of God; one does not infer this existence from the existence of finite 

things, but rather from the linitude of tnings, that is, the fact that 

they are transient, and therefore presuppose a ground.

Hegel also says that contradiction is "the root of all movement"60 ,61
and vitality", or "the principle of all self-movement", or "taat which mo-

62
ves the world", and that it is onlj insofar as something contains contra-



151

diction within itself that it has drive (Trieb), is a living thing. What 

ne seems to be saying here is tnat the 'contradiction' or conflict between 

what a thing actually is, and what it is potentially is the true source 

of all change in the world. 'J-'he true cause of change is therefore inter­

nal, not external; change is dialectical. The use of the actuality-potent­

iality distinction nere maxes Hegel sound very Aristotelian; but then he 

does nave a very prominent Aristotelian streak, and besides this, his re­

marks in the addition to paragraph 119 of the Encyclopaedia on acids and 

bases ("...the acid is not that which persists quietly in the opposition, 

but rather it strives therein to make itself what it is in itself (or im­

plicitly)") invite this interpretation. Moreover, he specifically mentions 

Aristotle’s treatment of life when dealing witn the development and drives 

of the organism in the remark to paragraph 204 of the Encyclopaedia.

Pernaps the most puzzling of Hegel's remarks nere, however, is

that:

External, sensuous motion is itself (contradiction's) immediate 
existence. Something moves, not because it is here in this Now and there 
in another How, but rather because it is, in one and the same Now, both 
here and not here, because in this Here, it at once is and is not. One 
must grant the ancient dialecticians tney contradictions they pointed out 
in motion, but it does not follow that therefore there is no motion, but 
on the contrary, that motion is itself existent contradiction, r*

This ought not by now to seem so shocking, even though Hegel leaves this 

remark as it is in the Science of Logic instead of providing the explana­

tion necessary to remove the paradox. Hegel is effectively arguing against
.64

the Russellian view that "motion is a series of rests", or "nothing more 

than a correspondence between points and instants of time, the points and
"65instants each forming an infinite set". Bussell gave this view the rather 

paradoxical name of the 'static' theory of cnange, on the grounds that it 

basically denied the existence of a *state' of motion or change. Tnis idea 

was unacceptable, for him, precisely because it involved the acceptance
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of the proposition that a body could be both present and not present at a 

single spot at a single instant, a proposition which Russell tnought 

transgressed the law of non-contradiction. It has already been argued, 

however, that the mere form of words in a proposition is not enough to 

make it contxadictory, so that the latter view is not necessarily inad- 

missable.

In fact, 1 think that degel is the defender of both the ortho­

dox and the correct view here, Russell wrongly aligning himself, not sur­

prisingly, with the forces of scepticism and radical empiricism (among 

which is included Ueberweg, who was such a great influence on the so-cal­

led English Hegelians). What Russell does is merely to reduce one concept 

to the other, but tnis will not do. It is true that at every moment of its 

flight, Zeno's arrow occupies some definite position; and that each succ­

essive position it occupies is different from the last: but this is not 

all we mean by its being in motion. If it is truly one identical thing in 

motion (and not just a succession of momentary existences in different po­

sitions), then it must also be moving at evety instant (indeed, if it was 

not, this would make nonsense of the claims of the calculus to give 'speed 

at an. instant1); that is, it must be actually in position A, but potentia­

lly in position B. And this. 1 think, is what Hegel wants to say.

Interestingly, the concept of a state of change or motion was

defended in 1968 by G.H. von Wright, in his Eddington Memorial Lecture,
66

published under the title Time, Change and Contradiction. Von Wright ob­

served that if a change is continuous, it will pass through a phase when 

the world is in both of two mutually contradictory states. 1*6 opposes 

this to Kant's view that time is a precondition of change, because no 

other concept can render comprehensible the possibility of . the combina- 

' tion of two contradictorily opposed predicates in a single object. Von
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Wright even goes so far as to call this phase or state a 'real contrarie- 

tion', or a 'contradiction in nature', though he is c?reful to deny that 

he wants in his paper to assert that there are contradictions in nature; 

and he seems to tninx that nis paper establishes a link between what he 

calls 'the great tradition', in logic - .'from Aristotle to Frege and Russ-, 

ell aid modern mathematical and symbolic; logic' - and 'Hegelian logic', 

though again he is careful to stress that nevertheless he regards the lat­

ter as being of little value, 'qua logic'.

It seems to me, however, that von Wright is a poor ally for He­

gel as well as a reluctant one. He really seems prepared to allow formal 

contradictions to enter into modal logic as trutns. This is quite prepost­

erous. The admission of contradictions in any formal logic can only be de­

structive of that logic. Curiously, Hegel's views on motion and contradic­

tion have been interpreted in the same way as von Wright's were meant,
68

namely, by Ueberweg in his System of Logic. The latter declares that H^ggi 

asserts that "every moment of passing' over from.the one circumstance into 

the other (e.g. the beginning of day) unites in itself predicates which 

are opposed as contradictories to one another", and that "these contradic­

tory judgements are botn true in reference to the same moment", and coun­

ters this suggestion by arguing- in the Russellian manner that "The semb­

lance of contradiction results from the indefiniteness of sense, and dis­

appears as soon as every individual expression is refdrred to distinct no-
69

tions".

Hegel's treatment of contradiction has been regarded (by Mill 

and Popper, for example) as evidence of the illogical nature of nis tho­

ught; on tne contrary, nowever, 1 believe it reveals its maturity and ra­

tionality. It is the immature, narrow-minded and doginatie person wno in­

sists on a simple 'yes' or a 'no' to every question, and Iooks on anything
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else as prevarication; anyone who has ever seriously reflected on an iss­

ue knows that thought refuses to travel along such straight lines. The 

two alternatives are often both inadequate by themselves; they are too ab­

stract, and leave too much unsaid. A philosopher, if he is worth his salt, 

will always try to give both sides of the argument their due; and this is 

never more true than in the case o# Hegel, whose philosophy is distingui­

shable b»inly by the impossibility of fitting it into conventional philo­

sophical categories, and is therefore supremely critical. Indeed, his phi­

losophy might be summed up in a single phrase from the Encyclopaedia. 

namely, that "There is in fact nowhere, neither in heaven nor on earth,

neither in the world of spirit nor the world of nature, such an abstract
70either-or as the understanding maintains". Indeed, this might be the max­

im of the philosopher and the man of the world alike.

(c) Ground (das GrundJ

Essence, therefore, now has the form of the ground of the oppo­

sed determinations just mentioned. Every concrete thing., every subject, 

every concept is such a ground, which supports opposed determinations. As 

such, it is that which transcends all determination, or is the transcend­

ing of evrry particular determination (and is tnerefore true identity). 

Insofar as the ground only reveals itself through the transcending of a 

particular immediate determination, it may be said to be conditioned by 

that determination; it is, at the same time, however, the condition of 

that determination, and therefore not merely conditioned by it, but ra- 

self-determining and ultimately unconditioned, as a negating activity. 

Ground is real mediation as opposed to the pure mediation of reflection; 

that is, in the ground-relation there are actually two distinct determin­
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ations rather than just the abstraction of relation as such. Ground also 

goes beyond the mere reflection of essence, by negating it and thus estab­

lishing itself as such.

As one might expect, Hegel includes a remark at this point on 

the expression of the concept og ground in the form of a proposition, that 

is, in the form of the principle of sufficient reason. Hegel takes this 

principle, which he formulates as "Everything has its sufficient ground 

(Allee hat seinen zureichenden GrundJ", to mean that what is, is not to be 

taken merely as an immediate existent, but rather as something posited 

1als Gesetztes), that is, as a result, as something which has proceeded 

from a ground. This reflection reveals the essence of a thing, tne thing 

in and for itself. The qualification that the ground or reason is 'suffi­

cient' is, he insists, superfluous, because if it was not sufficient, it 

could not account for the thing, and therefore could .not be its ground. 

Thus the instinct of self-preservation must be regarded as sufficient 

grounds for a soldier's desertion from the ranks, insofar as it actually 

explains that desertion, although it is not a sufficient ground in the 

sense of a justification of the action.

Leibniz, ¿tegel argues, understood the principle of sufficient 

reason in a much more profound sense than is usually done, since he con­

trasted sufficient grounds with causes 'in the strict sense', by which He­

gel means mechanical causes, bince mechanical operations are strictly ex­

ternal to the nature of tnings, the objects connected by such operations 

are only externally and contingently connected. Or rather, the determina­

tions of the parts of a thing are conceived through their causes, but ' 

their relation is not (see my chapter on teleology). This relation, the 

unity of the determinations, lies in the concept or end of the thing. It 

cannot be comprehended by mechanical causation because this only concerns
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external combination and not true unity. Leibniz's sufficient ground was 

this concept or end, or final cause. But here we are merely concerned with 

the bare notion of ground, as expressed in the proposition that everything 

has a ground, mechanical or otherwise.

Ground is first of all conceived of as an absolute ground. This 

has two sides to it, namely, the ground as such, and the grounded, the in­

determinate essence which is not the result, and the immediate which is re 

result. The passages on absolute ground basically run through three (Aris­

totelian) ways of conceiving ®f the relation between the two. Firstly, He­

gel conceives of them as essence and form. Essence is here considered as a 

substratum (Substrat) which has a form and various determinations of that 

form. Every determination of form is, as something posited or determined, 

distinct from that of which it is the form-determination; but form is 

nonetheless not to be considered as something entirely separate from ess­

ence, for then it would only be an external, inessential form rather than 

the form ofi essence. External reflection in fact conceives of the relation 

between form and essence in just this way, but the truth is that the two 

are only moments of the same relation, that is, the form-relation.

Insofar as essence is regarded as sometning indeterminate or 

formless, however, it is,, more precisely, matter. .Hatter in this sense is 

sheer abstraction. It is not present to the senses, for it is only the 

uni£y of matter and form that is present to the senses. Form presupposes 

matter, but this is not to be taken as if matter pre-exists form, that it 

can subsist independently of it. Matter must be formed, and form mu3t mat­

erialise itself. Of course, one could speak of the block of stone that a 

sculptor begins with as 'formless' in a relative sense, i.e. in the sense 

that he has yet to form it into the shape he wants, but even this relal 

tively formless matter has to have some form, that is, it has to be mar­
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ble, sandstone, or some other kind of stone. Hegel is, of course, return­

ing here to the Aristotelian coneeption of the distinction between form 

and matter, for Aristotle argued in his Metaphysics that only the compound 

of form and matter comes into being (that is, the unity of form and matter 

is no mere compound, since the two never exist independently).

Formed matter, however, which is indifferent both to form and 

matter in the above senses, is content. Content is indifferent to form and 

matter insofar as these are only external to it. It does not affect the 

content of a book, for example, whether it is handwritten or printed, 

bound in paper or in leather. There is another sense of the term 'con^ 

tent', however, in which form, far from being, external to ¡.content, ss id*- . 

entical with it. In art, for example, tne content of a work like the Ili­

ad may be said to be the story it tells about the Trojan war; in which 

case its poetic form is external to it. But in truth, it is just this form 

we are interested in, this is what makes it the Iliad, this is its true 

content. Indeed, it is only to the extent that the true content of a work 

of art is its form, that it counts as a true work of art. If the form ap­

pears as something quite independent of the content, as would be the case 

if, say, a parliamentary speech was delevered in rhyme, this would be no 

work of art.

It is important to grasp what Hegel says about form and con­

tent, because it is essential to an understanding of his conception of lo­

gic, as indicated earlier. Previous conceptions of logic, as he explains 

in his introduction to the Science of Logic, have rested on the separation 

of the content of knowledge and its form. It is assumed that logic abst*- 

racts from all content, and provides only the formal conditions of true 

cognition, which derives its material from experience. This is how Kant 

sees it in the Critique of Pure .Reason. Tnis assumption, Hegel argues, has



158

sceptical consequences, at least insofar as experience is distinguished 

from reality. It means that all certain knowledge is trivial, and all non­

trivial knowledge , uncertain, fortunately, we do not have to make this 

assumption. It depends on the equation of the term 'content' with the mat­

erial of sense-experience, and this is not an equation it is necessary to 

make, as was seen above. The content of knowledge need not be equated with 

the data of experience.

This point is as important today as it was when Hegel first i 

made it; pernaps more so. It is a fundamental criticism of the basic ass­

umption, not only of the logical positivists, but also of Russell and 

Wittgenstein of the Tractatus, and indeed, practically everyone who has 

been involved in philosophy in the twentieth century, that logic (or phil­

osophy) concerns only the form and not the content of knowledge (or lang­

uage, or the world; it seems to me that, lor Wittgenstein at least, these 

all add up to the saipe tning). In contrast to tnis view, Hegel claims that 

it concerns (pure) tnoughts or universals, and that these constitute not 

only the form, but also the true content of knowledge, the latter being 

essentially self-knowledge, or knowledge of the form(s) cf thought and 

scientific method as such. Tnis ought not to be confused with Russell's

view, expressed in his book The Problems of Philosophy, that all a priori
72

knowledge consists of relations between universals. Russell's universals 

was only an abstract idea (although he does come close to the Hegelian 

conception at some points, as indicated earlier).

I do not pretend to know how Hegel makes the transition from 

this section to the subsequent section on Determinate Ground, but I think 

it is easy enough to figure out what he has to say in this section. Basic­

ally, he is talking about the assignment of grounds in general; and he dis 

distinguishes three sorth of ground, or ways of assigning a ground: formal
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grounds, real grounds, and complete grounds. These would appear to be ex­

pressible respectively in analytic, synthetic, and analytico-synthetic 

propositions. The first, formal ground, involves the consideration of the 

same determinate content from two different sides, that is, first as gro& 

und, and then as grounded. Tnere is nothing in the ground that is not in 

the grounded, and therefore the ground is in inis event formally suffic­

ient; whatsoever follows from it, follows from it purely in accordance 

with the rules of deductive logic. The mediation here is therefore purely 

formal; it just gives the same content in two different ways.

Although the assignment of § ground which is formally sufficir- 

ent is in itself a triviality, Hegel insists that the science of his day 

often expressed such tautologies in a disguised form. Newtonian physics in 

particular was full of ¿explanations' like this. It was said, for example, 

that the planets moved around the sun because of tne attractive force of 

the sun. In terms of content, however, Hegel argues, "this expresses no 

more than what is contained in the phenomenon, namely, the relation of the 

these bodies to one another in their movement, only in the form of a det­

ermination reflected into itself, of force; if it is then asked what sort 

of a force the attractive force is, the answer is that it is the force 

which maxes the planets go round the sun"^Similarly, a crystalline form 

is said to be shaped thus because of the arrangement of its molecules; but 

equally, it is only said that the molecules are so arranged because of the 

shape of the crystalline form.

Hegel's point here is not that scientific terms lixe 'force' 

and 'molecule' are vacuous and ought to be eliminated from scientific dis­

course, but only that explanations in terms of forces and molecular struc­

tures are phoney explanations, and are really no more than descriptions or 

general expressions of phenomena, such being all that science really pro­
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vides. Hegel's first example nere is a good one, because (.as we saw in the

last chapter) Einstein has snown that it is possible to reformulate the

laws of planetary motion in such a way that force as an occult quality is

eliminated. Einstein's own account, in terms of the geodesics of space-

time, is more obviously a description or generalisation from phenomena, as

was Kepler's original account, which Hegel preferred said championed in

opposition to the Newtonian one. Interestingly, Hegel's criticism's of

Newton were condemned by Whewell as "ignorant, presumptuous, and illogic-.
74al, to an extent to which no injustice is done by calling them childish".

Hegel goes on to describe the interaction between what he 

calls reflective determinations such as force, and phenomena. On the one 

hand, the former are regarded as the ground of the pnenomena; on the oth­

er hand, these forces, etc., are abstracted from the phenomena. The ground 

is therefore just as much a result (.that is, there is an identity of form 

here as well as an identity of content). It cannot be said, however, that 

knowledge as such advances one step through this interaction (die Erkennt- 

nis ist hierdurcn nicht vom Fleck getcommen). and the principles and prim­

ary concepts which one accepts as fundamental when one begins science are 

only presuppositions rather than absolute certainties. Moreover, uncert-' 

ainty is increased if the method is not applied consistently, and phenom­

ena which the principles cannot account for are recognised as anomalies 

rather than merely being dismissed as illusory. This honesty, although He­

gel does not say so here, is the stuff scientific revolutions are made of.

Confusion reigns still further if the reflective determinate 

ions, scientific constructs or models, are not carefully distinguished 

from tne determinations of the phenomenon itself, but are treated as mat­

erial existences. It is easy to get the impression, Hegel argues, that 

such abstractions and hypothetical entities as "molecules, empty intersti­
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ces, centrifugal force, the ether, the single, separate ray of light, 

electrical and magnetic matter, and a host of other such things which are 

spoken of as if they had an immediate existence, are tnings or relations
75actually present in perception1.1. Kant, in fact, was quite prepared to as­

sert the material existence of such things, despite the fact that they
, 76could not be perceived. He reasoned that their existence could be deduced 

in accordance with the general laws of experience, by which I suppose he 

meant the principle that every physical event must, at least in principle, 

be able to be assigned a material cause. These entities, whose existence 

could be deduced from tnis principle, were distinguished, from things-in- 

themselves insofar as the former could be perceived, if only our sense- 

organs were more "refined", while the latter denoted beings insofar as 

they were not (and presumably never could be) objects of perception.

The most powerful microscopes, however, have as yet failed to 

confirm the existence of any of these entities. Nevertheless, this Kant­

ian line persists. Kline, for example, despite recagnioing that the phy-- 

sical accounts of electro-magnetic phenomena are really no more than hypo­

theses - he goes so far as to say that "The weirdest ghosts ever conceived 

are no less realisable and no less tangible than the physical accounts
77concocted for electro-magnetic phenomena" - still appears to believe in 

an undetected physical agent existing behind-the-scenes. This way of 

thinxing, moreover, nas been given a new pnilosopnical justification this 

century b.> Russell, who argued in On Denoting tnat it is possible to know

that a thing exists, and that it nas certain properties, without being ac-
78

quainted with the thing itself. In tnat paper he only applies this ides to 

material particles and other minds, but in the ABC of Relativity he ext- .
79ends it to light-waves, and there is no reason why it snould not apply to 

any of the examples mentioned above.
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It is important, t len, to note Hegel's statement that the view 

that, (Respite the important role concepts like force play in scientific 

'explanation', we do not know the essence of these forces themselves, ‘'am­

ounts to a confession that this assigning of grounds is completely inade-
JJO

quate; that something quite different from such grounds is required". It 

implies that what is required is that the content of the ground be some­

thing different from the content of the phenomenon whose ground.,it is.

This is an important point because it is often tnought that a ground which 

is not formally sufficient is somehow deficient as a ground. It is thought 

tnat in our grounding we strive toward sufficiency; but in fact, if we ac­

tually attain this, what we say is quite trivial and of no explanatory va­

lue. The statement of the grounded is already involved in the statement of 

the ground. Consequently, sufficiency is not a goal which we ought to pur­

sue in our explanations. Every grpund is already sufficient in the most 

important sense, as was seen above.

It is true, however, that with this diversity of content comes 
the contingency of the connection between ground and grounded. On the one 

hand, that which is considered as ground might also be the ground of other 

consequences; for example, gravity is the ground of a house standing, but 

also of a stone falling. On tne other nand, the same consequence might 

proceed from different grounds; for example, my presence in London might 

be due to a.desire to visit my mother, or to attend a philosophy confer- 

ence, or simply to see the sights. The connection between ground and grou­

nded is only established in the particular case, it is not a necessary 

connection (Hegel is putting forward a typically Humean point of view at 

this point). In fact, there can be no end to the assigning of grounds, 

3ince every phenomenon presents innumerable aspects, each of which can be 

regarded as the ground. Consequently, while we try to comprehend an object
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in this manner, our comprehension will always be incomplete. This is not 

a weakness due to the finite nature of our minds, but rather a shortcom­

ing of this method of comprehension.

Both formal and real ground prove themselves to be inadequate 

therefore. This, Hegel seems to think, is because they are only abstract­

ions from the complete ground, or concept. This contains the completeness 

of formal ground along with tne diversity of content present in real gro­

und. It is the grasping of the phenomenon, not as proceeding from another 

phenomenon, but as dependent on tne whole, of which it is just one aspect. 

The whole is the ground of these phenomena, insofar as they are implicit 

in it, and it is realised in them. The whole is a simple concept, but it 

has within itself this diverse content, which it externalises. This uni­

versal aspect is therefore the true foundation of the phenomena and our 

knowledge of the phenomena. It is actually something we are acquainted 

with prior to knowing the pnenomena. It must be stressed, however, that 

this acquaintance is not fully articulable knowledge, but rather only a 

a vague pre-cognitive intuition of the whole. This becames articulated 

more and more precisely in the course of inquiry.

The final part of the section on the concept of ground concerns 

the notion of condition. It has already been seen that something is only 

the ground of something else in certain conditions. Hegel goes on to ar­

gue here that these conditions are not entirely separate from the thing 

but in fact go to constitute it. It is a condition of my being able to 

shoot Jones that I have a gun, that it is loaded, that I know now to use 

it, etc.; but these things are therefore not external to the fact, but al­

together part of it. They are, says, "the whole content of the
81

fact", «When all the conditions of a fact are present, it enters into ex-
82

istence'.', he continues. This is a conceptual truth, of course, insofar as
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he has already identified the totality of the conditions of ¿he fact (or 

thing) with the existence of that fact. Nevertheless, it does not appear 

here as a triviality, for this truth does not appear to have been univer­

sally recognised. I would argue that Hume, for one, refuses to acknowledge 

it, rigidly separating the conditions of a fact and the fact itself.

The- usual approach to the notion of condition is to pick out 

several conditions of a thing, and say tnat, although they obtain, the 

fact still miiffet not.eater into existence. And it is indeed true that we 

cannot say beforenand tnat we hmm all the conditions of a thing, and that 

therefore it must come to pass. Nevertheless, the fact emerges from the 

complete set of its conditions, and it is possible to say on reflection 

that it followed necessarily, given all of those conditions. Of course, 

we can say that things mignt have been different, that, for example, it 

was not a foregone conclusion that I was going to go out today; for I could 

have decided to stay at home, but given that I did decide to go out, and 

nothing happened to stop me from doing so or change my mind, it was necess­

ary that 1 went out. If we want to deny tne necessity of a fact prior to 

its occurencb, tnis is '.easy, ..because for' ¿ll^wecKriow one of its. conditions 

might be absent; but once it nas nappened, to say tnat it might not have 

happendd is only to aostract from the conditions which necessitated it.
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Chapter S'ive: Appearance

One doctrine of Hegel's that especially sets him apart from 

his modern predecessors is the doctrine that essence must appear. Descartes 

inherited a bastardised form of Platonic-cum-Aristotelean essentialism from 

the Scholastics, which separated the sensuous appearances of the thing from 

its essence, which was only perceivable by intellectual intuition. This se­

paration was retained by the British Empiricists, t@ ib® extent that, al— 

Locke argued that the Cartesian essence was only a nominal essence, he also 

posited a real essence of tnings, which was, however, unknowable; and this 

way of thinking reached its logical conclusion in Kant's distinction bet­

ween the world of phenomena (which we can Know) and the world of noumena 

(which we cannot know). There are not really two worlds here, of course; 

only one world,wwhich is known insofar as it appears, and ubteiown insofar 

as <bt does not; but there is nevertheless a rigid distinction between app­

earance and essence which Hegel.tries in this section of the Logic especi­

ally to break down.

The doctrine that essence appears is not to be confused with

so-called Aristotelean essentialism, as described and criticised by Pop-
1

per, which is precisely the doctrine inherited by Descartes (though not 

from Aristotlejand criticised by LocKe. Hegel did net think that the ess­

ences of things were Known through intellectual intuition; like Locke, he 

thought that Cartesian essences were just abstract ideas or nominal ess­

ences, while the real essence of a thing was its 'inner constitution',
2

though unlike Locke, he thought this w h s  discoverable, precisely because 

essence appears, that is, because the real essence of a thing is manifest­

ed in immediate experience; not in the sense that the whole essence of the 

thing is given in a single experience of it, and every experience of it,
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but at least in the sense that every appearance revealed the essence from 

one point of view, and that no aspect of it could remain hidden. Of course,

we could never say that we have witnessed all the appearances of the thing, 

but neither could we say a priori that any of the essence could not be

Known.

It is important to distinguish this point of view, too, from 

Kant's most refined version of his distinction between phenomena and nou- 

mena. In the Critique of Pure Reason. Kant insists that the nomnenon is a 

limitative concept, describing a thing insofar as it is not an object of 

sensuous intuition, rather than an object of a non-sensible intuition.^ 

This sounds like Hegel's view, insofar as Kant is saying that we really do 

experience the thing itself, bub there is still an important distinction 

to be made here, for Kant is still commited to saying that some part of 

the object does not appear, and is unknowable, whereas in Hegel's view, 

the entirety of the thing appears, and is knowablev It is therefore im­

possible for Hegel to speak, as Kant often does, of men only being able to 

know the world as it appears to them, as if they are therefore restricted 

in some way. For Hegel, there is nothing which does not appear, and there­

fore no a priori limitations on knowledge, no intellectual curtain behind 

which we cannot take a peek.

(a) Existence (Die Existenz)

Essence, insofar as., ¿merges into the realm of immediate exper­

ience, is firstly existence. The existent is that which has emerged from 

its ground and conditions into immediate experience; yet as much as it has 

proceeded from its ground, and now exists, it becomes the ground or condi­

tion of waetner existent. The existent is what is normally called a thing
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(ein Ding). The thing as it is in itself, or a. such, is to be distinguish© 

ed from the external existence of the thing. The various features which the 

thing possesses when brought into relation with the subject, its colour, 

smell etc., constitute its external existence.'Each of tnese features is 

a property of the thing. The thing1 has-the property:of’effecting another 

tning in a certain way*; but!only a specific sort of thing affects another > 

in a certain way, and soothe properties of a thing are not wholly extrinsic 

to it, they are not just the perceptions of the subject. They are determin­

ations of the thing as such, through which it enters into relation with 

other things.

There are two points to notice here: firstly, Hegel does ±Ji<5

opposite of what Russell often accuses him of doing, i.e. arguing that re-
4lations are really intrinsic properties. Hegel says here that the intrin­

sic properties of a thing are relations, dispositions to affect certain 

other things in certain other ways, and under cettain conditions. Th.i.s 

means that even if Russell is correct in saying that the acceptance of the 

'axiom of internal relations' leads to monism, Hegel does not have to be 

a monist (indeed, with his views on the one and the many, he could not be). 

Once again, therefore, Hegel sets himself apart from the English Hegelians, 

from Bradley and Joachim, and turns out to be much closer to Russel1 him­

self than the latter suspected; though he is not in full agreement with 

Russell here either, since Kus.-.ell thought relations were wholly external; 

this would effectively mean that there is a thing-in-itself which exists 

apart from all relation to other things, and such a thing, for Hegel, is 

nothing but an empty abstraction.

becondly, the thing-in-itself, insoiar as it is separated from 

its properties, is something merely abstract and indeterminate. It i\ true 

that we can know nothing of it, as Kant says, but only because it is such
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an empty abstraction. The thing-in-itself is therefore not to be separated 

from its properties, and therefore from its relations to other things 

(c.f. being-in-self and being-for-another); it is the ground of its prop­

erties, and realises itself in them. The thing is, in other words, only 

in its properties. Those who are still not convinced that Hegel is not 

an idealist in the usual sense should take notice of his remarks on the 

thing-in-itself, where he argues that the various ways in which I per­

ceive the world cannot be due solely to the subject, because the subject 

recognises that, it- is free, and those determinations are external to it 

and belong only to things; that is, if something appears green to me 

when it is in fact black, and the difference is due to my state, rather 

than, say, my objective standpoint, then I am being determined by the ex­

ternal world, whereas, if I see it as other observers see it, or as the 

camera would record it, I am not determined (or at least, not restricted).

This is a point which Russell himself makes in the discussion 

of the importance of the observer in relativity physics; he argues that 

relativity physics, far from making the observer very significant', in fact 

does away with all relativity to a subject, and is a triumph of objectivi- 

ty (c.f. my chapter eight, p.26l). There is nothing wrong with two observ 

vers at different standpoints who perceive the order of two events differ­

ently; though there is something wrong with a subject who does not ’per- j 

ceive what others would perceive at the same standpoint. There is some-«? 

thing wrong physiologically or psychologically, and if this is the case, 

then he or she is at the mercy of what Hegel would regard as mechanico- 

chemical influences (he interprets both terms very widely). Subjective 

idealism, then, deals only with the subject which is objectively deter­

mined in the strongest sense. Only if the subject perceives properties as 

they really are in the object is it self-determined.
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Things are distinguished, tnen, through their properties, that 

is to say, through their reciprocal relations with other things. It is in­

teresting to note Hegel's precise words here:

If, therefore, one is speaKing of a thing or things in general, 
without any determinate property, then their difference is merely indiffer­
ent, quantitative. What is considered as one thing can just as well be 
made into many; things, or considered as many things. It is an external 
separation or combination. - A book is a thing, and each of its leaves is 
also a thing, and equally eachibit of its leaves, and so on to infinity.
The determinatenesg through which a tning is only this thing, lies solely 
in its properties.

This eight to be familiar; it is remarkably close to the passage I quoted 

from the Tractatus in my previous chapter, which I will repeat for the 

sake of clarity:

If two objects have the same logical form, the only distinction 
between them, apart from their external properties, is tnat they are diff­
erent (i.e. numerically different - P.J.).

Either a tiling has properties that nothing else has, in which 
case we can immediately use a description to distinguish it from the others 
and refer to it; or, on the otner hand, there are several things that have 
the whole set of their properties in common, in which case it is quite im­
possible to indicate one of them.

i'or if there is nothing to distinguish a thing, I cannot dis­
tinguish it, since otherwise it would be distinguished after all. 7

Hegel adds to this the reason why numerical difference is no difference at

all, i.e. because what is one is also many, so that when we say 'There are

two things in this room', we might just as easily say 'There are a million

things in this room'; it all depends what counts as a thing. This is why

Wittgenstein insisted tnat we cannot say how many tilings there are in the
8

world. 'Thing' is what Wittgenstein called a 'formal concept', i.e. one 

which belongs solely,, to .theiform^of representation rather than its content. 

It is therefore signified by the propositional variable 'x';, I take this 

to be the same as saying that the tning-in-itself is an 'empty, indeter­

minate ground*.

Since it is by their properties that things are distinguished 

and related, and since the tning, apart from it3 properties, is a mere 

abstract ground, it is the properties of things which really count as the
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self-subsistent element here, moreover, things feeing mère moments of the 

relations into which they enter. Par from properties- being merely exter­

nal determinations of things, then, things are rather external forms of 

properties (says Hegel). Properties considered as self-subsistent are what 

the chemists and physicists of Hegel's day called 'matters'. There was 

luminous matter (Lichtstoff). colouring matter (färbestoff). odorific 

matter (Riechstoff). heat matter or caloric (Wärmestoff), electrical and 

magnetic matter. Things were supposed to consist of such matters, but He­

gel is at pains to point out (not here, admittedly, but elsewhere, part­
ii

icularly in his lectures)'that the dissolution of the thing does not pro­

duce them as separate material entities, and consequently, they are not 

to be regarded as such; tney are only abstractions from the properties of 

material things. This view separates Hegel from' Kan.t .(see'previous'chap­

ter, p .1-61 ) and the majority'of"the natural scientists of the day, all of 

whom credited these matters with a distinct material existence.

Hegel still allows himself to speak of the constitution of the 

thing out of matters, however, and goes on to say that the tning is an ex­

ternal combination of such, and that the difference of one thing from ano­

ther can therefore be said to depend on the quantital-ive relation of the 

various matters present in it. 1 really do not think he is entitled to say 

this, bearing in mind what he says about these matters elsewhere; it is 

hard to see how mere abstractions can be present in a thing in a certain 

number, though perhaps it is possible to cash tnis statement in other 

terms, for example, by saying tn&t tala of the number of matters in a 

thing is only another way of representing the degree of heat or light, say, 

which is present in it. Tnis account does not work so well for colouring 

matter, or odorific matter, however, since it is not the degree of colour 

so much as its quality that abstractions or hypothetical entities such as
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coleuring matter are meant to explain. Tbe odd thing is that Hegel seems 

aware of these problems,elsewhere, ]'§ut not here.

Hegel is aware, however, of one conflict or contradiction here. 

That isi, that "Where me,, of thee matters is, the..other ̂ àlso : i?, in one arid*“ 

the same point; the thing does not have its colour in one pla.ee, its odor- 

ific matter in another, its heat matter in 'a third, and so on, but in the 

point in which it is warm, it is also coloured, sour, electric, and so 

on*l̂ 'i'his paradox cannot be resolved by assuming that the matters have tiny 

pores in which the parts of the other matters exist, this merely puts the 

problem out of mind, moreover, this theory contains a contradiction in it­

self, since it attributes a material (and therefore a sensible) existence 

to bits of matter which are supposed to be so small as to be imperceptible. 

The existence of two different matters in the same place at the same time 

is illustrated even more sharply by the fact that two gases will not ex­

clude one another, but diffuse themselves in such a way that the one is as 

good as a vacuum for the other; tnis is contradictory, says Hegel - but 

the thing is this contradiction, and therefore is really appearance.

The: ¿«lea of the soul as a- thing èonsisting of several forces 

or faculties (Seelenkrafte. Scclenvermtken), each acting, independently of 

one another., is, according" to Hegel, thè. equivalent . in the realm of the 

mind to the idea of the constitution of the thing out of matters. Forces, 

and especially psycnological forces, are of course different from matters, 

but they are equally separable, and therefore, for the purposes of the 

argument here, equivalent. However, Hegel argues, the soul is not a thing, 

and does not consist of independent.forces ©s faculties, and therefore 

unlike the thing, it is not contradictory, and cannot be regarded as app­

earance. The soul is spirit, wnicn is a nigher conception than thinghood, 

and its various activities are its particular aspects, not separate pow­
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ers; remembrance presupposes sense and imagination, reason presupposes re-
12membranes, etc. Note that, as Russell once noted, Hegel does not go in for 

the psychological mytn which Ryle christened "the Official Doctrine";^this 

separates him further fro. the Cartesian tradition.

(b) Appearance

Appearance is not immediate existence, but reflected or essen­

tial existence; this seems to mean that it is not what lies immediately 

before us as such, but that shown to be no more than an aspect or passing- 

stage. The self-subsistence of the existent is itself only a moment of it, 

a stage of its existence which is transcended. Each existent is in fact as 

little self-subsistent as the next, since each presupposes another as its 

ground. It is in this sense - that is, in the sense that the existent is 

only relatively self-subsistent - that it c n be s^id that it is only app­

earance. Appearance is nevertheless the appearance of essence, however, 

and so appearance ib this sense cannot be compared with immediate exist­

ence so that the former is declared to be ’only appearance’; it is not the 

same as illusion. It is possible, however, to distinguish between essential 

and inessential appearance, and also to bring thes® two sides into relation 

with one another, so that the essential element in the flux of appearance 

takes the form of the law of the appearances.

Law is the es. ential elemaait in the realm of appearance in the 

sense..that it is what is permanent in appearance. The content of law is 

the same as the essential content of appearance, but appearance as such 

contains much more besides, i.e. the unessential content whieft falls out­

side tne law and belongs only to immediate existence, the element of con­

tingency which Hegel things must be acknowledged as really present and un­
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unable to be eliminated. The essential content, or law, is the foundation 

(Grundlage) of the appearances, and as such it is not something which lies 

beyond them, but rather something which is present jjn them. It is the sta­

ble image (ruhiges Aboild) of the phenomenal world, and lacks only its . 

restlessness, however, because of this, the connection of the 'content-de­

terminations' present in a law ^s.g., in the law of descent of a falling 

body, spatial and temporal magnitudes) is. only generalised' from experience, 

and still needs to be proven.,, that is, deduced'in. the course of the philo­

sophical system.

The distinction between law and appearance is not merely a 

distinction, however, but implicitly an opposition between a realm of laws 

and a world of appearance. The Indefinite number of laws of appearance 

come together to form a totality wnich constitutes a world which is in and 

for itself (eine an; und ftlr sich seiende Welt) over and above the vl\.id of 

appearance. This world whicn is in and for itself contains appearance as 

a moment of itself, so tnat it is only within itself tnat the contrast be­

tween it and appearance can really be made, that is, only from the point 

of view of law-governed experience can a distinction be made between that 

and contingency; the element of contingency ocas not appear as lawless ex­

cept in contrast to that wnich is governed by law. This world can also be 

called the supersensuous world, in contrast to the world considered in ab­

straction from its system of laws, wnich can be called the sensuous world, 

or the totality of sensuous particulars. Things as things, forces, laws 

etc., are supersensible.

Wnat must be noticed nere is that for hegel there are not real­

ly two worlds, so much as one world, which appears in two different forms; 

firstly, in its essential form, as a world in and for itself, and secondly, 

in iis inessential form, as a world of appearance. Nevertheless, the world



176

as it appears is still opposed tc the world as it is.in and for itself, and

therefore - says degel - tne one is simply the inversion of the other, so

that what is positive in the one is negative in the other. For example,

the Worth pole of a magnet is really or in and for itself the South pole,

positive electricity is really negative, a misfortune really a bit of good

luck, flow clearly what Hegel is trying to say hero is related in some way
14to what he says in the Phenomenology about such an inverted world. However,

this does not really nelp a great deal, since the passages in that work

are just as obscure as tne passages in the Science of Logic. I am not even

sure if he is talking about the same 'inverted world' in both cases; the

'inverted world' in the Phenomenology is not contrasted with a world of
15appearance, it is a second supersensible world.

In the Phenomenology Hegel seemed to me to be saying that if 

we distinguish in one way between a. sensuous and a supersensuous world, 

then the former appears to contain the principle of change, while the lat­

ter has none, A more satisfying way of looking at the matter is to say 

that appearances and realities are inseparable, so that what is sensuous 

or wnat appears is in-itself its opposite, or potentially its opposite.

If this is what iAegel wants to say in the Science of Logic, it is certain­

ly not clearly stated but it might wwll be. It fits in with his notion 

of the thing-in-itself, whicn is not so much something which exists beyond 

our ken, as the potentiality of a tning, and with nis notion that change 

is dialectical. The point here seems to be that Kant, with his separation 

of appearances and things-in-themselves, seems to forget that the two are 

opposed, and as such, are implicitly their opposites. The two are not fix­

ed in separation, but really ^ust moments of a single process, the process 

by which es: ence appears.

The precise relation between appearance and reality, or the
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thing in and for itself, however, has yet to be determined. It seems to me 

that the next section is meant to determine this. What degel is looking for 

is the essential relation, i.e. the relation in which essence and appear­

ance stand to one another, or if you like, the infinite and the finite, 

the absolute and the non-absolute. The immediate characterisation is that 

of the whole to its parts; secondly, aegel considers tne relation of lorce 

to its expression; and thirdly, he considers tne relation of inner and out­

er. degel does not say very much about these relations that we can profit 

from in the Science of Logic, for some reason; but since he says much that 

is of value about then elsewhere, 1 will introduce this alien material in 

order to overcome this shortcoming; Hegel does make the sort of points he 

makes in that material in the logic, but unless we relate them to the con­

sideration of the concepts as sucn, it will appear that they have no ground 

n the general course of the Logic.

(c) The Essential delation (Las wesentliche Verhältnis)

The essential relation is basically to be understood as the 

relation in which essence and appearance stand to one anotner, and the ob­

ject of tnis section is to arrive at the true characterisation of this re­

lation. The immediate characterisation of this relation is that it is the 

relation of two sides which merely reciprocally condition or presuppose 

one another; this is the relation of whole and parts. The whole corres­

ponds to the world in and for itself, the parts to the world of appear­

ance. ̂ ioth can be considered as existents; but when tne whole is consider­

ed as wnat is, then tne parts are only its moments, and when the parts are 

considered as existents, the wnole is fatten only to be an external rela­

tion of the parts. Thus although the two presup.ose one another they also
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exclude one another. This is regarded by negel as a contradiction (or para­

dox - see previous chapter); indeed, the relation itself is, he says, an
17'immediate contradiction'. This means that he has to go beyond it to a 

higher determination, however, before considering that, let us first con­

sider this determination in more detail, and take a look at the applicat­

ions of ’-'hat, Hegel says about it.

The whole consists of parts, says Hegel; that means that am a 

whole it must be divisible onto parts. However, if it is actually divided, 

then it ceases to be a whole. J-ne '-/hole is therefore distinct from the 

parts, it is true that the wnole is equal to the parts, and conversely, 

that the parts are equal to the whole, but on the other hand, the whole is 

not equal to the parts as parts, that is, taken separately, but only to 

the ¿arts taken all together, wnich, however, is the same as the whole; 

and the parts are not equal to the whole as a whole, out only to the whole 

taken as divided into parts, that is, to tnemselves. it is worth noting 

here that Hegel does not give .primacy to either the whole or the parts as 

such, and therefore, while he certainly would not agree with any philoso­

phy which denied the wholeness of the universe, neither can he be placed 

alongside those Knglish Hegelians mch as Bradley and Joachim who insist 

that inly the whole is real, and that the parts of the universe must ult­

imately be regarded as illusory.

Hegel refers back here to the problem of the infinite divisi­

bility ol matter, wnich was discussed in my earlier treatment of his work 

on the concept of quantity. The contradiction which i3 present in the rela­

tion of whole and parts is the same one which presented itself in the Kant­

ian antinomy of the infinite divisibility or indivisibility of time, space 

and matter. The resolution of tais contradiction, according to Hegel, con­

sists in the realisation that the relation ol whole and parts essential­
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ly consists in the whole presupposing the parts and the parts presupposing 

the whole, while the presence of the one excludes the presence of the oth­

er . 'i'he thing is determined as a whole, and tnerefore something composite, 

something having parts; the parts are therefore what is subsistent here, 

while the whole is merely the external relation (sum) of arts. If we now 

take up one of those parts, then we see tnat, insofar as it is a part, it 

must be taken as something simple, something of which the whole is compo­

sed. However, the part is only a part in relation to a particular whole, 

and therefore sometning simple only n relation to a particular composite. 

In itself, it is a whole; but as such it is composite, and so on, ad infin­

itum. This infinite progression is the expression of the aforesaid contra­

diction. It is, nowever, merely the repetition of the alternation of the 

two determinations, neitner of wnich is tne truth, m e  truth is simply 

that neither of them are the trutn.

The determination of tne whole as something composite, and its 

part as simple in relation to it, means that we must follow our natural 

intuition and reject, after all, Russell's thesis that the whole is similar 

to the part, tnat is, that the tw© contain the same number of terms, for 

the part, as a part, is something simple, and therefore does not contain 

any terms. If it is taken as a whole, it has terms (or partsj. but if it 

is taken as a whole, then clearly it is not a p-rt, and we can only con­

clude the similarit of the wnole with itself. Here we have an example of

a proposition wnich is really a. tautology, i.e. tne proposition that tne
18

whole is greater than tne part, nevertheless being denied in the course of 

philosophical inquiry. Philosophy and science are full of such contradic­

tions, which unlike contradictions in the uantian or Hegelian sense are 

not necessary, but arise from errors in reasoning, it is this Kind of con­

tradiction wnich He.-.el would litce to see eliminated, not merely none bey­
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ond.

If, instead of whole and part, we speak of simple and compos'- - 

iie, then another important conclusion-can be drawn from'the account of- 

±hii relation given by -degel, namely, that it is false that there are ab­

solutely simple elements of knowledge or the world wnich cannot be des­

cribed, and that only complexes can be described; for every simple has been 

shown to be only relatively simple, and irtuitself something complex. Hegel_ 

does not make this application of his point in the section on wholes and
19parts, but Plato made it in the Theaetetus, and we snow that Hegel agreed

with his general conclusions, because he repeats them inter on in the Sci- 
20ence of Logic. This criticism gets its importance for us because the the­

sis closely resembles the eentral thesis of logical atomism, a philosophy 

which was predominant for a large part of this century, until attacked by 

one of its previous exponents (i.e. Wittgenstein) some forty years ago.

Wittgenstein in fact employs tne very criticism made above in his Philo-
21sophical Investigations.

Tne relation of wholes and parts is regarded by Hegel as tne 
-22rnechanica,1 relation; the mechanical object is a mere aggregate, or a wnole 

consisting of parts. The relation of force and its expression (Has Verhält­

nis der kraft und ihrer Äusserung)is here considered a more adequate rela­

tion in which the unity of the diverse phenomena is no longer considered 

as a mere external relation of them. This is surprising, sinee elsewhere 

Hegel seems not to separate force from the mechanistic outlook. Indeed, he 

seemed to be saying in his section on quantum that it was all the same 

whethet we speak in terms of forces or atoms (simple parts) (see chapter 

two, p. 61 ). This is a general problem here which 1 cannot resolve, but 

it does not prevent Hegel from saying some interesting tilings about the 

concept of a force. It .ay be that wnat is a difference in the nature of
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the relation, i.e. the fact that force and its expression are not independ­
ent, but rather pass over into each otner, does not make a difference to 

the effect comprehended through it, i.e. a body displaces an equal amount 
of weight, whether this is conceived as the effect of force or of the num­

ber of its material parts.

forces are said to be conditioned in that they require a veh­
icle in order to operate; iron, for example, acts as a vehicle for gnet- 

ic forces. J-'here appears to be no reason however why iron rather than any- 
o+her metal should have this property; co sequently, force appears as 

something external to its vehicle. It is for this reason that the differ­
ent forces can also be represented as matters (see p.173). however, it is 
less appropriate to say that a thing has a force, than that the force con­

tains the moment of immediate existence; for the force is, only insofar as 
it expresses itself, ’this is an important point, which unfortunately is
not made nearly so clearly in the bcience of Logic as it is irt the hncvc-

23lopaedia. All Hegel says in the Science of Logic in anticipation of the

latter material is that force is 'a positing of the externality which app-
24ears as existence", and the "unity of reflected and immediate subsist-

25ence". Consequently, I think it is worth referring hei e to the Encyclopae­
dia to obtain a clearer picture of Hegel's point.

It is often said, remarks Hegel,.that the nature of force it-
26self is u known, and that only its expression can be known. Kant, for examp 

pie, held this view, and it is still advanced by scientists and philosoph­
ers alike (see previous chapter, pj.62). However, the entire content (in- 

haltsbestimmung) of the force is the same as that of its expression. It is 
only ±n respect of form that tney differ; the same content is conceived 
firstly in the form of an immediate existence, then in a reflected or gen­
eralised form. This is why 'explanations' of phenomena in terms of the
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action of forces are said by Hegel to be tautological; they express the 
same thing as the phenomenon itself, but in .a different form, forces are 

often conceived as separate existences, of course, and the view which says 
that their nature is unknowable conceives of them as naving a material ex­

istence, whic'f is however, unable to be perceived. Hegel is saying here 

that our inability to perceive it is ratner due to the fact that it is 
not an object Jor perception, but only for thought.

forces do not bring themselves into existence, but rather they 

have to be solicited by other forces. Thus the motive force of one body 
solicits the motive iorce of another. It is not just that the same force 
is transferred from the one to tne other; the action of the one solicits 
a reaction from the other, moreover, there is nothing in either of the two 
forces themselves to determine which of them solicits and wnich is solicit­

ed. in fact, both solicit and are solicited. The force which is considered 
to be solicited has to be of a certain type in order to be solicited by 

a force of another type; a motive force cannot solicit a magnetic force.
In this sense, the force is active even when it is'simply being solicited. 
And, of course, once solicited it is active in its own self-expression. 

Consequently, although forces are finite insofar as pthey presuppose soli­

citation from outside (and -therefore lack tne element of self-determination 
necessary to account for the relation of essence and appearance) or the 
eternal and the transient), they are infinite insofar as they are consid­
ered as actively expressing themselves and overcoming external things.

Hegel makes this point more clearly in the lecture-material; 
it is all very well to grasp phenomena in terms of forces, ne explams, 

but it is a mistaxe to try to reduce all the different forces to a single 
all-embracing force, which would, just be an abstraction. The concept of 

force is only helpful in understanding particular phenomena, not phenorn-
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ena as a whole, ¿¿trier a force is solicited by another force, in which case

it is not the general foundation of all the particular forces, or it is

considered as an empty abstraction, and merely a terminus for explanation,

a 'something-I-know-not-what' which supports the rest. “The concepts of God

and fate have been conceived of in a similar way, as Wittgenstein points
27out in the T y actatus. It is true that the infinite regress of explana­

tions needs to be brought t an end, but the employment.of ft arbitrary 

terminus still leaves a lot unexplained. What is needed is a principle of 

self-determination; but this demands a nigner relation than either of the 

two considered so far,

The most adequate relation in the sphere of appearance is the 

relation of inner and outer. What is inner does not-have to be solicited 

in order to become active like forces do, it has the principle of movement 

within itself. Inner and outer are clearly not to be understood here in a 

spatial sense, but ratner in the sense in mbich w e  speak of, say, the 'inn­

er' and the 'outer' man. The two are usually conceived of as opposed, so 

that what is 'inner' is essentially private and unmanifested, while what is 

'outer' is public and manifested. Hegel argues, however, that the 'inner' 

wnich is taken to be purely 'inner' in this way is really only something 

'outer' in the sense that it is extrinsic to the essential nature of the 

thing, whicn is universal, public, and manifested, and the 'outer' which 

is taken to fee--merely 'outer', tnat is, merely supers icial, is really only 

something 'inner', that is, something which is nidden to us or unknowable. 

The true 'inner', on the other hand, expresses itself outwardly, and the 

true 'outer' has its own inner significance.

If we apply this line of thougnt to the relation of essence 

« ^ ¿ a p p e a r a n c e ,  we get the proposition we began-this chapter' with;: - essence 

appears. Essence is taicen nere as the inner of tne two determinations,
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but it is an inner which is completely manifested, similarly, appearance 

is taken as the outer, but there is nothing in this outer which does not 

belong to the essence. The content of essence and appearance is the same. 

The essence that does not appear is only a very superficially conceived 

essence, wnile the appearance that is separated from the essence is mean­

ingless and incomprehensible, it must be noted cere that Hegel does not 

merely say that essence may appear, but that it must appear, and complete­

ly; this is important. Other philosophezs have argued that the essence of 

a thing appears partially (Karjt, „tor example), but nevertheless still in-" - 

sisted that some aspects of it remain hidden. Another view would be that 

a thing might appear completely, or it might appear partially. Hegel, How­

ever, insists on the necessity of complete denouement.

The point that what is inner must externalise itself has ob­

vious applications t® 'he way we conceive of mental states and disposi­

tions, which *egel touches on briefly in his remartc to paragraph 140 of 

the Encyclopaedia, and expands upon in the lecture-material. "As man is 

outwardly1,', he says in the remark, "tnat is, in his actions (not, of 

course, in his mere bodily outwardness), so is he inwardly; and if he is 

only inwardly virtuous or moral etc., i.e. only in nis intention^ and sen­

timents, and his outward appearance does not correspond to these, then the 

one is as empty and hollow as the other", riegel admits in the lecture-mat­

erial that a man may have good intention^ which ne does not realise through 

no fault of his own, and seems to suggest .that the man may still be credite 

ed with a good inner self, so long as there is evidence of his efforts to 

realise them. Generally, however, man is what he does, and we must look to 

his deeds when judging him. There is no possibility that one who does only

bad deeds is really good, or vice-versa.

This view is important insofar as it contradicts the Cartesian
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belief in the privacy of the self, and anticipate^ m o d e m  arguments such as 
28 29

those of % l e  and Wittgenstein for the publicity of mental states and dis­

positions. It is necessayy to be very careful here what we attribute to He- 

gel, however. On the first glance, it appears that hi:' thesis is ««r* ex­

treme than that of either Ryle or Wittgenstein. They seem only to deny that
-50

mental states and dispositions are essentially private, where as Hegel seem

seems to assert that they are essentially public. This would make Hegel a

behaviourist of some sort. Hegel, nowever, does not deny the existence or

even the ability to be Known of private states, even essentially private

ones; what he says is that what isgmerely inner is of little consequence

in the consideration of the intrinsic or essential nature of the person.

Thus H e^el could accept that, say, dreams are essentially private states,
' 51as Russell argues in nis criticism of Ryle, but he would also point out 

that a person's dreams, providing they do not affect his actions, are ir­

relevant to the knowledge of a person's character.

i'his is an important point in itself, of course, and possibly 

one which Wittgenstein was groping for in his criticisms of psychology, 

it is a point which affects both behaviourism and freudianism. for it is 

also H e g e l ’s point that what is merely outer is of little consequence, 

or rather, its.significance is hiddenttbo us, because it is a mere contin­

gency. it is not every aspect of a person's behaviour that indicates his 

inner self; the way ne fixes nis nat on his head, his nabit of sitting 

with nis arms folded, the sort of socks he wears, in fact tell us little 

or nothing about the inner man, though oddly enough it is just these tri­

vial sorts of thing's which are often pointed out as indications of our
52true nature.'It is this rather superficial approach to psychology which 

Hegel attacks when he attacks psychology in general. It is true that in­

general, "man is nothingabut the series of nis actions",'£ut not every

5
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thing a man does is significant and worthy of consideration in an assess­

ment of his essential character.

finally, Hegel's treatment of tie concepts of inner and outer 

also a.-fects the traditional distinction between mind and matter, or the 

inner world of the self, and the external world. Insofar as the world of 

the self is merely inner, says Hegel, it is of lit le consequence. Realty, 

the world of the self must be externalised to count as truly inner, i.e. 

essential. On the otner hand, insofar as tne external world is merely an 

external world, that is, insofar as it is given up to contingency and tot­

ally alien to tne sell, it is hidden to us; but since it is only tne sup­

erficial outside of the world that is hidden in this w a y , this does not 

really matter. Nothing essential is hidden to us. it all conforms to law, 

and is therefore <nowable. Indeed, if it did not conform to law, it would 

not be essential. The true inner world, and the true outer world, triere- 

fore, have the same content. '•‘•'He world in which this identity is -resent, 

however, is no longer the world od appearance, but the world of actuality; 

and thus we pass over into the sphere of actuality.
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Chapter Six: Actuality

Actuality (hie Wirklichkeit) is the unity of essence and ex­

istence, or of inner and outer. The german term 'Wirklichkeit/ is most 

commonly translated by the english term 'reality', and it is worth bear­

ing in mind that;wherever Hegel refers to the common ufeage of the t'irrti, 
this is its natural-trahslatiöii. Nevertheless, it is generally wiser 

to translate it by the term ’ actuality ' $. firstly because 'reality'' ■ ' 

is the obvious translation of the term 'Realität', which Hegel gives a 

distinct meaning to in the section on Dasein, and secondly, because it 

brings out the connections between Hegel's Wirklichkeit and Aristotle's 

Energeia. The actual is the inner which has externalised itself, tne pot­

ency which has actualised itself, the essence which exists, or has appeare 

ed. It is not therefore to be confused with mere external existence or 

what is commonly called reality, if this is borne in mind, the notorious 

Hegelian dictum "What is rational is actual, and what is actual is ration­

al" ̂ does not look half so disturbing.

The com .on interpretation of this dictu.ii is that whatever ex­

ists outside us is rational, so that there is no room for change or reform

indeed, Wallace has Hegel call 'reformers', 'muddle-headed and purblind',
X

clearly mistranslating while blinded by the conventional wisdom. Hut He­

gel's actuality is not merely external existence, 'trivial, external and 

transitory objects, arrangements, conditions etc.,', which he thinks may 

well be irrational'; but existence that conforms with its essence, fully- 

developed potentiality. If we may anticipate the next sphere, then it is 

existence which conforms wit.', its concept.or archetype. This is obviously 

going to be rational, for Hegel, since he is later to describe rational­

ity and truth as the correspondence of concept and external reality.
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Hegel is not, then, some Hind of cosmic conservative, but merely equates 

the rational with that whicn accords with its essence, rather than the es­

sence or existence itself. It is rather the concept and the reality which 

do not correspond that ne regards as irrational.

(a) The Absolute

Actuality, however, is initially determined as the absolute as 

such, in whicn every determinateness of essence and existence has dissol­

ved. it is impossible to s a y  what t m s  absolute is, precisely because all 

the previous deter inatenesses have been resolved into tnis one, a® that it 

appears as,the negation of all predicates, but on the other hand, it is 

also the locus of all previous predicates, and is therefore self-contradic- 

tory. The negating and tne predicating here, according to He g e l , belong to 

external reflection rather tnan speculative cognition, however, which taxes 

up these predicates, but tnen just as easily shows them to be impossible, 

it should be obvious from this that the aosolute in question here is the 

taaditional absolute of pre-Kantian (or even Kantian ) metaphysics, or, if 

you like, the God of the metaphysicians. He or It probably enters into con­

sideration here because rie or It was supposed to be a necessary being, i.e. 

a thing whose essence involved existence, and therefore a unity of essence 

and existence, or inner and outer.

it is an absolute unityj according to Hegel, and the groungdof 

the essential relation. The other categories which nave been transcended' 

co he progress of the logic collapse into this one as their ground too, 

though here tney have not been shown to do so through an external reflec­

tion, that is, by being shown to be impossible because they conflicted 

with other determinations, as in the work of the pre-Kantian metaphysic­
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ians, or by Kant himself, but by the inner necessity of the logical pro­

cess (or so says Hegel). Tnis transcending of categories is in fact the 

true exposition (A u s l e g u n g ) of the Absolute, and is (again, according to 

tiegel, and 1 do not know in what sense ne means this) the Absolute's own 

activity. Insofar as the exposition concentrates, not on the transcending 

of the category, but its relation to the Absolute, however, and the Abso­

lute s conceived as an absolute identity, then it is only the absolute 

of external reflection, the Absolute in the determination of absolute id­

entity, and as determinate, an attribute.

i'he attribute is the merely relative absolute. Apart from this 

statement, however, I understand nothing Hegel says about it (though ad­

mittedly he does not say that rnarah about it), except that it has two sides 

to it, i.e. it is the absolute as self-identity, and the absolute as nega­

tion, and that somehow its consideration leads Hegel to the consideration 

of the absolute as mode, that is, the self-externality of the absolute. 1 

really do not understand what Hegel says about this, eitner, except that 

this completes the moments of trie concept of the absolute, and that the 

exposition does not take up the ¡nodes of tne absolute as thoughts discover­

ed outside it, and proceed analytically until it reaches the point of ab­

stract identity (which would anyway be the concept o f  being), but rather 

begins with the absolute. The mode is consequently only tne determining 

of that absolute in wnich it develops its full potential, and the form and 

content of the absolute are there!ore the same, i.e. the content is simply 

#his exposition. This point is dealt with more fully by Hegel when he comes 

to discuss the Absolute Idea, whose content, he says, is the course of the 

logic itself.

This account is obscure, but n egel makes it clearer in a re- 
Vmark which deals firstly with Spinoza's conception of substance, which
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he says corresponds with the concept of the absolute here set f o r w a r d . It 

is the absolute of an external reflection or analysis, a single substance 

in which everytning determinate is dissolved. JJeterminatenes is negation, 

for Spinoza, and -i©, e 1 agrees, but he also adds that every deterwinateness 

and therefore every negation (taKen as quality) must itself be negated, so 

that the absolute comes on the scene as tne negating of the finite or det­

erminate rather than an indeterminate positive being (wnich as indetermin­

ate nevertheless nas tnat particular determinateness j . Spinoza does not 

grasp this point, but sticKS at the point that deterrninateness is negation, 

and therefore his substance is only the afore-mentioned abstract identity. 

Bradley's Absolute is of the same nature, and conseouently, Russell assu­

med that the Hegelian Absolute Idea was a similar sort of thing. This, how­

ever, was not substance but subject.

Although the Spinozistic Absolute is the product of analysis, 

Spiaeza presents_his^ system..as a synthetic or deductive system which begins 

with a definition of the absolute itself, that ir-, tne concept of substan­

ce. This is still an external reflection, however, and constitutes a def­

ect in Spinoza's account, it is permissible to begin with definitions in 

mathematics, says Hegel, but in philosophy, we cannot begin in this way, 

the concept of the absolute has to appear as tne result of the philosoph­

ical system. Spinoza also defines the terms 'attribute' and 'mode', where­

as n egel argues that the:thoughts they designate ought really to be dedu­

ced in the course of the philosopny. The two attributes, thought and ex­

tension, are, moreover, only adopted from experience, and are only for the 

intellect which reflects on the absolute. Really, they ought to be deduced 

too, and thought shown to be, not so much an attribute of the absolute, 

or the reflection of one of its modes, but of the very essence of the ab­

solute itself
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(b) Actuality

The Absolute has been determined as a mode, that is, as the 

'form and manner' (Art und Weisej in which it reveals itself. It has no 

content save being that wnich reveals itself, and is therefore the Absolute 

form which is identical witn its content. Since it is such a form, its mo­

ments or aspects are also, initially, formal, that is, they are only mom­

ents of the form of our Knowledge of the Absolute, the so-called modal 

concepts, actuality, possibility and necessity. It was Kant who first des­

cribed these concepts as modal concepts, tnat is, concepts naving the pec­

uliar characteristic that "in determining an object, they do not in the
5least enlarge the concept to wnich they are attacned as predicates", but 

only express the relation of tnat predicate to the faculty of knowledge, 

so that one can know everything about an object without knowing whether it 

is necessary, actual, or merely possible. Hegel is to argue, however, that 

in their development these concepts do not remain merely formal or modal, 

but come to express the content of knowledge.

Hegel treats of three forms of actuality, along with which go 

three forms of possibility and necessity, the first is actuality as contin­

gency or accidental immediate existence. This is actuality in the formal 

sense, and along witn it go formal possibility and formal ox* logical nec­

essity. Something is formally possible so long as it is not self-contra- 
6dictory, formally necessary if its non-existence is self-contradictory. 

These are the only forms of actuality, possibility and necessity recognised 

by David Hume and also the only forms recognised by Wittgenstein in the 

Tractatus. Doth philosophers conceive of reality as comprised of discrete 

events, and this means that there can be no internal conneEtion between

one state of affairs and another which could constitute its relative pcss-
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ibility or necessity, ^ume expressed this by saying that the idea of a 

necessary connection between events in fact represents no more than the 

psychological propensity to expect the existence of one object following

upon that of another, given prior experience of their constant conjunction;

Wittgenstein was more radical in tone. It is impossible, he 

says, to make an inference from the existence of one situation to the ex­

istence of another, completely different situation, because tnere is no
8*causal connection to justiiy such an inference. The belief in such a con-

9nection is nothing but a superstition. We often expect one thing to follow

upon another because up until now it nas always done so, but there is no

necessity for it always to do so. The only necessity tnat exists, according
10to Wittgenstein, is logical necessity; and he might have added here that 

the only possibility is logical possibility, and the only actuality, logi­

cal actuality, he does say, after all, that in itself a proposition is
11

neither probable nor improbable, and tnat either an event occurs or it does 

not, that is, that ultimately, axl reality is accidental, and everything is 

possible. What is impossible is self-contradictory and therefore inconcei­

vable. ■Lhis is the most uncompromising statement of the standpoint of form- 

actuality,? to be found anywhere.

i'his standppint is inadequate according to degel, however.

For according to it, everything is possible that is not self-contradictory,r*
but in fact, ever-' hing is not possible, because even if certain states

are not contradictory in themselves, their existence nevertheless excludes
12

the existence of other states. I'or example, the fact that I am in London 

excludes the possibility of the fact that I am not in London, if we ab­

stract from this fact, then of course it becomes possible that 1 am not in 

London, but precisely because tnis abstraction is necessary, the fact is 

not really possible, i.e. not given all tne prevailing conditions. The

7
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fault with the standpoint of formal actuality is that it abstracts'from 

all the facts, the conditions wnich pertain and the conditions which would 

have to pertain for something to be really possible, it abstracts, indeed, 

from the content of the fact, which in reality would have multiple connect­

ions with other facts. If 1 may employ an example from the Phenomenology}^ 

there is nothing self-contradictory about the non-existence of private 

property, but given many of the important institutions connected with it 

in fact, it could be said that it is not really possible to abolish it.

if one does not abstract from the content of the fact, but
14considers tne "determinations, circumstances %nd conditions of its exist­

ence, then one considers its real possibility. -Lhe thing in its determina­

tions, circumstances and conditions, that is, considered through its rela­

tions with other things, is real actuality. Peal actuality is immediate 

existence too, but not merely that, since it is considered as "pregnant 

with content" (inhaltsvollej? it is not purely accidental existence, but 

existence which is bound up with or necessitated by other facts, Phis is 

not evident if we merely consider a state of affairs in the abstract; or 

two concrete states of affairs which are only remotely connected, however, 

if we consider a concrete state of affairs such as the irench ^evolution, 

we see immediately that it is bound up with man,; others which it has no 

formal relation to; the extravagance of the Sun King, the weaknesses of his 

successors, the rise of a strong middle class in Irance, etc. iake away 

any of these factors and history might have been different.

It is important to notice that Hegel is not merely assuming 

the existence of the necessary connection between two separate states of 

affairs which hume and Wittgenstein argue is not objectively present. He 

is saying that, indeed, there can be no necessary connection between two 

such states, but on the otner hand, we only arrive at this idea of reality
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as being broken up into discrete units by a process of intellectual ab­

straction. Concrete situations really have multiple interconnections with 

other aspects of reality, and we only arrive at simple facts by picking 

them out of the networK of relations which constitutes the existent world, 

-‘•he connectedness of things is, if you like, the primary fact, and their 

separation the worx of the and the intellect. Mind and nature alike

conform to law, but this is often hidden by the distortions of our sense- 

organs, and our own subjective predjudices. The laws that we expect them 

to conform to are very often inadequate formulations of the laws they act­

ually do conform to, and this gives rise to scepticism.

finpirical science nevertheless strives after these laws or 

relationships by trying to elicit them from experience. Since the condi­

tions which accompany any event are infinite, this striving is endless; 

we can never attain to such a knowledge of the conditions of an event 

that we are able to say in absolute certainty that it must follow, although 

we can always become more and more certain that it will, however, it is 

possible to grasp the conditions of an event as a totality without know­

ing each and every one individually; one only has to grasp the essential 

determination from wM-'h all the others follow. This is not easy, and we 

can still never be absolutely certain that we nave grasped the correct 

determination, but this method at least has the advantage that it is poss­

ible that we have done so. lor example, if we try to state all the condi­

tions for the Labour Party winning the next election, we will find this 

an impossible task; but if we embrace them all in the general condition 

that they must acquire sufficient votes, then this is trivial, but at 

least certain.

xhe real possibility of a tning is also its real or relative 

necessity, -“-f all the conditions of a thing are present, it must be actu-
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al. This is because all the conditions actually constitute the existence 

of the thing. This real or relative necessity of things is more interest­

ing than their formal necessity, precisely because the existence of some­

thing which is only relatively necessary, i.e. actual only given certain 

conditions, is not a foregone conclusion, i.e. is not something which 

must apply whatever the state of the world is generally. We want to know 

how it is possible to being about different states of affairs, and what 

follows given certain courses of action, in order that we can control our 

own destinies to some extent; and of course, by bringing about certain 

conditions we open new possibilities and make new states of affairs rela­

tively necessary, so that the world is constantly changing, and what is 

possible, and what is hecessary, is changing witn it. ^et the whole tning 

is happening in a law-like manner.

Tnere is a higher form of actuality or reality than the reality 

of things considered in tneir relations with other things, however, which
17negel calls absolute actuality. Absolute actuality is reality which, far 

from being accidental, or only brought into existence through the existence 

of another thing, nas realised, or realises itself. Tnis is a teleological 

notion of actuality, the actual as that which is its own end, and which 

is considered as striving to realise itself. It is not that wnic’n has to 

be; it might not have realised itself in a particular place at a partic­

ular time, its development might be stunted, or it might become deformed 

in some way, lixe a plant might become stunted or defommed, or not even 

grow, in a po.rticular place. Uut it is that to which external existence 

aspires, or less poetically, tnat which constitutes the principle of the 

development of external existence. It does not exist alongside real actu­

ality, but ratner transcends it, exploits certain conditions for its own 

ends, though external conditions can also oring about its destruction.

16
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Hegel calls absolute actuality the unity of necessity and con-

tingency, saying that it i_s, simply because it is. that is, it is not pro­

duced by another thing, and yet, it is, because it is, that is, it is its
19

own mediation, it realises itself. On the one hand, it is necessary, since 

it brings itself into being; but on the otner hand, it is supremely con­

tingent, since it might not-.-bring itself into being, Absolute actuality 

is again regarded as inseparable from absolute necessity and contingency. 

These are the true forms of necessity and contingency for Hegel, and it 

must be noticed how difierent they are from what msrmally go by these 

names; when Hegel says that necessity in its truth, is freedom, this is 

no mere paradox or song- of praise to determinism. He means that in its 

highest form, necessity coincides with self-determination. This explains 

a lot. It shows us that che he speaks of the necessity of the logic, he 

does not merely mean that one concept follows logically from another, but 

rather that the wnole forms an end-directed process of development; and 

it shows us that when he speaks of the necessary features of soc sty in 

his social philosophy, he does not mean that tnese are features that can­

not cease to exist, but only that they form part of the development of 

a state to its nignest end, each sphere being subordinated to the one 

beyond it.

This also gives us a new way in which to understand the 

n®ti@n .«f God as a. necessary being, whose essence is to ~xist. This does 

not mean that God must exist, i.e because existence is one of his essential 

properties, wnich would indeed be subject to Kanf’s criticism that exist­

ence is not a real predicate, and is anyway silly1 because the mere ass­

ertion that it is the essence of something to exist does not mean that it 

actually does exist; but that God realises himself, and that it is of his 

essence to realise nimself, which is to say that if He exists, he develops

18
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or attempts to develop his full potentiality in external existence. -Pres­

umably, in order to be absolute actuality, He must have actually done this 

in some parts of tne world by Hegel's time, in Hegel's opinion, probably 

dentral Eui'ope. The pure development of Hod in His essence is of course 

meant to be the content of the npgic itself, which essentially, so Hegel 

would nave us believe, unfolds itself, and does so completely, leaving 

nothing hidden from view.

I’he development of the Absolute appears, IJegel says, as the
20blind destruction of immediate existence, but this is only to the super­

ficial view. The negation of these finite elements is a necessary fe&ture 

of tne production or revelation of the Absolute. This applies equally to 

the finite things ol the external world and to the finite determinations 

of the Logic: without the destruction of tne former, ^od cannot manifest 

uimself in tne social sphere, and witnout the destruction of the latter, 

he cannot manifest Himself in tne sphere of Logic. If we cling to relative 

necessity, as Kant does, we will always say that necessity is blind, and 

that we are determined on all sides; but if we advance to the standpoint 

of absolute necessity, we see that the destruction of finite tnings real­

ises the Absolute, 'this reflection seems to be one that Hegel thought 

helped to reconcile us with the frustrations of our world activity, and 

liberate us from our own selfish desires. We may not realise our personal 

aims, but then we are only here to realise unconsciously the Will of God.

(c) The Absolute Helation

The Absolute, then, wnich was initially considered insofar as 

it was described or expounded by external reflection, that is, in accord­

ance with the methods of analysis and synthesis, now expounds itself or
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reveals itself. It brings itself into existence, or actualises itself, 

through this revelation, and is, Hegel says, nothing but this act of self­

revelation or actualisation. It is like light, he continues, which is 

neither a something (Etwas) nor a thing (ein Ding), but only a showing or 

shining (Scheinen). However, light does not manifest itself, as Hegel says 

the Absolute does, but only other tnings; and if something manifests it*» 

self, then surely it must have some content distinct from its manifesting, 

which is manifested. It seems to me, then, that Hegel ought not really to 

say that the Absolute is nothing but its manifesting of itself. It would 

be quite permissable for him to say that it had no other content apart 

from what is manifested, of course, but then tnis would not be a new point, 

but only a repetition of tne old point that essence must appear.

Absolute actuality, or absolute necessity, is absolute relation 

insofar as it is being which is mediated by itself, being that is because 

it is, a notion that Spinoza tried to express in equally contradictory 

terms by calling his substance causa sui. And indeed, Hegel calls this 

being 'substance' (der Substanz). This substance, he says, is neither that 

which immediately is, nor sometning abstract which exists 'behind-the- 

scenes', but the unity of both. These two conceptions of substance are 

merely abstractions from the true relation. Far from substances being a 

mere support or substratum for (its) accidents, something about which no­

thing can be said except that it is itself and not another thing, and

therefore something entirely separate from those accidents, for Hegel,
21substance "embraces accidentality within itself". It is a power or pot­

ency which is at once creative and destructive, insofar as it is constant­

ly overcoming one set of accidents and producing another set. It is not 

present in external existence as such, but it manifests itself as a power 

over the external world.
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This conception of substance resembles Aristotle's more close­

ly than it resembles any of those modern conceptions which sprung from the 

criticism of the Scholastic version of the Aristotelean concept by the 

philosophers of the .enlightenment. One who reads Hegel's misleading state­

ment in the Encyclopaedia that "Substance is herewith the totality of (its) 

accidents"?^might be led to think that this is Hegel's version of Hume's 

thesis that our idea of substance is the idea of a collection of qualities. 

This is not the case, nowever, for in the first place, Hegel is talking 

about substance itself, not our idea of substance, and in the second place, 

Hegel's substance is the unitary principle of its alterations of quality 

rather than a mere collection. The latter is only externally put together, 

whereas tne former is that which develops or unfolds itself. Hegel's view 

has the advantage over Hume's that it avoids the consequence that a sub­

stance cannot strictly be said to change its qualities, i.e. because a 

different collection of qualities is a different substance.

Substance, then, is power. which sets down and distinguishes

from itself determinations which nevertheless belong to it, and can be
24considered as transcended substantiality. This means, however, that sub­

stance is to be regarded as cause, and its accidents as effects. This is 

what Hegel calls 'formal causality'. The cause, he says, is original (Ur­

sprüngliches) in relation to its effect, while the latter is what is set
2bdown or posited, something derived. The cause is a cause, however, only

insofar as it has an effect, just as the effect is only an effect insofar
2 6as it has a cause. Consequently, it is necessary for a cause to have an

effect. Thus, both are in tnemselves sometning posited, and the concept
27of cause contains nothing that is not in the concept of the effect. This 

is the principle of the speculative identity or inseparability of the con­

cepts of cause and effect. This identity becomes, at the level of deter-
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rainate causality, an identity of content oetween particular causes and 

their particular eflects.

'i'he reader will recall that the difficulties the pnilosophers 

of the Enlightenment had with the concept of causality stemmed from the 

fact that the necessity of the connection between two sense-impressions, 

the force or power which one object of sense-exercised on another, was not 

itself an object of sense-perception. This led to the general conclusion 

that such a force was unknowable, wnich was only overturned by Hume's crit­

icism that if tnis were so, then the terms 'force', 'necessity' etc., 

would have no clear meaning, and nis view tnat, iii fact, tney denoted a 

subjective inclination to conceive one tning following upon another with 

which it nas previously been ooserved to have been constantly conjoined. 

Hegel agreed that force was knowable, but thought that it was identical 

with its expression (see cnapter five, p.lblj. This struck at the roots of 

the original problem, for it meant that, far from there being any question 

of the connection of two objects, there was in fact only a single fact or 

content, wnich the Understanding analyses into its constituent moments.

It follows from tnis argument, however, that causal state­

ments are strictly analytic propositions. How it must be said that the 

first example which Hegel analyses in order to give some support to this 

thesis, i.e. 'The rain wets', is not a gpod one, although it seems to have 

a particular favourite of nis {tie also uses it in the Encyclopaedia^jnd the 

Jena Logicj.^lt is certainly analytic, but it does not appear typical 

enough to help his case. The other examples he uses are much better, how­

ever. They have the same form as those propositions already discussed in 

his remark on wnat he calls the formal metnod of explanation by tautolo­

gical grounds. These sorts of proposition,^eature what he calls 'reflect­

ive determinations' such as force or matter. Thus, one example says that
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the cause of the motion of a body is a propulsive force (eine stossende 

Kraft). This is a much better example of a typical early nineteenth-cent­

ury causal statement, and Hegel argues that it is analytic, because there 

is nothing in the force that is not expressed in the phenomenon.

Another of Hegel's examples is the proposition that a thing 

has a certain colour because of a colouring agent or pigment which is 

present in it.^This, again, is a fairly typical causal statement for his 

time, and he argues that it is analytic because the pigment in question is 

effectively the same thing or content as the colour. This content is merely 

considered in two forms, once in its 'reflective'»form, as agent or cause, 

and once in its immediacy as eiiect. The fourth example he considers raises 

difficulties, however. The cause of a deed is said to be the inner disposi­

tion of tne agent,̂ Ae says, but the content of this disposition is the same 

as the content of tne deed; indeed, the agent's disposition can only be 

considered as cause insofar as it is expressed in the deed. The problem 

here is that Hegel seems to be saying that the 'inner disposition' of the 

agent is notning more than its outward expression, and therefore simply 

force, whenri*e saw in the last chapter that he thought this determination 

was subordinate to tnat of the 'inner'. It may be that he means that the 

agent's disposition, insofar as it is considered as cause or force, is 

nothing but its expression.

Hegel seems to thintc that ne has already established the anal­

ytic nature of statements like the above, but he realises that it might 

still be objected that, firstly, statements giving the remote rather than 

tne proximate cause of an event do not appear to be analytic. This, he 

argues, is because the identity of the content of the cause and effect 

is concealed by the distribution of that content into a multiplicity of 

intermediate causes or factors of causation, so that it is only when the
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latter are taken a totality that the identity of the content of cause and 

effect is revealed.

Thus, for example, if a man developed his talent in circum­
stances arising from the loss of his father, wno was hit by a bullet in a 
battle, then this snot (or still further back, the war, or a cause of the
war, and so on to infinity) can be taken as the cause of the man's skill.
But it is clear that, for example, that shot is not by itself this cause, 
but rather only the connection of it with other effective determinations. 
Or rather it is not the cause overall, but only a single moment that be­
longed to the ¿ircumstances of the possibility. 34

Thus we return to the old point that the content of the fact is identical

with the totality of its conditions. The difficulty here, however, is that

there seems to be an infinity of conditions for any one fact. It was this 

which made Leibniz call such propositions contingent, although he thought 

they were implicitly analytic and necessary. Their analysis could not be 

performed, but God could grasp the principle of the series.

Leibniz^Ssaid that ne derived this idea from the mathematical 

consideration of the nature of the infinite, and what he says comes very 

close to one of the points Hegel made in one of his remarks in the section 

on quantum (see chapter two, p.76-78). Leibniz introduces an analogy bet­

ween necessary and contingent truths and fractions that can, and fractions 

that cannot, be expressed by whole numbers. A, necessary truth, he says, is 

like a fraction sbch as 64/8, wnich can be perfectly expressed in terms of 

the whole number eight, wnile a contingent truth is like a fraction such 

as 2/7, which cannot be expressed as a whole number, but only as a number 

with an infinite series of terms after the decimal point. Nevertheless, 

says Leibniz, mathematics has mastered such fractions and can even operate 

with the infinite series, so there is no reason why the contingent truth 

cannot equally be mastered.Siegel, as we saw previously,̂ went further 

than Leibniz, and argued that the fractional expression of the number 2/7 

was actually more perfect than its expression as an infinite series, so 

that, by analogy, not only can the infinite conditions of a fact be grasp­
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ed as a totality, but they must be so grasped; and there is no reason why 

God should be the only one able to grasp them as such.

Hegel also notes that it is inadmissable to apply the notion of 

causality to relations involving- tne mind or the living organism.^'i'his is 

because that which acts on the living organism (e.g.) is assimilated by 

that organisfli (see cnapter nine, p.290-295), that is, altered by it so that 

it becomes organic itself, and only then does it really become active for 

the organism. Otnerwise, it merely occurs as an external stimulus, which 

presupposes a corresponding internal stimulus or instinctive urge or drive, 

before it can operate. This is explained further in Hegel's chapter on 

Life, as well as in the Encyclopaedia (especially sections 357-366). The 

same sort of argument applies to relations involving the mind or its pro­

ducts, according to Hegel, so tnat, for example, it is not legitimate to 

call the mild Ionic climate the cause of Homer's works, ̂ although no doubt 

he took inspiration from it, so that it was an external stimulus for him. 

The point is, it was up to the bard to respond to tnis stimulus in whatever 

way he was willing or able. The climate did not inspire everyone to compose 

an Iliad or an Odyssey.

The problem here is that Hegel only produces arguments why the 

material world cannot act causally on the organism or mind, he does not - 

give reasons why organisms cannot act causally on other organisms, or minds 

on minds, nor why minds or organisms cannot act causally on the external 

world. It might be that he thinks all these things are possible, of course, 

- he seemed to thinx earlier that the mind could act as cause^- but in this 

case, he should net really have said above that the application of the re­

lation of causality to relations of physico-organic and spiritual life as 

such were inadmissable, but only that the material world cannot act causal­

ly on physical or mental life. 1 am tempted to suppose that this is what
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he meant, but I am prevented from doing so by one of his examples, i.e.

that it is not permissable to say that Caesar's ambition was the cause of
42the downfall of the Republican constitution of Rome. This clearly is not 

an example of the afore-mentioned thesis, and it remains unclear why it is 

not permissable to say this.

This proposition, I feel, would serve Hegel better as an exam­

ple of the other thesis he advances here, namely, that it is wrong to con­

sider relatively minor events in history as the causes of great ones. Such 

events, he says, are only factors of causation, or supply only the external 

stimulus or occasion for the great one. A case in point here is the assass­

ination of the Archduke Ferdinand of Austria, wnich is sometimes regarded 

as the immediate cause of the First World War. Hegel would argue that, 

strictly speaking-, it was not the cause of the war, but only an external 

stimulus wnich spirit, in the form of the Austrian nation, converted into 

the 'final straw' wnich led it to declare war on Serbia. This point could 

also be applied to those who like to speak of 'great inventions' such as 

the printing press or the steam engine 'revolutionising' society. History 

shows, on the contrary, that society nas to be ready for such inventions 

before they can have any influence, or else they are treated as mere novel­

ties.

There is one mere thing Hegel wants us to notice about deter­

minate causality, and that is that the causality of a thing is extrinsic 

to it.^That is, the object has an immediate existence wnicn has no direct 

relation to the fact that it enters into certain causal relations. The 

fact that a stonej for example, is this particular stone, that it is so . 

round, so smooth, does not tell us anytning about the causal relations 

it will enter into. These are determined by events outside of it, for ex­

ample, the fact that it is picKed up by a scnoolboy and hurled at a win­
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dow. These events, however, also involve immediate existences acting as 

causes, and tnes^ immediate existences also require external causes of 

their operations, and so on to infinity. Thus the assignation of causes 

has its logical conclusion in an infinite regression;^lhere is also a simi- 

progression of effects. Both express the fact that the identity of cause 

and effect only manifests itself in the finite realm in the fact that some­

thing is cause in one respect and effect in another (see also chapter ele­

ven, p.353).

This infinite regression or progression is transcended in the
44relation of action and reaction. This presupposes two finite substances, 

of which one is immediately characterised as active, and the other passive. 

The immediately passive substance, however, once it has been acted on, re-- 

acts, and not simply by determining a third substance, but by acting 

against the first, and altering it. Thus it acts as cause, or active sub­

stance, therefore, and the process begins again. Thus, where previously 

we were led into an infinite regression, now we are led into an infinite 

reciprocal action.^The concepts of causality and action and reaction, 

says Hegel, belong strictly to the sphere of mechanism,^jut the determina­

tion of reciprocity transcends that sphere. This is because causality and 

action and reaction are external to substances, whereas in reciprocity, 

things are what they are only in accordance with the relations they enter 

into; they are completely determined by other things, while at the same 

time, they determine other things.

Hegel therefore considers reciprocity to be a far more adequate 

determination than causality, out still not adequate enough. He illustrates 

this in his lectures‘'iy saying that if it is asKed whether the customs of 

a particular historical nation caused its political system, or vice-versa, 

then it might be correct to point out that neither is strictly the cause,
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but that both reciprocally condition one another. This, however, according

to degel, does not help us to grasp eitner the customs or the political

system of that nation. What is needed here is for us to be able to grasp

both as aspects of a greater unity which they generate. The same point is

pernaps illustrated more clearly by the consideration of the study of the
50physical organs; it is one thing to say that the heart causes blood to 

circulate in the body, and another to point out that the circulation of the 

blood is also a necessary condition of the beating of the heart; but if we 

really want to comprehend either, it is necessary to conceive of them as 

functioning elements of a living organism.

In both of these examples, reciprocity is considered to be sub­

ordinate to another determination, the concept of the unity which is in one 

sense presupposed, and in another sense generated, by the reciprocal 

causality of the diverse elements it contains. In the first example, this 

greater unity might be described as the Volksgeist, the spirit of a people 

or nation; in the other, it is the organism, the embodied soul, or, to use 

a Kantian expression wnich will become more significant later, the 'physic­

al end', a physical being whose parts produce one another in such a way as 

to form a whole wnich appears to be constructed in accordance with a pre­

determined concept. The concepts of 'spirit' and the living organism both 

belong, however, to the next sphere of logic, which contains the develop­

ment of the concept of this unity whichxis the principle of its moments, 

which at the same time generate it. This is the spnere of the concept or 

subjectivity, wnich is dealt with by Hegel in the second part of the Sci­

ence of Logic, the Subjective Logic.
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Notes and Hel'er enee s

1. Enc♦, section 6 (R)
2. Enc. , section 142 (Add.), Wallace translation. Wallace has uegel say 
that ‘'actuality is not so bad arid irrational as purblirid and wrong-headed 
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urate translation would be something like "actuality is not so bad or irr­
ational as empty-headed or mentally-decaying and run-down practical men 
imagine'.'. Kegel is not attacking reformers here, who anyway are only occ­
upied with that external existeheerwhich is only the superficial outside 
of actuality (Enc., section 6 (R)), but those 'practical men’’ who despise 
thought and theory. This remark ought to be compared with the following 
one from Russell (Problems of Philosophy, p.89):

But further, if we are not to fail in our endeavour to deter­
mine the value of philosophy, we must first free our minds from the pred- 
judices af what are wrongly called 'practical' men. The 'practical' man, 
as this word is often used, is one who recognises only material needs, 
who realises that .men,.raust have food for l the- body, Wit is oblivious to the 
necessity of providing food for the mind. If all men were well off, if po­
verty and disease had been reduced to tneir lowest possible point, there 
would still remain much to be done to produce a valuable society; snd even 
in the existing world the goods of the mind are at least as important as 
the goods of the body. It is exclusively among the goods of the mind that 
the value of philosophy is to be found; and only those who are not indiff-* 
erent to these goods ern be persuaded that the study of philosophy is not 
a waste of time.
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Chapter ¿even: Subjectivity

The Subjective -Lo mIc was originally published four years after 

the Objective -Logic. in a separate volume aimed at proffssional logicians 

since it dealt in cart with the material of logic commonly so-called. He­

gel complained in his foreword tnat he faced the opposite problem nere to 

the one he had laced in the previous volume, that is, whereas previously 

he had been working in an:intellectual vacuum, this time there existed an

abundance of "completely ready-made and fixed, one might even say ossi- 
1

fied" material, into wnich he had to breatne new life. One ought to note 

here that, although Hegel shares the attitude of boredom and impatience 

with the traditional Aristotelean logic, and, more especially, its medi­

eval treatment, typical of his age, he does not propose to abandon it, and 

to establish a new, rival logic. He compares the traditional logic to "an

ancient city, solidly built, and maintained in continuous possession and
2

occupation", and sees it as his task to give that city a new 'layout' (An- 

lage); a task, however, which necessitates the putting-aside of a lot of 

material which has previously been thought highly of (mainly the mediaeval 

additions).

One major difference between Hegel's view of logic and more

common views is that Hegel thought that the aim and. object of logical sci-
4

ence was "truth itself", tnough this turns out on closer inspection not to 

be such a major difference after all, since truth is later identified with 

the self-knowledge of reason or the understanding, which is more like the 

usual conceptions of logic as the art o± science of reasoning in the pur­

suit of truth, though still not quite the same, and certainly very differ­

ent from the conception of logic as the study of the formal consistency 

o£ sets of beliefs. The difficulty here, Hegel reckons, is that the poss­
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ibility of such a science has long been called into question. He asks the 

reader to recall the sense in which Pilate put the question, "What is tru­

th?". Pilate posed the question rhetorically, and, Hegel explains, what he 

meant by it was that the goal of truth had long since been dedlared unatt­

ainable, and its pursuit abandoned. Hegel seems.to think that Pilate's at­

titude wa6' also the attitude of.his own age.

i think Hegel is having a sly dig at Kant here. Kant, the read­

er will recall, discussed the question, "What is truth?" in a section of
5

the Critique of Pure Reason from which Hegel is shortly to quote. Kant ar­

gued that this question is not a request for the nominal definition of 

truth, i.e. that it is tne agreement of knowledge with its object, but for 

thp general criterion of the truth of 'any cognition, it is an absurd rê - 

quest, however, since such a general criterion could not take account of 

the relation..of the particular cognition to^fts.specifie object, in which 

truth, on the above definition, is supposed to consist, ftence, there can 

be no such criterion, fiegel agrees with this conclusion,.although he does 

not think Kant's argument is sound (see below, p.21Q); but he objects to 

Kant's restriction of the term 'trutn' to the agreement of particular 

cognitions with their objects. This is simply what he calls in the Ency­

clopaedia 'correctness' (Richtigkeit)  ̂something which is to be distingui­

shed from truth in the metaphysical sense he uses it.

•Pruth in Hegel's sense is not the agreement of particular cog­

nitions and their objects, but the agreement or unity of concept and obj­

ect, of subjectivity and objectivity in general, or of philosophical me­

thod and its object. Kant, in restricting the sense of the term 'truth' to 

what Hegel terms 'correctness', restricts knowledge to what Hegel is to
7

call 'finite cognition', and its objects to the objects of the finite or 

empirical sciences. Hegel, as we shall see, regards these sciences as very
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uncertain, since they rest on presuppositions which only philospphy can 

Justify, and consequently sees Kant as, at bottom, some sort of sceptic, 

or pragmatist, but anyway, no friend of truth, by associating him with Pi­

late, he also taints him with Paganism, and/or atheism, while at the same 

time implying that Christianity, through the questioning of the value of 

finite things which is implicit in its nature, serves as a preparation for 

for, and therefore has its true issue in, a philosophy which once more ta­

kes truth (or Truth) as its aim, i.e. his own speculative philosophy.

Hegel prefaces the Subjective Logic with some preliminary re­

marks on the nature of the concept. It is sometimes thought that the con­

cept of a concept is axiomatic, i.e. that it cannot be deduced, but Megel 

insists that it can only appear as an absolute foundation insofar as it 

has made itself such a foundation by showing itself to be presupposed by 

the other concepts. The immediate presupposition of the concept is sub­

stance, as nas just been seen; what is implicit in the concept of substan­

ce is explicit in the concept of the concept. Hegel briefly recapitulates 

here on the genesis of the concept as expounded in the Objective Logic, 

that is, how we pass through the relations of necessity, the relation of 

substantiality, the causality-relation, and the relation of reciprocity, 

to the concept which is implicit in them, i.e. the concept of the self- 

actualising principle, the concept or subject. Hegel's system goes beyond 

Spinoza's, he says, precisely because it goes beyond the concept of sub­

stance, and has as its principle the concept of subjectivity.

This is not what is normally understood by the term ’concept', 

iiegel admits. Now this does not matter insofar as the philosophical under­

standing of a term does not have to correspond exactly to its common us­

age. Nevertheless, he feels that the philospphical concept ought at least 

to be recognizable in our ordinary ideas. Hence he adds some remarks which
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are supposed to help to render the concept more familiar. "The concept",

he,says, "insofar as it has develpped into an existence (Existenz) which
8is itself free, is none other than the I_* or pure self-consciousness" .Nor­

mally, we say that I_ have various concepts; but this I.,,for Hegel, is the 

pure concept that has entered into being. If we speak about the series of 

concepts the I nas, then we are talking about something familiar, which 

may even be called the empirical self, -but if we abstsact from these part­

icular ideas, we arrive at the pure concept (something like a Kantian 

transcendental subject). Insofar as it is abstracted from these ideas, it 

is universal\ityj; but'insofar it is exclusive of what is other than it­

self, it is the individual personality. Only when it is grasped that these 

two aspects together constitute the nature of the I, or concept, is the 

nature of I grasped also.

It was Kant, for Hegel, who first advanced beyond the common 

idea of the self as the substratum of a series of conceptions which were

related to it as external properties. Kant wrote in the Critique of Pure
oReason of the original synthetic unity of consciousness/This was an ob­

jective unity, as opposed to the merely subjective unity of our percept­

ions, i.e. their temporal succession in a given subject. Hume had not re­

cognised the existence of any objective order, and therefore regarded the
10

term "self" as denoting a mere "bundle of perceptions"; for Kant, however, 

this objective order was a precondition of the analysis of our perceptions 

into separate representations wrucn could then occur in any temporal order 

in any stream of tnought. One has to have tne concepts of red flags, tun­

ics and pillarboxes etc., before one can abstract irom them the idea of 

the colour red; which idea, however, can subsequently be united with any . 

-ether representation,, even one which it is not objectively connected with. 

This objective unity is the universal asoect of the self, in the sense
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it scares it with all other selves; anything which did not belong to this 

order was a mere peculiarity oi' the individual self, a mere subjective r«p 

representation.

This objective order was not truly objective in Kant's philo­

sophy, however; tnat is to say, it did not represent the true order of 

things, but only the order oi the way human beings in general experience 

the world. Objectivity, for Kant, was still only really intersubjectivity

he says in the Prolegomena that "Objective validity and necessary uni-
11

versality (for everyone) are therefore identical concepts" - rather than 

truth. The equation of objectivity with intersubjectivity is a common ruse 

of subjective idealism or radical empiricism to reintroduce themmuch-need- 

e* distinction between subjective and objective,' while atl the ¡"same’time 

maintaining that we can only know things as they appear to us. Hegel's 

point of view here is that if we can really make tnid distinction, then 

we must also be able to know things as they really are. In fact, the ob­

ject, according to Kant, is onl£ that in the concept of .yhich the manifold 

elements of'a given intuition are united, so that it is the concept which 

is the objective element here. The object as it really is is given only 

to thought.

The Kantian account made two other claims which Hegel thought 

were relevant to his treatment of the concept. Firstly, that the intellect

must be considered a stage after intuition in the process of cognition, 

and therefore that intuitions must always precede concepts, if they are to 

have any cognitive content, hegel remarked with regard to this point that 

what was to be regarded as prior to the intellect was determined in acc­

ordance with the standpoint from which from which it was being considered. 

From the point of view of psychology, it was true that the intellect pre­

supposed feeling and intuition, as well as representation din general; but 

from the point of view of phenomenology, which was what Hegel believed
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from the viewpoint of a phenomenological treatment, which is what Hegel12
thought Kant was engaged in providing, the intellect presupposed sensuous 

consciousness and perception, aspects of our consciousness of the world 

rather than elements in the development of the mind. Moreover, neither 

the psychological nor the phenomenological view had any relevance to the 

logical treatment of the concept. Tne logiccl form of the concept was 

quite independent of the forms in which it appeared in the sciences of na­

ture or spirit.

The second claim was tnax the concept was a mere subjective 

form or arrangement of the sensible matter of cognition. This sensible 

matter was supposed to exist independently of the form given to it by the 

understanding, which in turn was considered an abstraction from it. Hegel, 

however, argued that there was no reason why tnis sensible element ought 

to be considered as real, and the concept as merely abstract, that is, in 

the sense that it lacked sensuoùè matérial;-for abstraction here-.means'the 

selection of a single^ feature of a thing.tO'serve, as.,its mark, while its 

other properties are simply put to one side, and is only necessary because 

of the inability of the inteèlect to cope with the wealth of empirical ma­

terial. In fact, the sensible material is only appearance, and the concept 

is what is real. True abstraction does not consist the isolation of a sin­

gle feature of a tning to serve as its marK, but the transcending of the 

empirical material and its reduction to its essential features, which are 

manifested onl,y in the concept of the tning.

Hegel is basically saying here that we must not confound that 

whiGh is first in the historical sense with that which is first in the lo-
13

gical sense, i.e. that which is truly fundamental. A great deal of the 

philosophy of «the Enlightenment, mo3t notably that of the -British Bnpiri- 

cists, Locke and Hume, had been concerned basically with what Hegei called
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the 'natural history' of thought, that is, with the question of the origin 

of our ideas and the description of the workings of the human mind. Hegsl, 

however, was concerned more with the relative certainty of the different 

stages in the development of thought, that is, with the question of the 

foundations of knowledge, which he took to be a separate question.from 

that of its origins. It was of course true that all our knowledge begins 

with experience, in the sense that this comes first in time, and is then 

transformed into thought, but this was not to say therefore that all our 

knowledge was grounded on experience, as if thought actually"led us away 

from the path.of certainty.

Hegel tninks that Kant anticipated the true view in his insist­

ence that there were synthetic judgements a priori, although he id criti­

cal of the expression 'syrthesis', which he says connotes the idea of an 

external unity of things that are raally separate, whereas he sees judge­

ment as the origmnal differentiation of the content of a concept, and of 

Kant's (for him) contrary assertion that concepts axe dependent on exper­

ience for their content, i.e. that 'concepts without intuitions are emp-
15ty". The concept ought rather to be considered the ground of the various 

things we can say about the object; it is because x is t&fecsa to.be a cow 

that we can say it ought to have udders. Even if we have never seen a cow 

the concept is not therefore empty; it retains its.content, it is just 

that there appears fo be notxiing in experience corresponding to^it. The 

point here is that it.is not that our tnoughts have to be grounded in ex­

perience, so much as that the concept provides the foundation for the 

comprehension of experience.

The tension between the views which uegel considers to be im­

plicit in the Kantian pnilosophy, and those which Kant explicitly puts 

forward, is carried over into his views on the nature of logic generally,

14
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and its relation to truth. Although, as uiegel has aleeady shown, the obj­

ectivity of thought is implied in Kant's notion that an object is only a 

unity through the unity of self-consciousness, and the common belief that 

the essential vature of an object is abtained only by reflection, Kant ne­

vertheless maintains that we cannot know things as they are in themselves 

and that truth is inaccessible to reason (sic), Hegel thinks that this is 

an absurdity, *ut argues that the logical consequences of Kant's views 

must not be shrunk from. 1t is true that the concept is initially abs­

tract, but this is not because it lacks the material of sense, but only 

because its own content is still undeveloped; in what is to come the con­

cept will be seen to have itself for object, and therefore to be truth, 

in the sense of tne identity of concept and object.

There is a sense, Hegel argues, in which logic (or pure philo­

sophy) is a formal science merely, that is, an contrast to tne philoso­

phy of nature and philosophy of spirit, the concrete philosophical sci­

ences; since he does not think their concreteness is due to their closer 

relation to the empirical sciences, however, it is hard to see how he can 

even allow this, ^ogic, moreover, is the science of absolute form, which 

has its own determinations for its content. This is clearly something 

very different from what is usually called 'logical form'; since its con­

tent is adequate to its form, it is itself truth (in Hegel's sense). -But 

what about this apparently strange Hegelian view of truth? negel in fact

says it is only really the familiar view that truth is the agreement of16cognition with its object. Kant, when, in the Critique of Pure Reason, he 
deals with the queoiion "Wnat is truth?", presents this as something which 

goes without saying, but really it is a Highly speculative definition; ta­
ker, in the right.sense, it implies that the reason which is incapable of 

apprehending things-in-themselves, and the things-in-themselves which
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it is incapable of apprenending, are untrue (or inadequate) ideas.
17Kant goes on to explain that the question "What is truth?" is 

net to be taken as a request for the above deimition, however, bat for 

a universal criterion of the truth of any belief, a request which nant 

argues is absurd, 3ince such a criterion could not take account of the 

peculiar content of the cognition, on which its truth depends. Thus it 

is concluded that logic provides formal rules for the understanding, nec­

essary but not sufficient conditions of truth. hegei is critical of this 

argument, however, on the grounds that it brings in the notion of the 

truth of the content of cognition, that is, it says that truth depends on 

the content of the cognition, whereas the aforementioned definition says 

that truth is the agreement of the content with the concept. A content 

which does not agree with the concept, i.e. is not adequate to it, is 

mere opinion. Moreover, il we allow that logic is only formal, then it is 

a one-sided cognition, a cognition without an object, and therefore not 

the ggreemeiit of the two which is requisite for truth.

I am not impressed with these criticisms, for a number of rea­

sons. firstly, I think Hegel is merely exploiting Kant's clumsiness and am 

biguity of expression here; the terms 'truth' and 'content' are given di­

verse and incompatible meanings in their different occurences in Kant's 

passage. If truth is the agreement of cognition and object, we cannot also 

speak of the truth of the content of cognition; but Kant does not do so to 

help his argument, he does not need this phrase. Secondly, Hegel treats 

the term 'content' as if it were synonymous with the term 'object', but 

Kant seems to understand by it the relation of the cognition to its object 

(seo the bracketed expression at tV. beginning of A59), and though, as I 

have said, he does not stick to this meaning, this seems to be the sense 

he needs, finally, Hegel says that the nominal definition of truth sa£s
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that truth is the agreement of the content with the concept; it does not. 

It st;ys tnat it is the agreement of concept and object, wnich is not the 

same thing in Kant' s Ltermipplogy, as far as I can see.

It seems to me, then, that Hegel is simply employing a differ­

ent conception of truth to Kant, or at least, a different interpretation 

of the common definition of truth. It has its advantages, however, and it 

is therefore one worthy of being retained. It is a proper definition, for

one thing, the definition as commonly interpreted only gives conditions
18

for the verification of statements or beliefs. Moreover, with this defin­

ition of truth comes a new conception of logic, logic as a formal science 

(pure philosophy) which must nevertheless have a content adequate to its 

form, in order to be true (that is, in order to be the pure Truth). This 

is surely a logic more worthy of the name than the old logic, which con­

tained nothing, more a handful of tautologies, some rules for the conver­

sion of judgements, and the traditional forms of the syllogism, all of 

which are taken up merely historically, that is, as 1 see it, descriptive­

ly rather than critically; for Hegel's logic, on the other hand, is quin- 

tessentially, a critical logic.

What we have in this chapter, then is basically an attempt to 

to criticise, that is, to question the value of the various forms of judge 

ment and of argument; not an a wholesale basis, but taking each on its own 

merits, and estimating how closely it approximates to the ideal of the ag­

reement of form and content, or concept and object. Kant certainly did not 

engage in tnis sort of enterprise, although he:did distinguish between . 

judgements'pf perception and judgements of experience, and also between 

analytic and synthetic judgements, and Hegel criticises him especially for 

uncritically adopting the ordinary logical forms of judgement (though T.K.
19Swing has recently argued that he did not do thid) and basing his categor-
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schema on them. Logic must be thus critical, says Hegel. This is not to

say that logic nitherto, which was merely a description of the phenomena

of thinking, is valueless, and indeed, Aristotle is to admired for being

the first to attempt such a description; but we neesd to go farther and
20grasp the "systematic connection" and the "worth" of the logical forms.

(a) The Concept (¿er -Beariff )

The account of the nature of the concept which was discussed 

previously was strictly introductory, and therefore external to the main 

course of the logic. We now take up that course again from where we left 

off, and consider the ®r*per logical development of the concept of 

the concept. The concept is first of all in the form of universality, 

how it is imperative that we distinguish universality as Hegel understands 

it from what he calls abstract universality, that is, universality as it

is more commonly understood, universality as Hegel understands it is "the
21

most simple determination", but its simplicity is such that, as opposed to 

being, it contains difference,within itself. The abstract universal, on 

the other hand, is merely a single property of a ;thing considered in iso­

lation, or at best a property or properties which a number of things have 

in common. The omission of the other properties appears here as a limita­

tion (see p. 2l9* whereas in the true universal, all the properties of the 

thing are contained in principle.

It seems reasonable to say that Hegel's abstract universal is 

a Lockean abstract idea, or at least that the latter is one example of the 

sort of thing Hegel had in mind. Hegel even appears to make silent allu­

sions to some of the remarKs contained in Hook Three, Chapter Tnree of 

Locke’s Essay, entitled Of General Terms, especially the part where Locke
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describes how people form more and more general ideas, by continually ta­

king a pair of complex ideas and omitting the features peculiar to each, 

while retaining those which they have in common. Thus, if we leave out of 

the idea of an animal "sense and spontaneous motion", then "the remaining 

complex idea, made up of the remaining simple ones of body, life, and nou­

rishment, becomes a more general one, under the more comprehensive term,
22

vivens". In the same manner we proceed finally through concepts like body 

and substance to the ultimate abstraction, being. Locke concludes two 

things from this; firstly, as is well-known, that "this whole mystery of

genera and species...is nothing else but abstract ideas, more or less com-
25prehensive, with names annexed to them"; but secondly, also that

more general term stands for such an idea as is but a part of any of those
24contained under it".

The terms or concepts, in other words, become progressively 

more abstract, in the sense that there is less and less to them, their 

content diminishes, how Hegel's point, and I think he is absolutely right 

here, is that an increase in generality properly so-called does not bring 

with it a dimunition in content. The most general or universal concepts 

in fact contain the most within them. Hegel mentions concepts such as 

life, ego, and spirit (geist), which he says are ."not universals merely in
25

the sense of higher genera", and do not have species for their content, 

but rather other, similar universals. What these mniversais are can be 

discovered simply by looKing them up in his Encyclopaedia (or at least, 

what he thinks they are can be discovered in this way). They are, presu­

mably, the moments or aspects of those other concepts. The concept is, he
26says, "the soul of the concrete in which it dwells",, and not merely the

27"inner identity of things" but a "shaper" and a "creator", through which

things are what they are
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One might not yet be tempted to agree with these last comments 

of -legel's (l am not even sure 1 understand them), but I think the ^gel- 

ian concept of generality is certainly worth preserving; indeed, I think 

its adoption could revolutionise philosophy. It is certainly strange that 

so little has been said about such a fundamental concept, that it has been 

treated so uncritically, though not that ^egel snould be the one to criti­

cise it. if I can just suggest a few ways in which this distinction bet­

ween abstract universality (wnich one might just call ’universality') and 

true universality (or 'generality') might be significant: firstly, it 

could help to show that objections to objective scientific or ethical trur* 

ths do not really strike home. It is often argued that because it is poss­

ible to adduce situations in which would-be ethical rules do not apply, 

then those rules do not nol«l good. But if we take these rules as univer­

sal in our second sense rather than our first, they do not have to be ap­

plicable in each and every case, but only - and it is significant that we 

can say tnis - generally.
28

Hegel mentioned in his lectures Rousseau's distinction between 

the volonte de tous and the volonte generate, expressing the wish tnat ne 

had kept to it. Hegel did, and consequently his political philosophy av­

oids some of the pitfalls and contradictions of Locke's over-individual- 

istic liberalism. Tnis is another example of the use of the same distinct* 

ion between abstract universality and the universality of the concept. The 

latter conception also allows us to say some very simple things, such as 

that it is the case that tigers have lour legs, without any fear of con­

tradiction from inconveniently intrusive three-legged tigers. It enables 

us to say there must be something wrong witn such a beast, wnereas Locke 

would merely say it was difierent. °ome oj us might not find these advan­

tages attractive, of course, but I certainly do, and I will continue to 

employ tnis concept in other spheres of philosophy. It will constantly
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appear at the bottom of much that follows too, as well as being recogniza­

ble, on hindsight, in -.hat has gone befoce.

I am not quite.so impressed with Hegel's account of the nature 

of particularity, however. ne begins by referring us back to the concept 

of determinateness, and explaining- that particularity is the determinate-
m 29

ness of tne concept. The concept "internally differentiates itself" into
50

"fixed, isolated differences", which take the form of separate universals. 

The universal and the particular are by no means opposed to one another, 

but rather the universal constitutes the substance of the particular. The 

genus is unaltered in its species; that is, for example, dogs and cats are 

both animals; they differ from each other, but not from the genus. The 

universal is a sphere in which the particular is exhausted. I am not sure 

what this means, but it is probably connected with the equally opaque

statement that "Species are complete simply because there are no more of
31

them", by which Hegel seems to mean that there are no principles which go­

vern the number of species of a given genus. If this is what he means, 

then the previous statement probably says that despite this, all kinds of 

things must come under the umbrella of some genus.

So far, so good, -but Hegel's concepts are not abstract ideas, 

and therefore the particularity of the concept cannot be satisfactorily 

explained in terms of the particularisation of a genus int© its species. 

And this is where my doubts start to creep in; because negel goes on to 

speak of particularity in terms of the division of a concept into its mo­

ments or aspects, and to insist that this takes the form of an opposition, 

(at least, this is what I take him to be sayingj. idoreover, he also seems 

to be saying that the concepts (in the ordinary sense) considered in the 

logic, e.g. being, determinate Deing, whole and parts, cause and effect, 

are not concepts considered by themselves, but only when they are grasped
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in unity with their “other" or opposite determination; otherwise they are 

merely "thought-determinations" (Gcaankenbestimmungen). '-uuse and effect

are not two different concepts, for example, but in fact both aspects of
32

a single concept, which one might call simply 'causality'. We saw as much 

in the last chapter, of course.

The determinations of thought are merely abstract ideas. It is 

these people have in mind, hegel says, when they speak of determinate ©on 

concepts. The understanding is the faculty of such concepts, it is the po­

wer of abstraction. JMow the concepts reached through abstraction are not 

altogether 'empty' as Kant say# they are, insofar as they must have some 

determinate feature for tueir content, even if it is only irdeterminate- 

ness (.like the concept of being); but they are insofar as they do not con­

tain all the particular features of a thing, but only some. Thus, for ex­

ample, 'man' is an empty concept insofar as he is merely conceived as, say 

say, a featherless biped; his determinateness ought ratner to be the prin­

ciple of his particular leatures. The understanding separates off the par­

ticular features of a thing, and there!ore gets further and further away 

from grasping it as a unity, that is, grasping the principle of those fea­

tures; reason has to grasp it, therefore, from the wealth of abstract id­

eas the understanding has created.

It is because the understanding treats these determinations as 

essentially fixed and separate, says Kegel, that it has been held in such 

low esteem. Now he is not referring to his own criticisms of it, but rath­

er, I think, those of tne empiricists (.especially Hume) and Kant. Hegel, 

in fact, insists that we must actcnowledgc the important role it plays in 

splitting the concrete of sense into abstractions, lor the concrete of „ 

sense is of a very inferior kind, which lacks any unity of its own, and 

only acquires it by being determined by concepts. Through the abstraction
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of the understanding, tnis sensuous intuition is at!* least transformed in­

to a universal, a determination of thought. And the fixity it gives to the 

determinations is itself of value, insofar as it supplies the element of 

precision to thought. However, it must be recognised tnat this distinct­

ness is not the final goal of reason, and reason must come on the scene to 

demonstrate the finite nature of these determinations, and their ultimate 

unity.

Universality and particularity are not merely separate and self 

-subsistent determinations either, of course, but rather moments of indi­

viduality. Now it is often thought that individuality id precisely what 

one has to leave out of account to attain to the universal; but the uni­

versal thus attained is only the abstract universal, and the individuality 

which is opposed to it is not true individuality. This is a mere peculiar­

ity of features, whereas the individuality Hegel nas in mind is the indi­

viduality of the self-subsistent totality. Life, spirit and God are his 

examples of such individuals. It is because we see trod as an abstract uni­

versal, the Supreme Being, and individuality as the individuality which is 

opposed to universality, Hegel seems to suggest, that we find the notion 

of His individuality or personality hard to grasp. In fact, it is only in­

sofar as He is taken as individual, that He can also be attributed univer­

sality and particularity. The same goes for spirit (Geist), which cannot 

be regarded as either a mere abstraction, or a mere particular or set of 

particulars.

The upshot of all this is that these three moments of the con-
35

cept axe seen to be inseparable. Only "mere representational thought", 

says Hegel, which considers the abstractions of the understanding, is cap­

able of holding them apart as three. In truth, all of them are united in

individuality, and only exist in their true form in combination. Hegel
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goes on in a remark to make this point the central feature in a criticism 

of the attempts of Euler, Lambert and others, to produce a notation (Be— 

zeichnung) for the determinations of universality, particularity, and in­

of such an exercise, Hegel argued ought to obvious from a moment's reflect 

tion on the nature of the signs which would be employed in such a calcu­

lus, and that of the determinations they are supposed to signify. These 

signs, which might be algebraic letters, say, or geometrical shapes, have 

fixed characters, and are capable only of standing in external relation 

to one another, while universality etc., are inseparable ideas; they sim­

ply cannot be held apart and still remain in their true forms.

ideas is very limited, and certainly does not stretch to thoughts of this 

level of sopnistication. The projects of Euler, Lambert and the rest dep­

ended on the assumption that these ideas were very elementary, that is, 

that each could be adequately expressed merely in terms of a certain quan­

titative relation it had to tne others, its greater or lesser extension. 

Hegel, however, thought there was more to these ideas than this, and thid 

seems a fair point. SSiaiversality is usually interpreted in terms of 'all- 

nessj, and we nave already heard a number of good reasons why this inter­

pretation might be considered inadequate. Particularity is also very ques­

tionably expressed by the term 'some', which itself has had to be defined 

as meaning 'at! least one'(it has other interpretations, as will be seen 

presently); and as for indiuiduality, even if it is correctly interpreted 

in terms of the unit, which is debateable (see p.159)» this unit does n<5t 

appear to have much of a role in logic.

dividuality, using lines and figures etc., with the aim of elevating (or, 

as 3egel puts it, ogic to the form of a calculus. The futility

The point is that the usefulness of such signs for conveying

Insofar as modern mathematical and symbolic logic prefesses to
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express determinations such as universality or generality, particularity 

and individuality in purely formal terms, Hegel's criticisr.13 here must al­

so be taken as applying to it. Insofar as it is made clear that tne ideas 

it expresses are merely those of 'allness' etc., they must not. there is 

no objection to the symbolical expression of essentially quantitative de­

terminations. Hegel also makes the more general pointi.here, however, which 

must apply to symbolic logic as such, that the symbols of mathematics and 

the mechanism of a calculus could at best only hint at internal logical
•-55relations; they axeg he says, only echoes of higher determinations; that 

could only be grasped as long as one put aside the sensuous aspect of the 

symbol; and that therefore it was language and not symbolism which was the 

most appropriate medium for logical (or philosophical) discourse and in­

quiry. formal logic, then, is'-jyst that, purely formal, and matnematical 

logic belongs to mathematics (compare here the later Wittgenstein).

Hegel also includes in this fiemark some interesting comments 

on the various tiéva philosophers have tried to classify concepts (in the 

ordinary sense. He considers, firstly, Descartes' classification of ideas 

as either clear and distinct, or unclear and indistinct. This classific­

ation, he says, is psychological rather than logical; whether my idea is 

clear or vague has relevance only to tne question of the efficacy of my 

powers of representation, not to the question of truth; and *ihe possess-^ 

ion of a distinct idea is simply the knowledge of a feature of the idea 

by which it may be distinguished. Spinoza's distinction between adequate 

and inadequate ideas is more important, for him, because he thinks it an­

ticipates (at." least by implication) his own nation of the Idea, the agree­

ment of concept and object. Actually, I tnink he exaggerates the connect­

ion here; Spinoza's adequate idea is still basically what Hegel would

-have called a Vorstellung rather than an Idee; one can have an adequate
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idea of the distance of the moon from the earth, but I do not think this 

would count as an Idee.

Hegel's remarks on the classification of concepts or ideas as 

either simple or compound (complex) is particularly interesting. Hegel 

contends, contrary to 'Descartes, Locke etc., that tnere are no complex 

concepts; that is, that insofar as sometning is conceived, it is concei­

ved as simple. This is not to deny that the concept has an internal com­

plexity, i.e. that it has a diverse content which can be elaborated, but 

only that that content, once actually articulated, loses the unity of the 

concept, and becomes a mere string of ideas. It is this point which I feel
37

is behind ^egel’s rejection, in the Encyclopaedia, of Leibniz's plan for 

a universal language of what Hegel called a 'hieroglyphic' nature. Basic­

ally, this involved the assumption of complex ideas which could be resol­

ved into their simple constituents, those constituents then being assign­

ed fixed symbols. The meaning of any complex would then be apparent pure­

ly from the symbols which made it up, and this would put an end to dis­

putes about words or ideas.

Hegel argues against this thesis, firstlyfsthat all ideas are 

simple in the mind, and secondly, that therefore they are only appropria­

tely represented by simple, noh-connotative signs or names, and not comp­

lexes of so-called fundamental ideas. He went on to say that a language 

such as that which Leibniz wanted to construct, even if it was possible, 

would be impracticable, since the progress of thought and the continual 

development of logic (or philosophy) would lead to changes in the views of 

the internal relations of the difierent ideas, and thus also of their na­

tures, which would necessitate continual revolutions in our notation. He 

pointed out that this was already happening in sciences like chemistry, 

which employed this 'hieroglypnic' notation in its names for chemical sub­

stances; muriatie acid nad already undergone several changes of name be-

36
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cause of fresh discoveries about its nature. The problem was not so acute 

with regard to empirical entities, since their constitutions were anyway 

relatively stable; but if it was to keep pace with changes in the realm 

of ideas, such a language would require a civilisation as stationary as 

that of the §hina of the Snperors.

The characterisation of tbs signs of ideas as names might dis­

turb many modern philosophers, who consider the belief that words are na­

mes as the source of a great number of errors in philosophy, but I would 

question the basis of their discomfort; for it is precisely that view of 

language which is usually thought to have its ground in tbe belief that 

words are names which Hegel is questioning here; except thet he is saying 

that it has its originé ratner in the assumption that there exist complex 

ideas which are constructed out of absolute simples. This is very much a 

Cartesian view, though adopted by empiricists and rationalists alike prior 

to Hegel, and by many since, including Will, and through him, Russell, 

whose version of the doctrine was criticised by the later Wittgenstein. An 

earlier exception to tdis tradition was Trege, whose own views are, I be­

lieve, much closer to Hegel's. Irege, the reader will recall, went so far
58

as to treat entire sentences as proper names, thus apparently seeing the 

necessity of the simplicity of thought.

finally, I must briefly mention Hegel's comments on contrary 

and contradictory concepts, which, he maintains, are based on what he has 

already said on diversity and opposition. Hegel here appears to equate 

.contrariety with difference, and contradiction with opposition. I-¡do not 

‘know why ne dcres'tnis; and the knowledge .-that..he does it does not help me 

to Understand his comment here that wha.t- is -contrary must also-be deter- ,

mined 'ás coritfádfctory,' for things -that 'are different are not necessarily 

also opposed to one anothérv I must admit that I really cannot fathom this
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remark, SegeB cnakes it sound, as though he is saying something which is ob­

viously true, but this is far from being the case. All that I can. say-hère 

is that, whatever he is saying hère,'it does not seem to.be a proper'crit­

icism of the distinction between contrary and contradictory concepts, or 

terms,, as it is commonly used. Concepts in Hegel's sense may contain diff­

erence and opposition within themselves, but concepts in the common sense 

can differ without being opposed.

(b) Judgement (has Urteil)

Hegel says that judgement's "the determinateness of the con­

cept set down by the concept itself", how it might seem that the determ­

inateness of the concept has already been dealt with in the section on 

particularity, but Hegel explains here that the treatment it was given be­

fore was only a 'subjective reflection', i.e. presumably, a digression 

from the main course of the logic. Be that as it may, what is important is 

judgement is conceived as the determination or particularisation ( and He­

gel even calls it a * realisation;' , though he interprets thié term in snete 

a way that to call it such is really to add no more to what has already 

been said) of the concept by; the concept. This means that judgement is 

effectively defined as being something objectively valid, rather than a 

mere attempt of the subject to say something about something external to 

them. This is clearly going to be a very different treatment of the idea 

of judgement irom what is customary, and not simply because of its obscur­

ity, but also because of this significant change of perspective,

Hegel's introduction of the terms 'subject' and 'predicate' 

might cause the reader to think ne is entering more familiar ground, and 

even to presume that all that is to follow is going to be no more than 

old subject-predicate logic dressed up in fancy language, however, this
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is not the case. Mere we have a subject and a predicate whose nature is as 

yet indeterminate; all we can say about them is that they are related to 

each other as 'the less^general term or idea to the more^general. Hegel in 

fact regards these terms as simply convenient names for the determinations 

of the judgement, wnich in fact differ witn the different forms of judge-_ 

ment; in one form, for example, the determinations might be the individual 

and the particular, in another, the individual and the universal. Seneral- 

ly, however, the subject will express that wnich immediately is., the predi 

icate, the universal, the essence or concept. The subject is therefore 

generally to be regarded as merely naming something, while the predicate 

tells us what tne thing is.

This is interesting, because Hegel seems to be trying to rev-> 

erse the way we would normally look at a judgement. Usually, we would re­

gard a judgement such as 'Aristotle was born in Stagira' as a mere assert­

ion. One mignt respond to it by saying, "How do you know that Aristotle 

was born in Stagira?", or "No, he was'nt". Hegel, however, wants us to 

look on it as mcrenof an explication of what Aristotle is, or what the 

term 'Aristotle' is being used to denote. The two responses to the state­

ment given above in that case presuppose the knowledge which it first -pro­

vides, i.e. they presuppose that the person responding understands what 

the person who makes the_statementjis*.using tne term 'Aristotle' to de*» ; 

note, when in fact he has <~nly just started to tell us in this statement. 

In fact, we will see later that a statement like the above is a poor ex­

ample of a judgement. What he is actually doing here is setting up a para­

digm of judgement which enables him to say precisely this,.i.e. that mere 

assertions are poor examples of judgements.

Hegel, then, is effectively changing the paradigm of judgement 

employed by all hie immediate predecessors, and his successors ¿00. This 

was the assertion or statement of fact, wnich usually predicated uni-
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vecsal.of an individual. The subject and predicate of this sort of state­

ment appear to be independent of one another, so that the subject would 

exist even if it did not possess the predicate, and the predicate would 

also exist apart from the subject. Consequently, if this is our judgement- 

paradigm, then judgement appears to consist in the reflection "whether

this or that predicate, which is in the head* can and should be attached
'40

to the object which exists in its own right outside of it". Judgement, in 

other words, appears as a . i  external synthesis or combination of essential­

ly separate ideas. The fact that this is not the true nature of judgement, 

however, is suggested, Hegel contends, by the fact the connection posited 

in a judgement is supposed to reflect an objective connection; ’Gold is a 

metal1 asserts a connection between gold and metalleity independent of our 

subjective connection of the ideas.

Actually, says Hegel, judgement is the original division or 

partition of an original unity, that is, the division of what was origin­

ally united in the concept. This is reflected in the German term for £he 

judgement, das Urteil (Ur. original; Teil, a part), as Hegel was very fond 

of pointing out. It is properly only the grammatical subject and predicate 

of a statement which can be'said to be externally combined in it, and this 

because they were only terms, and not concepts or ideas. It might surprise 

the reader to hear of Hegel distinguishing between subject and predicateii 

in the grammatical sense, and subject and predicate in the logical (sic) 

sense, but he does, and he goes on to add that the fact that a sentence 

has a grammatical subject and predicate is not sufficient to make it a 

judgement. A sentence only counts as a judgement for him if its subject 

and predicate are related to one another as one concept-determination to 

another, that is, as individual or particular to universal. The question 

here, however, is what this means and what it eliminates.
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which merely state something individual about a particular subject, and 

he gives the example of the proposition that 'Aristotle died at the age 

of 75» in the fourth year of the 115th Olympiad'. This would only count 

as a judgement, he says, if doubt had been thrown on any of the details 

of the predicate, and they were now being asserted on the strength of some 

reason or other. Similarly, he says, tne statement that 'N. is dead' would 

only count as a judgement if theye were a question whether he was really 

dead. This sounds reasonable.because the term 'judgement' is generally 

used in English to denote a statement which expresses the conclusion of 

some deliberation. But negel is not merely talking about the way the word 

is commonly used; he says that these statements do not cbunt as judgements 

because they predicate something individual of a subject, and that they 

would be judgements if asserted on the strength of a reason, because some­

how then the predicate would express something universal.

how I must confess that I cannot see why the predicates in the 
statements above must be seen as expressing something individual, or how 

their assertion on the strengtn of a reason converts tnem into something 

universal. Nor can I see any difference between these statements and the 

ones Hegel later adduces as examples of positive judgements, e.g. 'The 

sun is round', 'It is day now', 'Cicero was a great orator'; consequently, 

I am inclined to reject this argument, although I would like to retain 
the distinction between statements of undisputed fact and judgements pro­

per which are genuinely illuminating. This seems to fit in with the idea 

that Hegel is concerned with changing the judgement-paradigm; in fact, he 

has already criticised the philosophical position which takes the first

sort of judgement as paradigmatic, and even regards s«oh propositions as
'41constituting the foundations of Knowledge, in the Phenomenology. He calls



254

it 'dogmatism'; G.E. Moore would be the paradigm of a dogmatic philosophr- 

er, ‘though'most are dogmatists to some extent«,'

There is a temptation,'Hegel notes, to Regard thbsubjdet, 

since it is what is individual in a judgement, as the real element in any 

judgement (or at least the element of flasein, of determinate being), and 

the predicate,, since it is what is universal,' as'mere abstraction, even 

where the suoject is only an abstract idea such as courage or justice.

And it is certainly true that while no-one nas ever concluded that some­

thing must have an- ontological status because it features as the predicate 

of some judgement, this has often oeen concluded from the fact that it apf< 

pears as subject. However, Hegel maintains, the subject without a predi­

cate is, like the thing without qualities or the thing-in-itself, no more
42

than an "empty, indeterminate ground", and to this extent, it is the pred­

icate which Introduces the element of determinate being. Kripke's Aristo-
’45tie, for example, considered in abstraction from all his (or perhaps her 

sr its) predicates, is itself an empty abstraction in need of determina­

tion rather than a concrete individual.

Hegel went on to say that insofar as the subject is considered 

the substantial element in the judgement, the predicate could not be con­

sidered to be external to it or independent of it. On the contrary, it in­

hered in it, as one of the many properties it had as a concrete tning. 

Similarly, insofar as the predicate is considered the substantial element, 

the subject could not be thought of as external to, or independent of, it, 

but rather only as subsumed under it, as one cf many things possessing 

that particular attribute. Consequently, both are bound up together, and 

what is really substantial here is the determinate content of the judge­

ment itself, in which they were Doth identical. 'One might compare tnis 

with Frege's refusal to recognise any distinction of subject and pre—
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dicate on the grounds that it was only the conceptual content of a judge-
44 .ment which was relevant to the formal language he was creating, degel re­

tains the distinction, and the development of the judgement-form that fol- 

iows is a development toward a form of judgement in which the identity-in 

difference of subject and predicate is explicitly expressed.

The first main form of judgement,. ®r judgement in its immediate 

cy, is the judgement of existence (Dasein) or the qualitative judgement. 

This itself has three forms, of which the first is the positive judgement. 

This hatj as its subject an abstract individual, and as its predicate an 

immediate determinateness or property of the subject, an abstract univer­

sal. It says therefore that the individual is the universal. However, as 

has just been seen, the subject, considered as that in which the predicate 

inheres, is a thing of many properties, and to that extent, a universal; 

while the predicate, on the other haiid, as a meee abstract universal, on­

ly one aspect of the totality of the aspects of the subject, is just as 

much something individual. Consequently, it is just as true to say that 

the positive judgement expresses the fact that the universal is the indiv­

idual. Indeed, Hegel says that this proposition constitutes the content of 

the positive judgement, while the proposition that the individual is the 

universal merely constitutes the form which it immediately expresses.

The immediate individual is not the abstract universal, how­

ever, and the. universal is not the abstract individual. Consequently, both 

propositions must be denied, and the positive judgement declared to be ne­

gative. Thus we obtain the judgement that the individual is not the univ*- .* 

ersal (Hegel does not say anything about the judgement that the universal 

is not the individual), or that the individual is the not-universal. He 

argues that the two here amount to the same thing, but he is not veyy con­

vincing. He is even less convincing when he says that the positive expres­
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sion of this (negative) judgement is 'The individual is the particular'; 

though he also justifies this by saying that the individual must be a par­

ticular universal, iiftaat is negated ip this;negative judgement, however, is 

not universality as such, or the universal sphere of the predicate, but 

only the abstract or particular universal; the statement that 'The rose is 

not red' does not deny that the rose nas colour, but only that it has this 

particular colour, hence it does not go far enough.

The true negation of the positive judgement is the infinite 

judgement, which itself has two forms; the positive form, whica asserts 

simply that the individual is the individual (or the universal is the uni­

versal), and therefore contains the unity of the judgement without its 

difference (this is exemplified by tautologies such as 'A lion is a lion' 

etc.); and the negative form, which denies a predicate of a subject which 

does not even have the attribute that constitutes the universal sphere of 

that predicate, and therefore contains the difference of the judgement 

without its unity. This is exemplified by nonsensical (widersinniges) jud­

gements (as Hegel calls them) such as 'The mind is not red1, or 'The rose 

is not an elephant'. Actually, they are not nonsensical, of course, be­

cause, as Hegel admits, they are in fact true (or at least richtiger) 

statements, wnich are nevertheless trivial, because the predicate they >.e- 

ny of the subject is anyway six gularly inappropriate. The judgement of ex­

istence therefore has its truth in a triviality of one kind or another.

The judgement of existence is transcended in the judgement of 

reflection, in which the subject is 'an^individual as such' (which tells 

us nothing), and the predicate is a universal which has been produced by 

the bringing-together of many different sorts of phenomena, that i3, by 

reflection. The sort of predicates in question will therefore tend to be 

dispositionals, such as mortality, mutability, usefulness or elasticity;
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Hegel also includes hardness, but 1 thinx this is more of an immediate 

property. These are in a sense essential determinations, says Hegel, but 

they still do not have the universality of the concept, that is, these’ 

dispdsitionS’ still have'to be manifested.-in immediate experience. Some-r 

thing can only truly be said to be harmful if has actually caused harmv 

Whereas, in the judgement of existence, the predicate is considered to in­

here in the subject, in the judgement of reflection, the subject is con­

sidered as subsumed under the predicate. 'This drug is harmful*( and of 

course we must add here: in these conditions ) is the statement of a rule.

The judgement of reflection is,, in its first form, the singular 

judgement, and asserts that 'This is an essential universal'(e.g. 'Gaius 

is mortal'?). However, the 'this' here is still not identical in scope 

with the universal (.here is more to mortality than just Gaius's mortal­

ity). Hence, Hegel advances to the consideration of the particular judge­

ment, which asserts that 'These individuals are an essential universal', 

or 'Some individuals are (etc.)'. This is at once a positive and a nega­

tive judgement, he says (though surely not in his sense), since the fact 

that some A are B implies that some A are not B; but of course, it does 

not, not unless we stipulate that 'some' is to mean 'some but not all'.

It is true, though, as he also says, that in the particular judgement we 

are forced to bring in a general idea such as man or animal, so that we 

say, for example, 'Some men (etc.)' or 'These animals(etc.)'. If we merely 

list the individuals by name all we have is a set of singular judgements; 

though of course this raises the question whether the particular judge­

ment is not simply reducible to such a set.

Hegel distinguishes the two, I think, on the basis that the 

'some' of the particular judgement is indeterminate, and there certainly 

does seem a difference between told that 'Some A are B' arid that 'x, y,
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and z are B' (for example, that some of the passengers aboard a crashed 

airliner are dead, and that among the dead are Jones, Smith etc.). How­

ever, he does not make this point clear, and generally seems to equate 

'some A' and 'these A', or 'a particular number of A'. Nevertheless, he 

bases the transition to the universal judgement on the indeterminacy of 

the 'some' here. If only some A are B, and some are not B, then the con- 

ection between subject and predicate is only contingent; it is only if all 

A are B that therejis the possibility of a necessary connection. Tne uni­

versality mentioned here is clearly not the true universality mentioned 

earlier, but ratner universality in the sense of 'allness' (ALlheit), the 

fact of being common to each and every one of a collection of individuals. 

This is the Sense in which the term 'universality' is commonly understood* 

Hegel s$ys some interesting things here about this idea of uni­

versality as 'allness'. When universality is conceived in this way, he 

says, it is conceived as a goal; a goal, however, which it is impossible 

to attain, at leastvfco-know that we have attained,-because there-might 

always be individuals which we do not know about. Thus, when we assert an 

empirically universal, proposition, such afe 'All tigers are carniverouB' 

what we mean by 'all tig*r®\i§ simply 'All tigers hitherto experienced!. 

But this is only a subjective 'allness' or 'universality'. This would be 

the only 'allness' we could attain to, however, if we did not presuppose 

acquaintance with the true universal, or genus; it is in virtue of know­

ing the genus that we can be certain that all the individuals share a 

property in common (insofar as they are good specimens). 'All A are B' as 

such is eithet a contradiction, therefore, or only true of all tha A one 

has experienced; unless it says that the property in question belongs to 

the individuals in virtue of their genus.

There is a good point here somewhere, but Hegel surrounds it
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with a lot of very dubious material. In the first place, I think he is 

wrong: to regard the idea of 'all individuals of a certain kind' as a spu­

rious infinite. Even if we can never know that we have experienced all the 

individuals of a certain kind, there is no contradiction in the idea of a 

totality of such individuals, what is really wrong with the universal 

judgement is that 'All A are d' may still only express a contingent con­

nection between subject and predicate; 'All the men in:this room are: hap­

py' might.be a true statement, tut this does not mean that there is a ne­

cessary connection between» being happy and being a man in this room. This

is effectively a denial ®f bezel's statement that "what belongs to all the
45

individuals of a genus belongs to the genus by its nature". This strikes 

me as patently false, and I cannot think why xiegel says it, because in 

the majority of this passage, as well as in many cithers,,he sterns basic­

ally concerned with denying this.

The form of judgement whieh is most adequate for the expression 

of the necessary connection between subject and predicate is the judgement 

of necessity. In its immediate form as the categorical judgement, the jud­

gement of necessity has a species for its ^ubj^ct, andsjbhe genus of*that 

species for its ’predicate, hegel is adamant that a predicate of this kind 

ought not to be classed together with tne sort of predicates which feature 

in judgements of the previous two forms; to put judgements like 'The rose 

is a plant' and 'This ring is gold' in the same class as judgements like 

'The rose is red' and 'This ring is yellow', and therefore "to regard such 

an external property as the colour of a flower on the same level as its 

vegetable nature' is", he says, "to overlook a difference wnich must strike

the meanest understanding (Auffassen)". In the latter judgements, a “sin-..
47gle contingent content", which is immediately apparent, is predicated of

the subject; in the fexmer, its universal nature. The copula here, there­
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fore, has the signification of a necessary connection.

The categorical judgement, however, is still not the true form 

of judgement, because subject and predicate are still not identical in it. 

The predicate is extended beyond the subject; gold (e.g.) is a metal, but 

so are silver, iron, copper etc. What we want to know here are the condi­

tions of a certain metal beifag called gold, rataer than silver, iron or 

copper etc., and this necessitates a hypothetical judgement. The hypothet­

ical judgement states that 'If A is, then B is', and is taken by hegel to 

mean that if all the conditions of B obtain, then B itself must obtain.

This is not how it is commonly understood, but this interpretation is just­

ified by what he nas said about the notions of condition, ground and caus­

ality earlier; nothing has a single cause, but everything results from a 

totality of conditions. Wow since the totality of conditions .ig. the fact, 

subject and predicate are implicitly identical. They are not explicitly 

so in tnis form of judgement, however, but only in the following form, 

which is the disjunctive judgement.

It is important to note that this judgement is not what Hegel 

calls an empirical disjunctive judgement. The latter, he says, contains no 

necessity. It says that, for example, metal is either gold, silver, or iron 

etc., the list extending to all the different species of metal so far dis­

covered; but of course, other species may be discovered, so the list, or 

disjunction, is never known to be complete. The disjunctive judgement which 

Hegel mentions does not have tne form 'A is either B or C or D etc.', , 

however, but the form 'A is either B or O'; its disjunction is complete 

in two terms, each of which excludes the other. If A is not B, it must be 

C. What is considered here is what Hegel has previously called tne essen­

tial difference of the coneept, that is, its distinction into its mom­
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ents. This does not see A. to have any ODVious relevance to the cominon 

treatment pf the judgement, or to scientific or pnilosophical procedure in 

general. Hegel seems to tnintc it does, arguing tnat the disjunction of a 

genus into its species ought to take this form; instead of saying that 

cci<rar is either violet, indigo, blue, geeen, yellow, orange or rod, we 

ought, he says, to giasp it as the concrete unity of light and dark.

I do not want to say much about this, but I feel a i~ew comments 

must be made. Firstly, while the above remark might be quite correct, in­

sofar as it presses the merits of the philosophical comprehension of the 

nature of colour as presented by Aristotle and defended by Goethe and He­

gel, as against the definition of colour in terms of the species of cole 

ours which constitute the spectrum, it has precious little to do with the 

disjunctive judgement. I would doubt tnat the grasping ofi colour as the 

unity of light and dark can even be expressed in a jh^gsmsnt of the form 

'A is either B or C ,  Hegel has anyway spent the greater part of the text 

protesting against this 'either-or', and against concept-determinations 

such as discrete and continuous etc., being taken as different species; 

yet now he seems to want to equate the judgement that colour is the con­

crete unity of light and dark with the judgement tnat it is either light 

or dark, as ii the unity of tne two were not what is required by Goethe's 

theory!

Hegel's treatment ofi the judgement ought to end here, with the 

judgement of necessity, since as far as I can see, the identity of subject 

and predicate has Deen 'explicitly posited'. However, H.jgel decides to 

stick on another form of judgement, the judgement of the concept. I choose 

my words advisedly here, since he does just 'stick it on' making even less 

of an attempt to deduce it tnan usuali Nevertheless, it does seem to be 

important, and it does seem to belong in a consideration of the forms of
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judgement. The judgement of the concept is distinguished by the fact that 

it is the judgement of an object in relation to its concept; that is, the 

concept is set up as an ideal to wnich the object ought to conform, and 

the judgement says whether it does or not. it is therefore a value-judge­

ment, having as its predicate a term such as good, bad, true, beautiful, 

or even correct (so that the judgement of the truth of a statement in the 

ordinary sense is itself a judgement of the concept, though the statement 

itself is not)« It contains the same sub-forms as Kant's judgement of mo­

dality, but is otherwise totally difierent to it, since those judgements 

only concerned the value of tne copula in relation to thought, whereas 

Hegel's judgement of the concept concerned the value of the object. It is 

anyway diiiicult to confuse tne two, since Hegel's sub-forms do not even 

include the modal notions.

What is important here is that Hegel is making the value-judge­

ment the paradigm of judgement. Most philosophers have considered the pa­

radigm of judgement to be the statement of fact, and gone on to try to 

explain the existence of other sorts of judgement. This has led some of 

them to consider statements such as those containing the fundamental prin­

ciples of natural science, value-judgements, and even the propositions of 

philosophy, to be of a very odd sort. Hence they have tended to be pushed 

over into the realm of the subjective, in one way or another, where they 

are given either a very low or a very high rating; low, 1 would say, by 

Hume and the logical positivists, but high, by Kant and Wittgenstein, who 

respectively placed them in tne transcendental self and tne province of 

the mystical. A H  this, despite the fact that the main contexts in which 

we speak of judgement are scientific, aesthetic end moral criticism (esp­

ecially the last **oj. Hegel brings such judgement out of the realm of the 

subjective, and this is a very radical thing to do.
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This is not to deny, however, that the judgement of the concept 

is; in its first- form, immediate and assertoric. It is merely the assert­

ion that a particular concrete individual does or does not conform to its 

concept, e.g. 'This house is bad', 'This action is good', however, this is 

what is wrong with it. Someone else might assert that the house is good, 

or the action bad. Consequently, the judgement becomes problematic. One of 

the assertions needs to be justified, we need to say that, say, the houde 

is bad because it is constituted in such-and-such a way, or: the house 

constituted in this way is bad, which is an example of what negel calls an 

apodeictic judgement. 'i'ne point is, we are nere giving objective criteria-; 

for judging the hoqse, iwhicn - can., be caallenged by others. The Judgement

is given on the strength of a reason, and is therefore ppen to criticism.

whereas 'The rose is red' is not. uenee, degel regards it as 'truly obj=»
5°ective', and 'the truth of judgement in general*. True judgement only oc­

curs in the context of the process of reasoning.

This all explains why degel insisted earlier on that a state­

ment such as 'N. is dead' only counted as a judgement if its correctness 

was in doubt, and it was asserted on the strength of some reason or other. 

The reason for this was the obvious one that a judgement is essentially 

the conclusion of a process of reasoning. I thinx the reason degei thought 

the assertionoof a predicate on the strength of a reason made the predic­

ate universal, was because it treated it as a concept necessarily connect­

ed with another concept rather than an immediate impression. The whole de­

velopment of the forms of judgement consists, in principle, of the putting 

aside of the immediate element. The development itself is largely a fail­

ure, because degel tries to arrange it around Kant's forms of judgement, 

despite having already criticised Kant for taking them up empirically from 

the logical table of judgements; and ends up saying some very silly .
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things; but it does contain some interesting material, and the general id­

ea of changing the judgement-paradigm is very interesting.

(c) The Syllogism (Her Schluss)

The term 'syllogism' here doeb’not merely refer to, the formal 

syllogism of Aristotelian syllogistic logic, but the process of reasoning, 

or even the iorm of rationality itself. The syllogism is what is national, 

says hegel, and moreover, everything rational is a syllogism (though ob­

viously not a whole consisting of three judgements,). i'he form and the con£ 

tent of rationality are generally separated, he continues, so that on the 

one hand we nave a merely formal process of reasoning, and on the other, 

various laws and fundamental principles, however, the form of rationality 

ought to. present in the rational content, for no content can be rational 

except insofar as^has the rational form. If God, freedom and immortality 

are objects or Ideas of reason, as Kant says they are, then the question 

remains, what is rational about them. The answer' is that they possess the 

universality of the concept which internally distinguishes itself, and is 

the concrete unity of its distinct elements. This is the true form of ra­

tionality, or the syllogism,

The syllogism in its immediate form, however, is the syllogism 

of existence or determinate being (der Scnluss des fiaseins). or the for­

mal syllogism. Tne syllogistic process itself was only formal to the ext­

ent that it was the process of this sort of syllogism, which unites an 

individual to a universal tnrough a particular (e.g. &he individual Gaias 

to the concept of mortality in virtue of his manhood, the class of mortal 

beings being more universal in scope than the class of men). This sort of 

schema, individuality-particularity-universality (l-f*-U), was only ex­
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plicitly the schema of the first figure of the syllogism, but Hegel, fol­

lowing Kant, argued that the validity of the moods of the other three fig­

ures can only be demonstrated by reducing the relationships of the terms 

m  them to the relationship of the terms in the firdt figure, that is, by 

showing that those moods are logically equivalent t© the moods offthe 

first figure. Hence, the general schema of the first figure is the basic 

schema of all the fmgrres.

The syllogism is normally regardai as consisting of three prop­

ositions, a major proposition, a minor proposition, and a concluding prop­

osition; but the expression of the syllogism in this form is really some­

what superfluous, argues riegel, since wnat really matters in a syllogism 

is the relation of the terms. It is a subjective reflection which splits 

this relation up into two premises and a distinct conclusion; all we reali 

ly need to note is that tne individual is subsumed under the particular, 

and the particular under the universal; or conversely, that the particular 

inheres in the individual, and the universal in the particular. Aristotle 

based his theory of the syllogism on this relation of inherence. Hegel 

says of the expression of the syllogism in terras of'a trio of propositions 

that it gives the- syllogistic process the appearance of a subjective make­

shift (Notbehelf )-f which one resorts to because one cannot grasp something 

immediately, something which he seems to thins is far from the truth, far 

from being a substitute for immediate knowledge, the syllogistic process, 

critical argument, conceptual tnought, is the form of rationality and true 

cognition.

The fact .that Hegel blames the expression of the syllogism in 

terms of a major, minor tnd a concluding proposition for the bad reputat­

ion of reasoning or deductive thinking in general, and separates it from 

what he calls the form of rationality, ought to make it clear that when he
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\frites of the objectivity of the syllogistic process, he does not mean 

that nature proceeds by framing for itself a major premiss and a minor 

premiss, and then producing a conclusion from these two premises. This 

process, he says, ¿s simply a subjective form wnich is given a rational 

content. The objectivity of the syllogistic process consists in the fact 

that the different determinations of the concept of a thing are essential­

ly united in it, that is, that it is a universal that is united with ind­

ividuality through its particularity. I am a man, and through my partic­

ular features I am this man. To know me as ohis man, one has to become 

acquainted with me through the mediation of those particular features; 

this mediation provides the objective elememt in cognition.

The terms in this immediate syllogism have the signification 

of immediate terms, and are therefore, in respect of content, individual 

determinatenesscs. Thus the individual is here to be taken as any .'imméd-si
date ̂.concrète object e.g. Socrates, this wail etc., perhaps also slight­

ly more abstract entities such as Alexandria and the Greeks; the particul­

ar is a single one of the properties or relationships pf the individual; 

and the universal, a more abstract property belonging to the particular. 

The individual here will, of course, have infinitely many properties that 

form an aspect of its particularity, however, and which, therefore,■could 

be employed as the middle term j.n a syllogism (sic) featuring the individ­

ual; and through each of those different middle terms it may be united 

with a different universal, for example, through the middle term of his 

manhood, Gaius may be united with mortality, but through the middle term 

of his polytheism, he is united with Paganism. ìioreover, the same middle 

term may unite an individual with several different universals. l'or exam­

ple, Gaius may be united through his manhood with animality or rationali­

ty besides mortality. Pence, Hegel concludes that it is "completely con-
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tingent and arbitrary" which property of a thing is employed to connect it 

with any universal predicate or concept.

degel goes on to argue from the fact that an indefinite number 

of syllogisms is possible for any one subject, and that any one syllogism 

is contingent in respect of content, that syllogisms concerning the same
55subject '’must also pass over into contradiction". Now we must bear in mind 

here the extEEmely broad meaning Hegel gives to the term 'syllogism', and 

recognise that Hegel is saying' the same here as Kant said in the, Critique 

of Pure Reason, i.e. tnat reason, when applied to the objective synthesis
54of appearances, necessarily falli into contradiction, out adding that this 

is a much more common occurence than Kant thought (syllogism here just me­

ans 'inference'). uegel gives a wnole host of examples nere of cases where 

one predicate is assigned to an individual on the strength of one middle 

term, and the opposite from another middle term, so that we end up with 

two conflicting conclusions correctly inferred from correct premises. It 

is worth briefly considering these examples of Hegel's, in order to get a 

better grip on the point he is making.

If we conclude from^the1 fact i.that a wall has been painted blue, 

says H^gel, that the wall is blue, then this is a correct inference; but 

despite this, tne wall may actually be green, if, say, it has also been 

painted over yellow. Similarly, if we conclude from the fact that man is 

a sentient consciousness that he is neither good nor evil (because merely 

sentient consciousnesses are neither good nor evil), this too is a correct 

inference, but the conclusion is false, because man is also rational. In 

both these examples, only a single aspect of the object is considered in 

abstraction from the rest, and inferences are made on the basis of this 

one-sided consideration of tne tning. This is an error in itself, and one 

which is very common in actual reasoning; too often, only one side of the 

matter is stressed, and conclusions are reached whose opposites are equal-

52'



valid. Sometimes this is not recognised, and the result is an intellectual 

schism, and a conflict of factions. Such conflicts are sadly not confined 

to the issues Kant dealt with in the Antinomies.

These conflicts only result, however, from the employment of 

this particular form of inference, whereby an individual is connected with 

a universal through one of its particular properties, this “SPorraal' syllo­

gism. I cannot stress too often that the expression 'formal syllogism' 

does not refer to the trios of propositions we meet with in syllogistic 

logic, but only this form of inference. -Nevertheless, thisiform i& impli­

cit. 4n them, and they exhibit its defects in the following way. The prem­

ises of this kind of syllogism, as judgements, tnemselves stand in need of 

proof, but the proof of their premises would require two further syllogi­

sms, and the premises of the two further syllogisms would also require to 

be proved, thus creating a demand for four further syllogisms, and so on 

to infinity. This progress to infinity or infinite progression is, like 

all such, the expression of a conflict or contradiction, thid time between 

:he form of the judgement (an immediate relation) and the nature of the 

syllogism (which demands the mediation of the terms).

The resolution of this conflict, and therefore also the termi­

nation of the infinite progression, consists, says hegel, in the trans- 

cendance of this form of infer,ene©, that is, I3P-U. The problem is that 

the e<e?*n#®4ion.‘of the individual to the particular (I-P), and_.of the part­

icular.. ho. the umvereal (P-U), nave .also to. be established as„.mediated re­

lations. Now if we try to mediate these by ai-particular, then in the first 

case, the particular is treated as a universal, and in the second case, th 

the particular is regarded as an individual, and in both cases, the form 

I-F-U re-emerges, hence, whaoi.we have to do is to connect the individual 

and the particular by the universal, and the particular and the universal
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through the individual, thus producing two different forms of syllogism, 

the second and third figures. These are not to be looked on merely as
55different kinds of syllogism^'therefore, but as "necèssafy alterations" 

of the first, figure, i’orms which.ût présupposes. The c*arse''of develops: 

ment through .the three figures presents each concept-detefminatibh.as the 

middle term, and shows that tne true middle term is not a single concept- 

determination taken in isolation from the rest, but rather their totality.

Hegel's second figure ^P-I-U), it should be noted, corresponds 

to the traditional third, and his third, to tne traditional second, as 

shown below:

(i) (ü) (üi)

(p-u) (I-U) (P-U)
M-P M-P P-M

U-p) (I-P) (i-u )
S -M M-S S-M
(I-U) (P-U) (I-P)

S-P S-P S-P

There is no special reason why the traditional second and third figures 

are taken in that order, so negel is quite at liberty to swop them round, 

especially since he thinks he can snow that they ought to be taken in the 

order he puts them in, i.e, because this is the order of their deduction. 

This arrangement also has the advantage tnat it presents the three figures 

in the form of a hierarchy, since negel's second figure yields only part­

icular conclusionsj and nis third figure, only negative ones, negel omits 

he ordinary fourth figure,(which was anyway, as he points out, unknown to 

Aristotle), partly, obviously, because it does not fit in with the above, 

supposedly-deduced schema, but partly also because he thought it was based
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s6on a *%’holiy empty and uninteresting distinction". The position of the 

terms was simply the reverse of their position in the first figure.

■ Hegel* does- consid’er a fourth figure, however, which relates a 

universal to another universal through a tnird universal, and therefore 

can be regarded as having the schema IJ-U-U. This is what he calls the 

mathematical syllogism, and it is otherwise Known as the mathematical ax­

iom that if A=B and B=C, then A=6. The relation of equality here replaces 

the relations of inherence and subsumption, and the fact that the terms 

are all equivalent means that it does not matter where they feature in the 

syllogism. This syllogism takes the form of an axiom in mathematics, a 

self-evident truth n>ch neither admits of nor requires proof, Hegel not­

es; but the secret of its self-evedence is that it is an entirely abstract 

and formal proposition (indeed, it is a tautology). This syllogism is one 

product of the attempt to overcome the shortcomings of the syllogism of 

existence (it does not simply take one concept-determination as its middle 

term, since strictly speaking it has no distinct middle term; this is real 

-ly just an immediate proposition). Another is/a new sort of syllogism or 

inference, in which each concept-determination (individuality, particular­

ity, universality) is no longer merely taken in isolation, but as contain­

ing aspects of the others, or reflecting them: the syllogism of reflect­

ion.

The first form of syllogism of reflection is the syllogism of 

allness or universality, which Hegel calls "the syllogism of the under-
57standing in its perfection", and it is clear why, since the model syllo­

gism "All men are mortal; Gaius is a man; therefore Gaius is mortal" comes 

under this description. It is easy to make the mistake of confusing Hep 

gel's formal or immediate syllogism with this sort of syllogism, but the 

former did not include the term 'all'; it had the form of an immediate in­
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ference, e.g. Gaius is a man, therefore Saius is mortal. Why he thought 

fit to treat of the figures of the syllogism in the consideration of imm­

ediate inferences, I do not know. It seems to me that tnis is an amazing 

error which seriously undermines the credibility of his presentation of 

the figures, for there is a big difference between the two forms, as he 

points out. The syllogism of allness does awaj with contingency which in­

fected the syllogism of existence. One may correctly infer from the prem­

ises 'x is green' and 'green is pleasant' that therefore x is pleasant, in 

accordance with the syllogism of existence. But x might not be .pleasant - 

mucus is both green and decidedly unpleasant. However, if one says, in ac­

cordance with the syllogism of allness, 'all green things are pleasant', 

this means that, if x is green, x must be pleasant. The subject here is no 

longer green in the abstract, but actual objects that are green.

This very perfection of the syllogism of allness, however, i.e. 

that the subject of the major premiss is all the individuals of a certain 

type, is also its main defect, for, Uegel argues, anticipating Mill's fa­

mous criticism of this sort of syllogism, it means that the major premise 

présupposés what the syllogism sets out to prove. If we take our previous 

example of the model syllogism, for example, the major premiss says that 

'All men are mortal'; now tnis is onl£ true if the individuals Gaius, Sem- 

pronius, etc., are mortal; but in that case-, it can hardly be used to est­

ablish the mortality of one of those individuals, viz., Gaius, as it is 

supposed to do. This statement that all the individuals of a certain type 

have a certain property, then, appears to require ah'induction to justify 

It. Thus we pass on to the consideration of the syllogism of induction, 

the middle term of wnich is a complete list of tne individuals of a cert­

ain type, indicating their possession of a given property.

The problem is that the list could never be completed| argues
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Hegel. I must again register my disagreement here, as I did when I dis­

cussed the notion of 'aliness' before. I think ah' induction of-all the in­

dividuals could be completed, although never known to be complete. Hegel 

fails to make this important distinction. I would agree, nowever, that 

from the point of view of the knower, the completeness of the list remains 

problematic. And I also note a clever twist in Hegel's argument here. He 

says that, implicit in the belief that a particular induction ought to be 

continued, is.the assumption that the general statement it is supposed to 

prove is correct and therefore ought to be confirmed. This is dubious, but 

he also says that this assumption is present in the belief that no contra­

dictory instances of it will be found, which is reasonable. He concludes 

from this, interestingly, that induction also presupposes its conclusion 

in its premises..It only seems to work if we imagine that the conclusion 

is true and the induction provides confirmation of it.

The inference from the fact that a given number of individuals 

possess a particular property to the fact that another individual possess­

es it, presupposes tnat, firstly, tne former individuals possess that 

property in virtue of being individuals of a certain type, and-.p§condly,, 

that the latter individual is of that same type. The. inference from the 

fact that two thirtgs share the same nature to the fact that they possess 

the same particular property is the syllogism of analogy. The problem with 

this syllogism is that it leaves undetermined the question whether those 

former individuals possess the property in question in virtue of being of 

that type or not. It might be argued, for example, that since the moon and 

the earth are both celestial bodies, then if the one is inhabited, the 

other must be also; but the earth is not inhabited in virtue of being, a 

celestial body as such, but because of the peculiar conditions that obtain 

on and around it. The syllogism of analogy therefore also presupposes what



it tries to prove, i.e. that the two cases are analogous.

The above syllogisms of reflection could be placed in general 

under the schema P-I-U, since individuality was still (Hegel says) the 

essential determination of the middle term (the inferences were all infer­

ences from facts about individuals). Since the syllogism of existence had 

I—P—U for its general schema, the only remaining schema is I-U-P, which 

means that the universal in the sense of genus is the only remaining poss­

ibility for the role of middle term. The syllogisms which have the genus 

for mediating factor Hegel calls the syllogisms of necessity, because the 

riddle term is that in which the other terms are united in it in_such a

way that they are only distinguished by what he calls an "external and in-
58

essential form", and appear as "moments of a necessary existence". The 

immediate form of the syllogism of necessity is the categorical syllogism, 

which Hegel describes only by saying that it nas a categorical judgement 

for one or both of its premises, so that I assume he means something like: 

"Cold is a metal: This is gold: therefore this is a metal".

The categorical syllogism, he says, appears on the surface to
59-

be "a mere Syllogism of inherence", but it is not (like the categorical 

judgement is no mere judgement of existence) because the predicate of the 

major premiss is not just a particular property of the subject, but its 

genus. The predicate of the minor premiss, moreover, is the specific dif­

ference or species of that genus. Consequently, it is not contingent here 

what the middle term is, nor what the predicate is, as it was in the syl­

logism of existence, and therefore also, the demand for proof which occ- 

ured in the latter does not arise here. I think he means here that "Cold 

is a metal" tells us what gold is rather than just assigning a predicate 

to it, and therefore does not require a ground or middle term with which 

to connect subject and predicate. It is not an immediate impression but a



254

coneeptual truth. It follows too, therefore, that this syllogism does not 

presuppose its conclusion in its premises, for it does not say that a,11 

the individuals of a certain type possess a certain property, but that a 

species belongs to a certain genus. There is no question of checking bits 

of gold.to see if they are metal; if’w® do not know that gold is a metal to 

begin with, we will not tcnow what to check.

however, this syllogism has a similar defect to the categoric­

al judgement,,i.e. it does not provide us with any criteria for distin­

guishing the species mentioned from other species of the same genus, it 

does not tell us, for example, what gold is apart from being a metal, or 

the individual is, apart from being a piece of gold. The hypothetical syl­

logism does away with this defect, insofar as it off ere conditions for the 

existence of something, in the form of a hypothetical judgement. It also 

includes the additional judgement that these conditions obtain, thus in­

viting the conclusion that the thing is. or that what we have before us 

is an example of that thing. The judgement that the conditions obtain, how­

ever, or that 'A is', is an immediate judgement, or rather a mere proposi­

tion, and this means that tnis syllogism nas the defective form F-I-U (im­

mediacy being equated witn individuality). What is needed is a syllogism 

which excludes even this element of immediacy, and operates only in the 

realm of. thought: such is the disjunctive syllogism.

The disjunctive syllogism has the form I-U-P, and the univer­

sal that forms the middle term appears not only in the form of universal­

ity, as the genus, but also as the genus disjoined into its (logical) spe­

cies, and as embodied in this one of its species to the exclusion of the 

others. For example, in the disjunctive syllogism 'Poetry is either epic,

lyric or dramatic} but this piece of poetry is neither epic nor lyric;
60

therefore it is dramatic', the universal subject, poetry, appears first in
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the form of a universal, then as a particular sort of poetry, end finally 

as this individual piece of poetry1 ^ow the middle term here is no immed­

iacy, but the concept of poetry, which has been generalised out of the em- 

prical material, and given its place in the system of the arts and know­

ledge as a whole. Snly on the basis of this entire system of knowledge can 

we make a syllogism like this,.which never touches the realm of immediate 

impressions, however, precisely because of this, the disjunctive syllogism 

is no longer really a syllogism at. alii. The peculiar form of the'syllogism 

is that it consists in...the. internal unity of diverse terms; but this unity 

is no longer merely inner.

It is at tnis point, then, that we step out of the realm of 

subjectivity. The subjectivity of the syllogistic process consisted in thei
fact that the middle term between the extremes was abstract, and distinct 

from them. The middle term here, or the unity of the diverse elements, is 

concrete, in the sense that it is the foundation and principle of them 

rather then a single property which merely links them. The different forms 

o£ syllogism just described ..are..various- stages,:in the impregnation of the 

middle term, or its ascent to tnis concrete nature. Its progress may also 

be seen as the transcendence of mediation, which means that the result of 

the process is a new form of immediacy, which has emerged from the trans­

cending of mediation, an immediacy of thought, but an immediacy which is 

at the same time a thing tnat actually exists.- an object (Object). The 

step into the realm of thought proper, of tne concrete universal, is there­

fore at the same time a step out of the cage of subjectivity into the realm

of objectivity.
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Chapter Eight: Objectivity

Hegel begins here by remarking that the transition from the 

concept to objectivity is the same as the inference from the concept of 

God to His existence which occurs in the Ontological Proof invented by St. 

Anselm and adopted by Descartes. Consequently, it is liable to the same 

misunderstandings, negel has already mentioned Kant's argument that " 'Be-
4ing' is not a real predicate", which.iis central to his criticism of the 

Ontological Proof, and he refers back to his previous criticism« of it. 

Kant confuses 'being' with sensuous existence, and tnis is not what is in­

tended by Anselm. Hegel is not basing the transition from the concept to 

objectivity on the ontological proof, it should be noted, but rather the 

reverse; he says that "the determinate content. God, makes no difference

in the logical process, and the ontological proof is merely an application
. 2

of the logical process to that particular content“; and besides, God, as 

far as 'rational cognition' is concerned, is nothing apart from His pred­

icates, which are anyway based on the concepts produced in the course of 

the logic.

Hegel is saying here taat it is of couràe impossible to make 

an inference from the concept òf a. thing to .its 'being', or 'objectivity' 

if we think of the concept as a mere abstract idea, and its 'being' or 

'objectivity' as its presentation in the context of outer experience, its 

sensuous appearance; but in fact, the term 'concept' here denotes some­

thing independent of ^he subject cbpnohly so-called, as was seen in the 

last chapter, and it'isoprecisely this aspect of independence which con­

stitutes what Hegel calls its 'objectivity'(thus he distinguishes between
3

Objekt, the thing in its self-subsistence, and Gegenstand. the thing in­

sofar as it is our object, though it later turns out th&t the ooject is
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also an object for us..It is^not an object of the senses, however, but an 

intellectual object. Objectivity in Hegel's sense is the objectivity of 

rational or ethical principles, rather than the world of immediate exist­

ence, which ir comparison with the former, is transient and subject-rela­

tive, a mere Heraclitean flux.

Objectivity in its true sense is not, however, objectivity in 

its immediate sense, ^̂ ence, instead of beginning directly with true obj­

ectivity, iiegel tries to show how tnis concept develops from objectivity 

in its immediate sense, through a transitional form to true objectivity. 

This involves a passage from the standpoint of mechanism, where the obj­

ective world really is just conceived as confronting the subject as an al­

ien existence, a sort of Ficntean 'non-I', through to the transitional 

viewpoint of chemism, where substances are conceived of as being capable 

of a much greater unity than the objects of mechanism, and therefore as 

resembling much more closely the unity of the subject, and finally to the 

standpoint of teleology, in which the end appears as the objective elem­

ent which is the principle of the unity and the development of the sensu­

ous appearances. All three forms are to be found in existence; but the 

first two are really only superficial forms, so that mechanical and chem­

ical phenomena nedd to be seen ultimately in a teleological context.

t (a) Mechanism (her Mechanismus)

Hegel understood by the term 'mechanism' the conception of the 

object as a mere aggregate or external unity, which entered into external
5

relations with others. The approach to the world which attempts to explain 

all phenomena in terms of the effects of matter in motion, which is what 

as' usually called mechanism, is therefore a mechanistic view on Hegel's



account, Since it views objectivity as composed of material particles^in 

external relation to one another, but not the whole of mechanism. The ag­

gregates in question do not have to be conceived as material particles or 

forces. The view that the mind consists of various psychological forces or 

faculties is equally mechanistic in Hegel'.s opinion. On the.,otner hand, 

the mechanistic outlook is, for him, only really adequate fo~ the consid­

eration of material bodies in the abstract. Seat, light and electricity 

are beyond satisfactory comprehension in mechanical terms, and it is even 

less satisfactory to try to understand the nature of physical organisms or 

of the mind using the categories of mechanism alone.

It is true that there is a certain mechanical element in the 

phenomena of any sphere, of course. The nerves and muscles of my arm move 

mechanically to some extent, even though I move my arm as a whole; the 

circulation of the blood is similarly mechanical up to a point. The point 

is that the mechanical element here is subordinated to other factors and 

appears only asta secondary consideration. Indeed, when this mechanical 

element predominates, it is usually a sign that something is wrong. When 

1 am ill and feeling weak, I become much more aware of the weight of my 

limbs, for example. The mechanical element is also present in the psycho­

logical and social spheres, it is essential to the ability to memorise 

and consequently also to the learning-process, though this does not mean 

it can fully account for either, and certainly not that we ought to ex­

pect to be able to produce mechanical laws of the mind; and there is even 

an element of the mechanical in artistic production. However, the perform­

ance of completely mechanical tasks such as arithmetical calculations is
a 6still considered by Hegel as an alienation of intelligence.

The best existing model for the object of mechanism is, Hegel
7says., the leibnizian monad, ue gives three reasons for tnis: firstly, each
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monad is supposed to be a complete representation of the world, and there­

fore is a unity which involves plurality or is internally complex; second­

ly, the ground of its representations is external to it; and thirdly, it 

is a matter of indifference to each monad whether other monads exist. This 

is not an ideal model for hegel, however, because -Leibniz regarded the mo­

nad as essentially a simple suostance, not a composite or external unity. 

It contained a plurality of perceptions, but then perceptions were pre­

cisely peculiar to simple suDstances; they were not to be found, according

to Leibniz, in compounds or machines. Hegel, however, seems to think that
_ 8 Leibniz had no right to call the monad simple, or an 1 exclusive one1,

since such a one presupposed others which it excluded, wnile the monad was 

not supposed to require any other for its existence. Moreover, as a sub­

stance, it would also have to interact with other substances, which Leib­

niz said it did not, even tnough he thought it reflected the world, which 

surely involved some kind of causal interaction.

What Hegel seems to have been looking for is a world-view ex­

actly like the one Russell attributes to himself in his philosophical auto
9-biography; a view which he actually compares with Leibniz’s. He rejects

Leibniz's view as such, but nevertheless salvages from it a distinction

between what he calls two kinds of space, i.e. the space “in the private
10world of each monad'1, and the space which the monads occupy between them. 

The former is that private world of given data which features in the chap­

ter on solipsism in his Human Knowledge: Its Scope and Limits, wnere the 

reader will recall that he argues that solipsism cannot be formulated by 

the words "I alone exist" because "...If other people and tnings do not

exist, the word "myself" loses its meaning, for this is an exclusive and 
11delimiting word". We must rather say that certain data constitute the 

whole universe (or at least the wnole universe of knowledge). The latter
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is space as it features in post-relativity physics. A man may witness two 

events A and B in succession, and this will be tneir order in private 

space, but not necessarily in pnysical space. The order in physical space 

can be inferred, but only if' one assumes a causal interaction betweem ev­

ents in the external world, and in our own experience. Bence, Bussell re­

jects the notion that monads do not interact, and that nothing enters a 

monad from without.

It is worth noting here tnat this view leads Bussell to advoc­

ate a deterministic view <sf perception, and of the universe in general. 

This view is, for Begel, characteristic of the mechanistic standpoint.

®ne mechanical object is indifJerent 1° its determinations, just as these 

are indifferent to one another. Consequently, those determinations are not 

comprehensible from its general nature, nor from each other. The form that 

unites its difierent aspects is an external one, so that the object is on­

ly a mixture, or a certain arrangement of parts. However, this means that 

the state of the object must be determined from outside, by another obj­

ect, which, if it is a mechanical object, will be indif1erent to the det­

ermining role it plays, and will have its own state determined by an obj­

ect external to it; and so on to infinity, so long as every successive ob­

ject is conceived as a merely mechanical object. Bor nowhere in this ser<» 

ies will there .be a principle of self-determinationp .deterrtjinisitf reigns, 

so every object or event must be assigned an external cause.

Since the deterministic sequence of events in the sphere of me­

chanism forms an infinite progression, there being no principle of self- 

determination, it is all the same, Hegel says, whether we stop the sequen­

ce at one point or another, for nothing can be gained by continuing it.

But this is not to say tnat one point is as good as another, so much as 

that one is just as bad as another, since the lack of a principle of self­
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determination means that for every event that is assigned a cause, there

arises another to which a cause needs to be assigned. For every question

that is answered, another is raised. Consequently, Hegel says that the terra

'explanation', used in relation to this reference of one event to another,
12is "an empty word". Mechanistic explanation is in fact of the formal and 

tautologous sort mentioned in chapter four, where the same content is mere­

ly expressed in two different forms; for example, the motion of billiard 

ball A is 'explained' by the force with which it was struck by ball B; but 

this force is nothing apart from its expression in the said motion.

The infinite progression here is the expression of the contra*» 

diction or conflict between the indifierence of externality of the mechan­

ical objects to one another, and the identity of their determinateness (in 

the above example, the force which one imparts to the other). This conflict 

is explicitly set out in the mechanical, process. Insofar as.this process-is 

considered in the abstract, as the formal mechanical process, the interact­

ion of objects takes the form of the communication of the determinateness 

from one object to another. If the communication of thoughts is to be reg­

arded as an ideal relation, argues Hegel, in which a determinateness is 

continued unimpaired from one person into another, then communication bet­

ween material objects must be still more ideal, since the individual per­

sonality has a greater capacity for resisting external influence than the 

material body. Neither the individuality of persons or objects, however, 

can resist a determinateness which is absolutely universal, such as, in the 

spiritual sphere, laws, morals and rational principles in general, and in 

the material spnere, motion, heat, magnetism or electricity.

Objects must also assert their individuality in this process, 

however (presumably in order to be determined as individuals, rather than 

a single object); and this assertion is what is generally called reaction
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(Reaction). This is not to be conceived as the mere cancellation (Aufheben) 

of the initial action or the communicated determinateness, for the latter, 

far from being cancelled out,.is in fact distributed between the two obj­

ects. Newton's Tnird Law of ¿lotion says that the action of any force on a 

body produces an equal and opposite reaction. uegel seems to want to say 

that action and reaction are in fact two expressions of the same force 

active in two opposed and reciprocally determining bodies. The result of 

thid determining is that the individuality of both bodies is established, 

and they return to a state of rest. This shows that the determinateness is 

external to the body; but rest, too, is external to the object here, acc«-.. 

ording to Hegel, and can equally be regarded as produced by an external 

cause; motion and rest here are merely contingent motion and restr̂

The mechanical process can also be considered in a more con­

crete manner, as the real mechanical process. The objects are then deter­

mined as being specifically different from one another. This difference 

is not merely to be conceived as a quantitative one, as one of mass or 

force, moreover, but as a genuine qualitative one. The two objects, how-r- _ 

ever, must belong to the the same general sphere in order for the one to 

be able to act on the other: a sheet hanging freely in the air (says Hegel) 

is not pierced by a musket ball, and someone very stupid and dishonourable 

will not be influenced by somebody very wise and noble (the only consistent 

defence against reason, Hegel says, is to have nothing to do with it).^

I am not sure that.qualitative difference has to come-into consideratibn 

here,-however. Hegel himself regards the above as px’imarily examples of 

something very feeble being unable to be penetrated by something dispropor­

tionately strong, and it seems to me that these quantitative determinations 

are all that is really relevant here.

Hegel goes on to discuss the resistance that occurs when obj­
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ects that do constitute a single sphere are brought into contact. Resist­

ance, he says, is "the precise moment of the overpowering of the one obj- 
15ect by the other"; even if we replace "is" with "takes place at", this .

still does not sound quite right. I think he is saying that it is only in­

sofar as the second object has already been acted on by the force that it
II

can resist, in which case "overpowering" (der Überwältigung) is an unfort­

unate term to use. Hegel goes on to say that resistance is itself overcome

where the object lacks the capacity for what js communicated, and is thus

disrupted or destroyed by it. In this latter case, tne force acting on the 

object is something completely alien to it, and therefore has the form of 

violence (gewalt).lbiate, he says, is notning but this force acting on a 

subject who has made himself into an object by committing a deed, and 

therefore left himself open to the influence of external forces beyond his 

control.

The mechanical process might in retrospect have been called 

'finite' or 'relative' mechanism, in contrast to what follows, which Hegel 

calls 'absolute mechanism', for Hegel thought it was important to distin­

guish between the sort of mechanical relations which hold between the 'in­

essential single bodies' and those which hold between them and a central 

body. Hence, in nis philosophy of nature, he is very critical of the Hew-

ton'.s attempt, which has long been regarded as one of his majdr cohtri-bu* 

tions to science, to unite the science of terrestrial motion with that of 

the motion of the celestial bodies. Hven here he points out that the rela­

tions of thrust and pressure which obtain between the single bodies on the 

surface of the earth do not obtain between those bodies and their centre 

(the centre of the earthj. Instead of saying that a body was drawn or att­

racted toward the centre of the eartn by its gravitational pull. Hegel 

thinks it is more accurate to say that the body strives toward it, since
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the former are contingent relations, while the motion of a body g® or near 
the surface of the earth-toward its cemtre is its natural or essential mo­

tion. Newton's assumption that a body undisturbed by external forces would 

continue in uniform motion in a straight line is an empty abstraction, He- 

gel continues; the friction etc., which Newton assumes in order to account 

for the fact that tnis never nappens is actually only a manifestation of 

gravitation, or centrality, itself.

The elimination of gravitation as an attractive force is clear­

ly a very significant step in mecnanics, which is usually credited to Ein­

stein, but here we have Hegel already arguing for it. He does so partly be­

cause he thinks that a mechanical system mdst have a principle of self-det­

ermination^ and.that this is the centre. He goes on to treat of the nature 

of a mechanical system as a whole, and says that it basically contains 

three types of body: the central body, dependent bodies without a centre in 

themselves, and bodies containing their own relative centre. For example, 

the solar system is essentially comprised of the sun, which is the central 

body, moons and comets, which are dependent bodies without centres in them­

selves, and planets, which contain their own relative centre (or gravitat­

ional field). Each of these factors mediates in some sense between the e 

other two. For example, the centre, as universal gravitation, is what uni­

tes the planets and tneir satellites; the planets, as centres for the sat­

ellites, ar# what unites them to the central body and makes them part of 

the solar system; and the satellites, since they move relatively to the 

planets, enable us to declare tnat the planets move relatively to the sun.

There are, then, three syllogisms (in H#gei«s sense) present 

here, having the respective forms, I-U-P, P-IW, and I-P-U (the form, of 

the formal syllogism). At least, this is what Hegel says; in fact, no am­

ount of fiddling can force the relations between the sun, the planets and
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the satellites into such neat and tidy schemata,. They are more plausibly 

applied, however, to the relations wnich obtain in Hegel's other example of 

a mechanical system, in which the constituents are the state (the centre), 

the individual citizens (the dependent bodies), and the "needs or external 

life" *Zf those individuals (the relative-centres). Here, firstly, the 3tate 

(the universal) acts as the middle term between the individuals and their 

(particular) interests, insofar as it is only in the state that the indivf . 

iduals are capable of satisfying tnose interests; but secondly, too, the 

individuals act as the middle term between the state and their interests, 

insofar as it is their activity that keeps the state going and looks after 

their interests; and thirdly, the interests of the individuals act as the 

middle term between the state and the individual, insofar the individuals 

come together in a state to satisfy their private interests.

Actually, Hegel thinks that this last view of the relations 

between the state, its citizens and their private interests, which has 

them related in the manner of the constituents in the formal syllogism (I- 

fMJ), is a mere snow, that is, it is a very superficial view. This is be­

cause the individual here is only an abstract individual, and the state 

only an abstract universal, external to it and confronting it. It is only 

to the extent that state and individual are considered in this way, that 

relations analogous to the mechanical relations of thrust, pressure, att­

raction and aggregation are appropriate to them. For example, it is only 

the abstract state that is produced by an aggregate of individuals coming 

together to submit to the coercive power of a single authority, in fact, 

the true state is the ethical essence of its individual, citizens. They are 

not merely related to it as to a centre outside themselves, but rather it 

permeates them. It is present in them in the form of the law they all obey. 

All mechanical systems are governed by law, which is the true centrality.
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This can be seen in the solar system too, where all the orbits 

of the planets are made in conformity with the laws discovered by Kepler. 

The planets are not merely attracted to the sun, nor do they merely strive 

toward it, but rather follow certain definite paths around it in a lawlike 

manner, how Russell was aware of this conformity to law here, but not in 

the practical sphere. The state,v far from being regarded as equally funda­

mental in that sphere as universal gravitation was in the sphere of celes­

tial mechanics, was taken by Russell to be thè government machine, which 

is of course something external to the individual, as are its laws. Hence 

it ought to come as no surprise that most of Russell's social and political 

philosophy is concerned witn the problem of the extent to which the author- 

ity of the state can be allowed to interfere with our personal liberties, 

and that the main justification offered for such interference is the need 

for order and organization in the modern world. Russell failed to carry 

the metaphysics behind the new mechanics over into his politics.

(b) Chemism (Per Chemismus)

The chemical object is distinguished from the mechanical ob­

ject insofar as the latter is indifferent to its determinateness, while 

the chemical object has it, and consequently also its relation to another 

such object, as part of its very nature. A chemical substance, for exam­

ple, is what it is in virtue of its affinity for certain other substances, 

its power of combining with them. This determinateness, however - in my 

example, affinity - is not merely the determinateness of one of the indi­

vidual chemical objects, but both; each has an affinity for the other.

Consequently, we must distinguish between the concept of the chemical ob-18ject as the "inner totality of the two determinatenesses“, and the deter­
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minateness that constitutes the nature of the individual objects in their 

external existence, The individuals strive to come together to realise 

this inner unity of theirs, and put aside the one-sided nature of their ex­

istence. Each object can therefore be said to be the centre of the other, 

to which it is related.

Ghemism is not only apparent in what are normally called chem­

ical phenomena, however, just as mechanism was not confined to the objects 

of the sphere of mechanics. Although Hegel does not give many specific ex­

amples of other phenomena wnich could be called chemical in the broader 

sense, he does say that the sex-relation comes under this schema, and that 

it provides what he calls the "formal foundation"'*'i*or the phenomena of 

love, friendship etc. He would probably see this as explaining why Goethe's 

use of the language of the chemical theory of affinities to describe a com­

plex emotional situation in his Elective Affinities works as well as it 

does. Tte© reader would do.well to recall that H^gei iS not just talking 

about chemistry when, for.example, he cemes across statements a.f his like 

the one that the chemical object is at first an "indifferent base"^?Basis). 

This does not mean that it is one of the basic oxides, but that it is con­

sidered only as related to itself rather than to another; a person can be 

considered as a base in this sense.

The chemical process is the process described above whereby 

two objects presupposed as having an affinity to one another, strive to 

overcome their separate existences and unite. The objects are kept apart 

only by external compulsion, Hegel says, and yet they also require a mid­

dle term in which to unite. In the material world, he says, this middle 

term is water. 1ft the Encyclopaedia; he also adds air, and he really seems 

to think that chemical substances can only unite in these two elements, 

though what he says on chemistry there is on the whole v<ry obscure. In



270

the mental realm, insofar as chemism is present there also, the middle 

term is the sign, or language. The chemical objects unite in this middle 

term rather than through it, because it is a middle term in the sense of a 

medium. Hegel confuses'the issue nere continuing to use the term 'Mitte1 

where it is not really appropriate. One could be forgiven for thinking that 

he believes that chemical substances combine through being placed in water, 

or that people are literally united by language.

When chemical objects are united, Hegel observes, they cease to 

exist as independent entities..-Now the problem with this point is that it 

does not seem to apply equally well to all the phenomena in which chemism 

is supposed to be manifested, It applies very well in the case of chemical 

substances; chemical compounds are not really 'composed' or 'compounded' of 

certain substances which at the same time remain independent material enti­

ties. The combining substances are not detectable in the compound, but only 

produced by the process of decomposition. Hydrogen and oxygen, for example, 

are not detectable in water, but only produced when it is exposed to a high 

temperature or made the vehicle of an electric current. However, the male 

and female of the species, when they 'unite' in the act of copulation cer­

tainly do not cease to exist as independent entities, at least, not in the 

sense that chemical suustances do when they unite; they do not disappear.

It is true that their product is neutral, if this is taken to be the off­

spring, and neutrality is taken to mean being a third distinct from the 

other two; but the offspring is not a product in the same sense as the 

chemical compound, and it must be of the general nature of one or the other 

of its parents, i.e. of one sex or the other. Consequently, Hegel's point 

only really works as a general observation about chemical substances.

The chemical proeess thus far described constitutes, as one 

might expect, the first in a series of three syllogisms, and has the form
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of the formal syllogism, 1-P-U. Or at least, Hegel says it does; actually 

it does not fit into this schema at all. Hegel says that the extremes of 

the syllogism are the two objects which have an affinity with one another, 

and 1 see no reason whj these objects should be distinguished as individ­

ual and universal, nor why their neutral product or medium (Hegel does not 

make it clear which he things is their middle term) should be regarded as 

a particular. The second syllogism, wnich (supposedly) has the form P-I-U, 

is the syllogism of the process of decomposition. Since Hegel says nothing 

about this process to distinguish it from the familiar chemical process,

1 will only comment here that like its predecessor, it does not fit into 

the abstract schema he puts it in. There seems no reason to describe the 

activity of decomposition as something particular, nor the produet of de­

composition (and really there are two products) as universal.

The third syllogism does*, not even sepm to tee intended to rep« 

resent the structure of any process as such, although the relation whose 

form it is supposed to represent can, I suppose, be fitted into its schema, 

I_ü_p. i’or Hegel is arguing here that the failure of the chemical process 

to realise a unity which also contains an element of difference, shows 

somehow that in order to realise such a unity, the élément of externality 

and immediacy present in that process must be transcended. Tptiu unity is 

at the root of both chemical processes (i.e. composition and decomposition) 

which merely exhibit the conflict between unity and difference in the form 

of the transition of the one into the other, and back again, ad infinitum. 

If we consider, the., individual, objecta.as the individual elementfhere, and - 

their product as the particulars element, ois the assumption: thati the '-true: • - 

universal is. to be treated as universal, we can fit this relation into , > 

the schema I-U-P. It is the conflict that is the main point of interest 

here, however; and tnis is supposed to be transcended in teleology.
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What Hegel seems to be getting at here is that there is a need 

for chemical changes to be seen in a teleological context, as being ultim­

ately a very superficial part of an end-directed process. This does not 

necessarily mean that they have to be seen as changes brought about by some 

intelligence in order to achieve a certain pre-determined end of that in­

telligence, although this is what is immediately suggested by the phrases 

’'teleological context', and 'end-directed process', but it is not possible 

to say at this sta&e'what else:it'could mean, because this presupposes ;the 

further determination- of the concept'ofithe end, or purposiveness, which 

is to be the result of the account-.of teleology which Is to follow. It 

seems to me that what is behind this advance to the consideration of obj­

ectivity as a teleological process is the need for a principle of self- 

determination to overcome the infinite regression of events in a determin­

istic series in which everything is determined-by Something external: to 

itself. . v .

(b) Teleology (Teloologle)

"Where purposiveness (Zweckm&ssigkeit) is perceived, an intell-
22

igence is taken to be its author", begins Hegel, and this is the first 

sign that it is teleology in its most familiar sense which he is concerned 

with here. Teleology, he goes on to say, is especially contrasted with me­

chanism, since the mecnanical object is determined from outside, wnereas 

in teleology there is an elememt of self-determination. The opposition be­

tween final and efficient causes, and the conflict between free will and 

determinism, are difierent iorms of the conflict between mechanism and te­

leology. Prior to Kant, Hegel explains, philosophers had proceeded by ass­

uming a fixed idea of now the world is, and then endeavouring to snow
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tem, or; that it would have to contain freedom. Kant showed that it was u- 

equally justifiable to apply the one predicate to the world as to apply 

the other, and concluded that the truth about such matters was unknowable. 

Hegel accepted Kant's criticism, but not his conclusion, and argues that 

we ought to reject the assumption that the two are strictly opposed, and 

ask instead if the one form of objectivity might not be subordinated to 

the other. And this is actually what he asserts to be the case; mechanism 

- and chemism too, insofar as it lacks the principle of self-determination 

is a subordinate form to teleology.

Teleology has traditionally been favoured by the church as the 

way of explaining events most sdited;to the religious point of view, since 

it ascribes everything to the design of an intelligent being. However, to 

the extent that it did tnis, Hegel argues, it departed from the truly phi­

losophical, approach to things, which is to consider their properties as 

stemming fpom their;universal nature, rather than merely being put togetner 

in it by the work of some designer. Insofar as teleology had to assume the 

effecacy of some principle external to the system of things, it is even in­

ferior to mechanism and chemism, Hegel suggests, because the latter do at 

least make nature appear to be a self-contained system in which everything 

is explained. Teleology also tended to make God look rather silly, since 

it presented things as being necessary in respect of their content as well 

as their form, so that God was depicted as being' personally responsible for 

the existence of every earth-worm or piece of sea-weed, things whose exist­

ence one would normally regard as being 9 matter of indifference.

It is important to. point-out^ however, that these.problems 

only arise where teleology is merely regarded as concerning external pur­

posiveness. Since the latter is not a familiar phrase, I think I ought to
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say something about its meaning and origins. Kant, in his Critique of Tel-
23

eological Judgement, made a fundamental distinction between relative or ex­

ternal purposiveness, and absolute or internal purposiveness, which Hegel 

credits with "unlocking" the concept of life, the immediate Idea, and 

thereby raising philosophy above the mere concepts of reflection or the 

pure understanding, and incorporates into his own account. External purpo­

siveness is basically tne use-value of an object as a means to another ob­

ject, e.g. the utility of rain for the farmer as a means of getting his 

crops watered. Teleology is usually regarded as the science of this sort of 

purposiveness, but this is odd, because things considered in respect of tne 

their external purposiveness are really consiééred as means rather than 

ends. A true teleological consideration would consider things in respect of 

their internal purposiveness, that is, it would consider them as ends-in- 

themselves.

I will say more about internal purposiveness in the next chapter;

right now I want to look at what.Hegel has to say about Kant's treatment

of the conflict between free-will and determinism in the Third Antinomy of
24

■Pure Reason, and the conflict between mechanism and teleology in the Crit­

ique of Judgement. Actually, he says nothing about the former that he has 

not already said about the other antinomies; he basically just applies to 

the Third Antinomy his general point that the proof of the thesis of each 

antinomy does not establish that the antithesis is contradictory, but only 

that it contradicts the thesis, and similarly that tne proof of the anti­

thesis does not show that the thesis is contradictory, but only that it con 

contradicts the antithesis; so that the 'proofs' are really superfluous, 

and the whole antinomy just consists in the assertion of two opposed prop­

ositions. It is what he says about the antinomy in the Critique of Judge­

ment that is most interesting, and which, therefore, I wrant to consider
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more extensively.

This antinomy takes the form of an opposition between the : 

statement that "All production of material things is possible on mere me­

chanical laws", and the statement that "Some production of material things
2bis not possible on mere mechanical laws". Kant evidently thought the proofs 

of the antinomies in the Critique of Pure Reason were superfluous too, be­

cause he does not supply any for the thesis and antithesis of this later 

antinomy. The palaver wnich went with the so-called ablution' of the Ant­

inomies of the Critique of Pure .Reason is also dispensed with here, and 

Kant simply says that we are unable to decide which one of these statements

is correct, because "we can have no a priori determining principle of the
2 6possibility of tnings on mere empirical laws of nature"", i.e. there might 

be cases of material things whose production is not possible 'On mere mech­

anical laws, but any apparent example of' this might equally turn out to be 

in example of tne production of a material thing in accordance with mech­

anical laws we do not know about ^and could never know about).

Simply because this metaphysical issue could not be decided, 

however, Kant thought that it could not be the real issue. The real issue 

ne thought, was the apparent conflict which arose in the course of the sci­

entific investigation of nature, between the "a priori (?) maxim of the 

understanding'", which says that "All production of material things and their 

forms must be estimated as possible on mere mechanical laws", and the em­

pirical discovery that "Some products of material nature cannot be esti-
27mated as possible on mere mechanical laws''. I say 'apparent conflict', be­

cause Kant goes on to say that there is no conflict here at all. I person­

ally have no doubt about the incompatibility of these two statements; if 

I must judge or estimate that all A are B, I must equally be able to do so, 

on Kant's own principle that 'ought implies can'. When Kant later asserts
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that all that is really being- said here is that we ought always to try to 

explain things mechanically as iar as possible, wnile at the same time ad­

mitting that certain tnings might not be susceptible to this sort of exp­

lanation, moreover,^$e actually amends tne content of the two statements 

somewhat; there is no "as far as possible" or "as far as lies in our pow­

er", for example, in the first statement.

Hegel picks up on the fact that Kant's second pair of propo­

sitions are just as contradictory as the first, and argues that the lat­

ter's handling of the supposed conflict between mechanism and teleology

generally ignores the central philosophical question here, i.e. "which of
29the two principles possess truth in and for itself", which I take to mean 

‘"'which of the two principles is the true form of objectivity, and which is 

only a very superficial form of it?", 'this is not the same as saying that 

Kant must, after all, opt ior either a mechanistic monism or a straight­

forward dualism of ends and causes, because Hegel recognises the existence 

of both.forms while at the same time insisting that they cannot merely be • 

indifferent to one another. Kant's approach seems to treat them as indiff­

erent, at least to the extent that he argues that we may switch from proce 

eeding in accordance with the first maxim of the antinomy to the second 

"when a proper occasion for its employment presents itself"^The possibil­

ity that, say, mechanical causation .is inseparable from teleological pro­

cesses, does not seem to occur to him.

Hegel commends Kant, however, for calling the teleological 

judgement a reflective ratner than a determining judgement.̂ ¿ant thought 

that by doing tnis, he was declaring it to be a highly subjective and in­

ferior sort of judgement, but tnis is certainly not how Hegel takes it.

He taxes it as an intuition of its high status, because the universal that 

features in the determining judgement, he says, is only an abstraction,
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while the universal of the reflective judgement is a concrete universal,

which contains particularity rather than putting it aside. $ think we can

take it that Hegel is interpreting the phrase 'reflective judgement' in his

own special way here, so that the 'reflection' involved is that which we

met with in my chapter four, the self"movement or self-determination of a

thing whereby its essence is revealed, and the 'judgement' is the judgement

or determination of the concept, i.e. much the same thing, only seen at a

different level. The teleological process itself . then, is, for Hegel, a

'reflective judgement', insofar as in it, the concept (or subject) "deter”
Ol

mines external objectivity absolutely", i.e. it is that in the light of 

which the series of mechanico-chemical changes must be comprehended.

It is not merely such a judgement. however, but also takes the 

form of a series of syllogisms (surprise, surprise). In the first of these 

syllogisms, the universal concept is united with individuality through the 

middle term of particularity (our old friend, the schema I-P-U). What this 

means, I think, is that the first stage of the teleological process is the 

determining or particularisation of the end or concept. The universal as 

such is indeterminate and therefore (tautologically, in Hegel's terminolo­

gy) unrealisable. The end must always have a determinate content. It is in 

this respect finite-and contingent, and consequently stands opposed to the 

external, mechanico-chemical world, instead ©f pervading it. The particul­

arisation of the concept is at the same time an exclusion (Ausschliessen) 

of certain features and an unlocking or an ppening-up (Aufschliessen) of 

itself, literally, self-determination. Thi3 process appears in the social 

or ethical sphere as the process of decision, and is dealt with in this 

form by Hegel in the Philosopn.y of Right.

The self-determination of the concept or subject, however, 01 

if the reader prefers, the Investing of the subject with a specific con­
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tent, at the same time brings it into relation with a part of the external 

world, which becomes for it a means of realising itself in that external 

world. The end requires a means, or a middle term which has the form of an 

external thing, in order to unite it with objectivity, because it is fin­

ite, and there!ore contingent. Hegel goes on to say that the means is "the 

formal middle term of a formal syllogism"^4which is unfortunate, since this 

would give it the form I-P-U, which I have just argued is the form of the 

first syllogism of the teleological process. Actually, the case for regard­

ing both as being of this form is a good one, since Hegel says that concept 

and objectivity are only externally combined in the means ( a trademark of 

the formal syllogism is the external combination of terms); this strikes 

me as a ggod reason for not paying too much attention to Hegel's schemas, 

despite the fuss he maxes about them.

The means, as an external object, cannot resist the end as it 

would resist another external object, because it has no internal purposive­

ness, no end of its own. It is absolutely penetrable by the end. The end is 

therefore immediately or directly united with the means; that is, there is 

no further means or middle term in or by which end and means are united. If 

one supposes that such an intermediary■is necessary, then one also has to 

postulate a means between the end and that means, and so on to infinity; 

and the mfjnit® progression, here as everywhere else, would only be the 

expression of a contradiction. This lacx of an intermediary can be seen in 

the most common-place examples! when I move my arm in order to reach for 

something, there are an indefinite number of mechanical movements involved 

in this; but I do not perform an indefinite number of actions. I do not 

first move this muscle, tnen that, or attend to any of my nerves; 1 simply 

move my arm. The nerves and muscles come into play automatically in the

service of the end -i- have in view.
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If the acti/ity of realising the end only consisted in deter­

mining external objectivity, consequently, its product would not in fact be 

an end in any sense, but only a means. The end must not, therefore, be en­

tirely external to objectivity, but rather its activity must in some sense 

be internal or essential to its nature. And Hegel seems to want to say that 

ttiis is the case; the mechanical and chemical changes which take place ip 

the realisation of the end are not simply external to it, but rather have 

to be comprehended in the light of it. The appropriation of the means, and 

the determination of another object through it, says Hegel, can be regard-
s

ed as violence, insofar as the end is,external to both objects, but the 

fact that the end determines the second object only through a means is the 

cunning of reason.(,der List dcr Vernunft). What Hegel seems to mean by this 

is that if there were nothing to mediate between, say, my desire and its 

fulfilment, I would be completely at the mercy of external objectivity, i.e 

the determinism of the mechanico-chemical world. The fact that I need a 

means to the fulfilment of my desire means that there is a point in this 

process where I have to rise above the contingency of this deterministic 

series, and do something necessary in order to satisfy my end. It is in 

this performance of a necessary act, paradoxically, that my freedom lies.

It is for this reason that rationality manifests itself in the 

means. This is literally true. Human reason is manifested in the tools and 

machines men invent and employ to achieve their ends, rather than those 

ends themselves. Even the humblest creature can have a desire for food and 

warmth, but only man displays his ingenuity in finding means to these ends, 

in making weapons for hunting, implements for cooking and tools for farm* 

ing and for making clothes. This is why Hegel says that:

To this extent, the means is superior to the finite ends of 
external purposiveness: - the plough is more honourable tham are immediate­
ly the enjoyments which are procured by it, and which are ends. The tool



280

lasts, while the immediate enjoyments pass away and are forgotten, 
tools man possesses power over nature, while in respect of his ends 
other hand, he is subject to it. 3

In his 
, on the

This does not mean, however, that the end stands outside the mechanical 

process, just because it employs a means to mediate between it and the

mechanical object in which the end is to be realised. In fact, it is pres­

ent in it, insofar as its power over that object consists in the fact that 

the object is identical with tne end, and the mediating activity (the ob­

taining of the end through the means) reveals this identity. The realisa­

tion of the end is really only the translation of the content from the 

form of subjectivity to the form of objectivity.

If we now look: at tne product of teleological activity, how­

ever, we see that it contains the end or purposiveness only in the form of 

an external determinateness. However, this effectively makes it a means, 

since only a means has its purpose outside it; and indeed, Hegel argues 

that it is a matter of indifference whether we regard something determined 

by an end external to it as a means or a realised end. All objects in 

which an end is realised are equally means of an end, and fulfil that end 

only through being used up or worn away; that is, they fulfil the purpose 

they were made for only through this 'negation' of their rnechanico-chemi- 

cal parts. For example:

A house, a clock, may appear ,as ends in relation to the tools 
employed in the process of their production; but the stones and beams, or 
wheels and*axles etc.y wnich constitute the actuality of the end, fulfil 
it only through the pressure that they suffer, through tne chemical pro­
cesses with air, light and water to which they are abandoned, and that de­
prive man of them by their friction, etc. Jg

The fact that any mechanical object wnicn is' an end in relation to ̂ some-.- 

means, is¡nevertheless a means in relation to some other end, gives us a . 

final infinite-progression, the overcoming of which can only be achieved 

by advancing beyond the sphere of external purposiveness, and considering 

the notion of intrinsic purposiveness, or ihh« idea of life.
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Chapter Wine: The Idea of Life

The Idea in general, according to xiegel, is the “adequate con­

cept, that which is objectively true, or the true as such"} something "po<~
2ssesses truth only insofar as it is Idea". This means that the Idea is the 

unity of the consept (or subjectivity) and objectivity, and that something 

is true only insofar as its objectivity corresponds to its concept, which 

point was made earlier anyway. This Hegelian Idea is not to be confused 

with what are commonly called 'ideas'(and what he calls 'vorstellunsren ' )f 

nor even with what he calls begriff e Aiegei ' s Idea is based- on'the Kantian,, 

notion of the Transcendental Idea or concept of reason. This was basically 

a concept of the unconditioned (das Unbedingtg), a word which, in Hegel's 

time, was synonymous witn the Absolute, and designated a necessary concept 

of reason to which no corresponding,object could ever be given in experi­

ence. The concept, of reason, said Kant, enables bs t6 conceive or cornpre- 

nend- (begeeifen) experience, as a while, while th<^ concepts of the under-1- 

standing, or the categories, enable us to understand (verstehen). partic­

ular experiences. „ ,

Hegel is very critical of this last distinction, because he 

thinks thait all concepts are products of reason,,and an understanding by 

means of coneepts (bear iffe) must be a comprehension (begreifen). What Kant 

terms 'concepts of the understanding' are not actually concepts at all, but 

only representations, and 'understanding' here is equally only the grasp­

ing of the rule underlying tne particular experiences. He is even nore 

critical of the view that: t-he idèa is to be taken as something 'unreal'

(nur Unwirkliches). that is, that it is 'only an idea'. Kant, too, argue3

against this view,^but'only ¡with respect to the Idea of practical reason,
5which he says serves as a standard in all that bears upon the practical.
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He still regards the other Transcendental Ideas as aere Ideas, largely be­

cause they transcend experience, and therefore cannot be assigned a cor? 

responding object in experience. Hegel argues against this that the object­

ivity of the Idea precisely depends on the fact that it encompasses more s 

than just a single empirical particular. ...

Hot even.the Hantiara Practical Idea, however, corresponded to 

the Hegelian Idea, for the Hegelian Idea was not a standard, an ideal to 

which we must strive to bring the condition of the real world ever nearer, 

but the actual unity of the ideal and the real, -tar from things having to 

be brought nearer to the Idea, it is rather the case that things are, only 

to the extent that they are Idea, i.e. insofar as their reality corresponds 

to tneir concept. The reality that does not correspond to its concept is 

mere appearance. A man ijs, only insofar as he corresponds to the human ar­

chetype, and any features he may possess which do not conform to that arch­

etype are merely accidental. JThe Idea is not merely the unity' of the con­

cept and reality, however, but also of subjectivity and objectivity, and 

can therefore be called (following Schelling) the subject-object; and this 

is not some curious, rind of ..object, but the very striving .of a tning-which 

is itself its own end.toward. its. own. seM-realisation. Thè Idea, Says He­

gel., is essentially a process.

The simple unity of the concept or end with objectivity, or 

the immediate Idea, is what Hegel called life, it is important to under­

stand that life, as it is treated in the Science of Logic, is not the same 

as life as it is treated of in the empirical sciences, nor even as it is 

considered in the philosophy ol nature, or in relation to spirit or mind, 

according to Hegel, it is not considered as -a stage in the development of;t 

the concept of nature, and thereiore Hegel does, not consider the various 

natural forms of life, i.e. plant life, animal life, nor their particular
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ity of subjectivity and objectivity, and is therefore considered in abstr­

action from any of its concrete forms, it is the subject, considered as the 

soul (Seelc) of the living organism, realising itself-in the objective world 

(where the soul is. ̂conceived of in the Aristotelean fashion, as the prin-" 
ciple of animal life^ ratner than as an immaterial thing externally related 

to the body of the organism).

It was seen in the last chapter that hegel thought that tne 

Kantian distinction between external and internal purposiveness "unlocked" 

the concept of life; this was because it enabled one to distinguish bet­

ween mechanical object’s and products of art or artefacts, and living . 

things, 'such as animals or plants, which Kant grouped together under the 

names 'physical end' and 1 organism1 (Or^anismus). These 'organisms'

could be considered as art-products insofar as the existence and form of
?

their parts was possible only in relation to the whole. However, they were

distinct from them insofar as they were, in two ways, both cause and effect

of themselves; firstly, they reproduced themselves, through the processes

of growth and nourishment, and secondly, they reproduced others of the same
10

genus, through the process of sexual reproduction, in accordance witn the

first form of reproduction, tnereiore, the parts of a thing do not merely

exist for the sake of one ..another, as do the parts of an cart ef act liice a

watch, but also produce one another, and thus determine the whole,-,s© that

the concept of the whole serves as the ground of our knowledge i Brkenntnis-
11

grund) of the connection of the parts.

hegel agreed with Kant here, except on two points, firstly, he

preferred to stress the negative side of the mutual reproduction of the
12

parts, arguing that each existed at the expense of the others, ratner than 

for their sake, and that the wnole existed at the expense of all. It is

284
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only as a self-reproductive being, as ne puts it in the EncyclopaediaPthat 

the organism is., and is preserved in existence. There is no particular ele­

ment which actually enduees throughout ibne life of the organism, which cau­

ses us to speak of it as the same organism, Eelf-preservation is self-rep5- 

roduction, and the living being exists only insofar as it continues to make 

itself what it is. It is iss own product, its own end and its own means. 

This view, which Hegel sometimes expressed by saying that the organism is 

an active syllogism, or a process (rather than a mere lifeless object) can 

be seen as the conclusion of a long-standing philosophical debate on the 

identity of living things, the original protaganists in which were Locke 

and Hume. .Hegel.,admits, witn nume, that the matter and external farm of the 

organism are merely transient, but insisted that its substantial form, i.e. 

its concept or specific nature, the principle of the series of phenomena, 

is always present in its general process of development.

Secondly, Hegel could not accept Kant's view that the concept 

of the wnole is only the ground of our knowledge of the connection of the 

parts of the organism. This is anyway a conceptual impossibility, since we 

could have no knowledge of the connection of the parts of one organism 

througn the concept of the wnole unless those parts were actually connected 

in accordance with the concept; but in that case, it would not only be the 

ground of our knowledge, but the real ground of the connection of the 

parts, fent, who cannot admit that the concept is a real ground, sinee the 

only sort of ground he recognises is the external cause, must therefore ad­

mit that we can have no knowledge here, and 1 think he does this. 'Erkennt­

nis' is not meant to be knowledge in the strict sense, but only 'cogna­

tion', or rational schematization. Hegel cannot accept this sceptical con­

clusion, however, and insists that the concept or end is the real, internal 

principle of the organization and development of the living being, so that
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if the organization and development of something does not adequately serve 

or produce the end, it is a defective specimen of that thing.

Hegel begins his consideration of life by looking at the mom­

ents of the concept of tne living individual as such, considered aa a tot­

ality which is indifferent to objectivity, that is, which exists in sepa­

ration from it. 1'hese momemts are supposed to correspond to the moments of 

the concept (universality, particularity, and individuality). Universality 

is represented by sensibility, which Hegel interestingly describes as the 

self-feeling of tne individual, it is mot something outside of itself that 

the sentient being is aware of, so much as its own simple,. ®on-called' im­

pressions. Hegel does not explain what constitutes an impression here, but 

in the ^ncyclopaedia^fte seems to suggest tnat it could be an event in the 

nervous system, wnich would matce his view of sensibility rather like Russ­

ell's. Certainly, it is like kussell's view insofar as it suggests that we 

only ever immediately experience ourselves. It is also like it in that He­

gel seems to regard it as a contingent matter whether an impression has a 

physical or a purely mental cause.

Rarticularity is represented by irritability, or the capacity
15for being stimulated externally and for reacting to stimuli. 'This is dis­

tinguished from sensibility insofar as it involves interaction with the ex­

ternal world. This still does not take the form of external-determination, 

l.owever, for the external'world » which here includes even one's own body - 

only provides stimulus, not determination, and the subject does not pass­

ively receive, but actively responds, to that stimulus. ihe deer does not 

mechanically cause the lion who spots it to chase after it, the lion re­

acts to the presence of his prey, finally, individuality is represented by 

reproduction, by which I think uegel means primarily the individual's rep­

roduction of itself through the processes of growth and nourishment, but
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possibly sexual reproduction too. It is through the satisfaction of its 

urges in response to external stimulation that the individual reproduces 

itself, and thereiore makes its&lf what it is. rtegel says in the Encyclo­

paedia that reproduction is the ground of the other two moments, and 1 

think he means by this that sensibility and irritability can only exist 

in the context of the self-realisation of the living individual. It can do 

without them, but they have no meaning apart ffom it.

The roles of sensibility and irritability in the process of re­

production are spelled out a little more clearly in the consideration ol 

it ^rom the outside as the process of the assimilation of the objective 

world, which Hegel here calls the life-process (der Lebenorozeso). The li­

ving individual here opposes itself to the external or objective world as 

an absolute subject and end-in-itself (Selbstzweck)T which can do as it 

wants with objectivity, wnich it sees as lacking any intrinsic purpose or 

value. Its feeling of self constitutes the certainty of the individual that 

what lies before it is nothing but a mere means for it, but nevertheless it 

.»till has-the urge to overcome the appearance that the object has of being 

something independent of it. The individual thereiore strives to assimilate 

the object to itself, while at the same time externalising and objectifying 

itself. There are two forms of the process of assimilation rhentioned in: the 

■Encyclopaedia., of which the first is the assimilation of the world through 

the senses; it is only the second form, however, which Hegel concerns him­

self with here, namely, -what he calls the real or practical process.

, This process.begins, he says, .with need (Bedürfnissei,1which

has two sides to it; firstly, the living being perceives objectivity as 

being opposed to the ego, as 'non-I'. This happens in ordinary empirical

cases of need, such as hunger, thirst, etc., where I am aware of myself as 

a physical being having various physical needs which 1 must satisfy wheth-
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cx X like it or noti I am aware of my body as something distinct from my- 

%o; Sartre would probably say 1 am aware of my facticity. the extent to 

which 1 am physically limited. Secondly, however, the living being also 

perceives-the .possibility of overcoming.:the particular limitations which 

it suffers through interaction with the external world, and thereby at the 

same time overcoming the alien nature of external objectivity, and making 

it * I', instead of 'non-I'. It is often thought that it is in our desires 

that we are free, but really they make us dependent on the external world; 

only in satisfying them do we re-establish our independence..Fichte, hegd 

sometimes complains, neglects the fact that our limitations are able to be 

transcended, and therefore retains the 'non-I' alongside his '1% thus 

failing, despite himself, to be a consistent Idealist.

I'he fact that, whore there is need, there is a limit, and at 

the same time there is no limit (i.e. tnere is a limit which must be trans­

cended), is for ^egel a contradiction or conflict to be tesolved in the 

practical process. It is a contradiction that is actually felt, by the liv­

ings individual, moreover, and:in the form'of feelihgi it is pain.(Schmerz)c 

Of course, Hegel is extending the use of this~ferm beyond its-psual limits; 

we would not normally say that a hungry person, say, was in pain, unless 

his hunger was particularly acute. However, since there are occasions on 

which we do say this, he can at least claim that his usage is reflected in 

ordinary usage. Hegel remarks here that "Pain is t h e r e f t h ®  privilegeoof 

living natures"^bHe seems to think that this,is so, because only the living 

being can perceive a limitation as a lack, which in turn is because only 

the living being has the possibility of making good that lack (though re­

ally I would have thought the important thing is that only the living be­

ing can pe-ceive). 1 do not think the use of the word 'privilege' is just 

black humour on hegel's part, therefore; he seems to think that pain is
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a necessary Rendition of the activity of.living-things in„the subordination 

of the mecnanico-chemical world to their purposes.

This world is able to: be made conformable1 to ’ the subject or 

to the end of the subject, says ^egel, because it is indifierent to deter­

minateness, that is, because it is rot an end-in-itself. The living being 

as such, on the otner hand, .cannot be acted on by the external world. That 

is, it can be acted on - if a piano falls on my head it will certainly do 

me a great deal of damage - but not in such a way that we can say that it 

enters into relation with a living being as such - the piano damages me in­

sofar as 1 am a mere ballistic object. Thee external, world, in.other words, 

does not act mechanically on the living organism in the context of the 

life-process of that organism, but only as an external stimulus. xhe pres­

ence of the deer does not act mecnanically on the lion in such a way as to 

cause it to chase alter it and kill it, it only stimulates it into action; 

and it can only do tnis if tnere is at the same time an inner stimulus at 

work inside the lion, that is, if the urge or drive to hunt deer is already 

present in it.

This means efiectively that the external stimulus is only a
17

show of stimulus (.as Hegel puts it in the Encyclopaedia) T insofar as it 

merely provides an occasion for the living thing to manifest the activity 

corresponding to one of its various drives; .and of course, it" is only‘ne­

cessary that the organism believes that the correct stimulus is present, 

and not that it actually is, and so tne external stimulus is doubly ex­

traneous. It is the drive or urge, the inner stimulus, wnich is fundament­

al, and this is part of the nature of the organism, iiegel expresses hi®
18basic point best ®n the Encyclopaedia when he says that:

...nothing whatever can have a positive relation to the living 
being,iwaless tne latter is in and for itself the possibility of this re­
lation, i.e. unless the relation is determined by tne concept (of the 
thing), and therefore entirely immanent in the subject.
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the deer can enter into relation with it, for example. What is at issue

here is basically the nature of instinctive behaviour, degel makes tnis
19clear in the -encyclopaedia, and although fee does not mention it explicit­

ly in the Science of Logic, I think his consideration of it in the former 

is enlightening and highly relevant to an understanding of the treatment 

of life in the latter.

The instinctive behaviour of animals had been considered as 

teleological from the time of Aristotle onwards, but became discredited 

by the time of leseantes. The difficulty was that regarding this sort of 

behaviour as end-directed appeared to necessitate attributing ®. capacity 

lor representational thought to even the lowest species of animal, some- 

thing vM«h seemed unlikely .on empirical or scientific grounds, and was 

unpalatable on social and religious grounds. Consequently, this view was 

replaced by one more suited to the materialistic outlook of the times; ani­

mals began to be regarded as mere complex machines, and their instinctive 

behaviour as ascountable. purely in terms of mechanical lavs. There were 

problems with this view too, however; besides the fact that animals did 

not seem to behave like machines, for example, they developed, reproduced 

themselves, aai appeared to^move spontaneously, certain types of behaviour 
such as sighting and pursuing prey could only be explained in mechanical 

terms by invoking the old mechanistic bogy of 'action at a distance'.

The difficulty seemed insuperable until Kant introduced the 

conception of inner purposiveness, which, as negel argues, in fact only 

restored the viewpoint that nad already been taken up by Aristotle in his 

treatment of life. Tne problem was that Aristotle had been misinterpreted; 

it was tnought that he had believed tnat animals consciously pursue their 

oTm  ends in their instinctive behaviour, Dut this is not the case. de
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believed, according to negel, that certain things act unconsciously in

pursuit of ends, and designated-such things by the term 'rhus-is'-. Kant

and begel-^returned to this, view, and negel consequently defines instinct
2oas "purposive activity acting in an unconscious way". The animal does not 

recognise its ends as such; it does not reflect on them, or on the various 

ways its acts may be described, and it certainly does not reason to it­

self, e.g. ’This animal is an x; x's are easy to catch and good to eat; 

therefore I ought to chase after it' - it simply chases after it without 

an> more ado.

The Aristotelian-cum-Kantian-cum-riegelian view is also import­

ant from the point of view of modern issues, firstly, Russell argues in his

autobiography that the so-called 'conditioned reflex' plays a prominent
21-

role in the learning-process. This is so, but Russell, if we take the He­

gelian view, underestimates the active role which the subject plays in 

what appears to be a mere external conditioning, far from merely being de­

termined from outside, the animal acts purposively, and contains within 

itself the possibility of a relation with the external stimulus, which im­

mediately is, say, some of its own favourite food. Only because of its con­

nection with the dietary requirements of tne animal can the food act as a 

stimulus, and only through tneir connection witn the food can the colour- 

of a button, say, act as a stimulus. The test of the consciousness of'ant 

animal is the number.of obstacles it can overcome to satisfy its natural 

needs, because the connection with its natural or instinctive behaviour 

becomes qjore and more remote.

i'his last point might also be expressed by saying that the test 

of the consciousness of a living thing in general is its ability to adapt 

to a foreign environment. The most intelligent creatures, such as human 

beings, tend to be able to adapt to any environment, one way or another.
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They can always find some way o£ satisfying their basic needs, even where 

the environment is very hostile toward them. This means that they tend to 

survive, whereas other, less1 intelligent and therefore less adaptable be­

ings, tend to be killed off by disturbances of the natural order. Mere, 

it must be noticed, is a view wnich recognises the continuity between the 

'minds' of human beings and otner animals, or at least the behaviour of 

human beings and other animals, while at the same time observing that there 

is not merely.la difference of . degree here., but also a qualitative! differ­

ence, since the success.in adapting to its environment which human beings

enjoy is due to their capacity for conceptual thought and language. Russe
,22

ell chooses mainly to stress the side of continuity.

I said earlier that this instinctive behaviour of the living 

being is part of its life-process,;which is a process of ossimilation. I 

want now to look at toe various empirical forms this process takes, In or­

der to illustrate what hegel is saying, and also to pfcow how what he is
23saying fits the facts as hr. sees them, in the Encyclopaedia, hegel dist­

inguishes between formal and real assimilation, the former involving the 

organism giving to pai’ts of its environment an external form which accord­

ed with its purposes, while a.t the same time leaving the objectivity of 

the material untouched. This form of assimilation is typically manifested 

in the activity of the constructive instinct, for example, the building 

of nests, dams, lairs, etc. This is the highest form of assimilation, He­

gel says, because in this form, the living thing comes to express itself 

in the external world, rather than simply destroying it as it does in 

real assimilation; at the end of the process, moreover, the organism con­

fronts an external expression of its own nature, it realises itself in the 

external world and recognises itself in the fruits of its labour. Thus, 

in place of the vague sort of sell-satisfaction it ootains through satis­
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Heal assimilation involves the consumption or destruction of 

the- specific features of inorganic matter. It is typically manifested in 

the processes of digestion, breathihg etc. The object, or inorganic matter, 
is first seized by the organism in a mechanical fashion, for example, as 

food is clasped by the claw and then taken into the mouth by the action of 

the jaw. But the process of assimilation does not continue in a mechanical 

or chemical fashion. It cannot do, argues Hegel, for the organism is a sub­

ject, a .unity-in-difference, and the constituents in a mechanical or chemi­

cal process remain external to one another (even in the chemical process 

the compound formed by two substances is external to those substances).

What I think hegel means here is that the end-product of the mechanical or 

chemical process is only another mechanical or chemical object, and not 

anything organic, not part of a whole interacting with others to reproduce 

that whole. Of course, ws could choose to say that there are no true organ­

isms, and that tne so-called process of assimilation is therefore:only a 

process between one mechanical ooject and another, but this is another mat­

ter.

The central feature of the process of assimilation, then, Hegel 

argues, is the immediate transformation of the inorganic (or at least, re­

latively inorganic} matter into organic matter. The mechanical process,, 

says uegel in the Science of Logic, "is immediately broken off, and exter-
Q  A

nality transformed into internality". This is made possible by the fact 

that, relative to the subject, the external object or inorganic matter is 

not a substance, and therefore the end does not appear merely as an exter­

nal form which is given to it, but as its essence, as the soul appears as 

the essence or intrinsic form of the body, it is only the transformed ob­

ject wnich then, £903 on.to play a i ^ t  in ¿the reproductive process of the

203
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organism, so that the subject preserves itself and reproduces itself out 

of itself, by its own means. Although this point is basically a priori. 

Hegel mentions a great deal of empirical evidence in support of it in the 

Encyclopaedia.2|nd also in some of the lecture material, referring in part­

icular to Spallanzani's experiments. However, it would take me too far away 

from a discussion of the Science of Logic to go into what he says.

Hegel also deals with the second of the two ways in wnicn the

organism, according to Kant, is both cause and effect of itself, i.e.

through the process of sexual reproduction, the propagation of the species.

Kant said that the living thing preserved itself generically in this pro- 
2 6cess, or to put it another way, that the process preserves the existence of 

the kind. For Hegel, nowever, tne process of reproduction only generates an 

infinite progression of individuals. The genus or kind only manifests it- . 

self in the corruption or passing-away of those individuals whereby all of 

them are shown to be merely finite. Or at least, it manifests itself in the 

transcendence of individuality. This occurs in the sexual urge insofar as 

this is no longer a merely egotistical urge; the individual no longer acts 

to preserve or to reproduce its own individual self, but rather in order 

to propagats the species; and it does not see the other which confronts it 

as merely something to be assimilated, but ratner recognises it as another 

of its kind; indeed, as its otner, one of the opposite sex.

Hegel refers to the transcendence of egotism wnich is implicit 

in the sexual urge as tne 'death' of the individual, in the Encyclopaedia, 

he maintains that the genus-process takes a number of forms, each of which 

result in the death of the individual in some sense. The sense is literal 

in all cases except for the one we are concerned with, and even here Hegel 

points out that the lowest organisms perish in the reproductive process, 

so that his metaphor is really quite appropriate, it also enables him to
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allude to the Christian belief in the hereafter, in his remark that "The
27death of this life is the emergence of spirit". This does mot mean that 

hegel himself believes in this doctrine as it is usually understood; in 

fact, he would say that philosophy gives meaning to the myth, and in this 

case, the meaning of the myth is that it is only by transcending the pre­

occupation with the particulars of sense which is characteristic of the 

standpoint of life that the subject becomes aware of itself as a universal, 

and in fact, becomes a true subject.

It is perhaps appropriate to conclude here by saying something 

about modern developments in the debate between mechanism and teleology.

If we are to believe David hull, tne view that the science of mechanics, 

narrowly defined as the science of matter in motion, provides an adequate

explanatory base for biology, nas long since been shown to have been
20

"crudely mistaken". The debate is consequently no longer between mechan­

ism and teleology as such, but rather between the more sophisticated no­

tions of organicism and reductionism, the reductionist being someone who 

believes that the behaviour of what has been called organic nature can in

fact be accounted for purely in terms of the laws of physics and/or chem-
29istry. This is not such an important difference from our point of view, 

however, since mechanism as Kant and Hegel understood it was broadly enough 

conceived for the laws of physics and chemistry to be included under its 

schema as 'mechanical', or at least, 'mechanico-chemical', laws, that is, 

laws that account for the behaviour of the object insofar as it is only a 

composite being or a chemical object.

The results of further experiment do not seem to have had much 

effect on the controversy either, though this is hardly surprising, since 

it is surely not the sort of question that can be settled by recourse to 

empirical fact. It is precisely a question of how we are to interpret
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certain empirical facts. The development of influential new theories such 

as evolutionary theory and the theory of the molecular basis of heredity 

has similarly done little to resolve matters, since tneories which are per­

ceived to be inconsistent witn one viewpoint are denounced by the propo­

nents of tnat viewpoint, while they are championed by the proponents of 

the other viewpoint; and there Is not even any clear agreement about which 

theories support which point of view. Consequently, the debate still con­

tinues today in much the same way as it did in Hegel's day. This is because 

it has roughly the nature of one of those metaphysical debates described 

by Jiant, which are capable oi carrying on forever without ever being sett­

led one way or another.

null seems to suggest that one of the main barriers to progress 

on this issue is the absence of a universally accepted definition of any of 

the key terms of the debate, for example, 'organism' or 'teleological sys­

tem'.^* He seems to thinK that the problem of teleology consists in estab­

lishing a set of necessary and sufficient conditions for something’s being,
31for example, an organism, vie need to know, in other words, what distin­

guishes organisms as a group from non-organisms. This search for the ess-
32ence of teleology has so far proved to be a failure, he says, he then ass­

umes that the concept of a 'teleological system' or organism is a 'cluster 

concept', and goes on to examine likely candidates for the specific char-
33acteristies constituting the clusters, only to conclude eventually that 

they are all inadequate, it seems to me, however, that by looking for such 

definitions, hull is making precisely the error which «eastitutes the real 

barrier to progress nere. These definitions would be essentialist defini­

tions, wnich Popper has argued have no role in science, along with corres­

ponding questions such as "What is life?";̂ iven if we do not want to go

this far, we can at least accept that there is no necessity to produce
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such definitions.

uegel - though Popper would deny this - rejects the project of 

looking for the essence of a term such as 'life' or 'organism', and begins 

instead by saying that mechanism and chemism presuppose a principle of self 

determination which is to be found in external teleology, while this pre­

supposes a self-determining being, i.e. one wnich has itself for its own 

end; and then calls this being an 'organism'. This is more like what Popper 

calls a:'nominalist definition tnan an essentialist one. It does not tell us 

what all things which are intuitively acknowledged to be organisms have in 

common, but it does tell us the sort of tning which Hegel refers to by the 

term 'organism*. This obviates many of the problems of the previous app­

roach; for example, it does away with the problem of how to distinguish 

organisms from non-organisms. In Hegel's terminology, an organism is some­

thing which is its own end, and which reproduces itself in the afore-men­

tioned dual sense. It might be argued, of course, that we might one day be 

able to construct a machine that acted in the interests of its own self- 

preservation, and that reproduced itself, and that Hegel would have to call 

sucn a machine an 'organism'. Jut I do not think this is really a problem 

for Hegel; for such a machine would surely differ in a very important way 

from an ordinary macnine sucn as a steam-engine or a type-writer, wnich 

is just a mere means, so much so in fact that the term 'machine' would no 

longer be appropriate to describe it.

-interestingly, Hegel avoids other problematic features of 

modern organicism. He is not commited, for example, to the belief that 

living creatures differ from inanimate objects primarily in having differ­

ent types of organization, and he is not commited to saying that the or- 

ganiisatien of a teleological system is something 'over and above' the arr­

angement of the elements tnat constitute it. That is to say, he certainly
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believes that a teleological system is more than a mere external arrange­

ment of parts, but he does not believe that it is the organization of the 

system - which is surely nothing more than the arrangement of its parts - 

which makes it so. It is rather the self-reproductive nature of the system 

that makes it more than a mere mechanical aggregate. It is in any case 

wrong to look upon the living being firstly as a machine, and then ask what 

mystery ingredient has to be added ini order to bring it to life, '¿'his way 

of thinking belongs to the technological sphere, which is the sphere of 

external teleology, not life.

finally, Hegel does not nave to insist on the indispensability 

of teleological explanation, where this consists in making statements of 

the form "X exists in order that y", or "The function of X is y", about 

various features of particular organisms. It is really surprising that this 

is still an issue, because it seems obvious that these sorts of statement 

also..belong to the sphere, of external teleology, rather than that of life.

We ought not really to employ statements of these forms unless we are talk­

ing about parts of artefacts, products of intelligent activity, it is non­

sense to say that "Hedgehogs have spines on their backs in order to help 

them defend themselves", just as it is nonsense to say that "Rain exists to 

water the crops". This would only make sense if we assumed that there was 

a Divine Architect creating such things, which nowadays most scientists are 

loth to do. We ought really to say that "Hedgehogs have spines with which 

they defend themselves", and "Rain is the result of atmospheric pressure".

An explanation in terms of inner purposiveness would be something like, 

"Hedgehogs eat in order to preserve themselves" and would only explain the

instinctive or conscious behaviour of animals or people.
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Chapter Ten: The Idea of Cognition

The Idea of cognition is also referred to by rlegel as the 

Idea of spirit, and spirit is taken to be synonymous with thought and self- 

consciousness. tiegel makes a point of distinguishing between his view of 

spirit and that of Kantian and pre-Kantian philosophy, and it is indeed 

necessary to grasp tnis distinction if one is to fully grasp this section. 

Pre-Kantian metaphysics was concerned with spirit as ggul, that is, as a 

thing (ein Ding) whose properties it tried to determine a priori from the 

general idea (der allgemeinen Vorstellung) of the .soul. These properties, 

if the inquiry was trul^ a priori. would not be given in experience, but 

would be essential or metaphysical properties of the soul, e.g. simplicity, 

substantiality,, or immortality. However, the general idea of the soul was 

itself drawn from, experience, and the soul or mind, according to Hegel, 

exhibited quite contradictory characteristics. On the basis of experience, 

one could argue equally convincingly,.that the-sea-l-was not composite, or 

that it had to be composite. Hence, pi:e-Kantian metaphysics was in princi­
ple unable to establish any doctrine of tne soul for certain-

Kant argued, therefore, that the true rational or metaphysical 

doctrine of the sou! would strip the idea of the soul of all empirical con­

tent. (which for Kant meant all content') 7 and consider only the bare rep­

resentation of the ego or self which accompanies all concepts, but cannot

itdelf be called a concept, the representation of the *1' (or even the
2

'It') which tninks. This 'I' is the transcendental subject, a thing-in- 

itsejf, which is Known only through its predicates; that is, its existence 

as the substratum o# those predicate® is ihferred from the existence of
3

those predisates, although we are otherwise unacquainted .with it. More­

over, any judgement which had it as subject, that is, wnich tried to say
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of its representation, as Kant puts it. This inconvenience (Unheque; K ich- 

keit) pertains to it becaude tnis consciousness ie not itself tne repres­

entation of ah object or state of affairs wnicfi may or may not pertain in

the world, but rather the general form of representation, insofar as this
4cant be called cognition.

It was, in other words, impossible to know anything ofi the 

soil because it was not an object of experience, and eov.l# not therefore 

be united with another object in accordance with some category of the un­

derstanding. Metaphysics hitherto had tried to predicate concepts of the 

understanding of the soul, e.g. by asserting that the soul is a substance, 

but tnis was illegitimate,»because these concepts were only legitimately 

applied to intuitions. It was not possible, then, to derive an^tning ex­

cept for merely analytical propositions from the analysis of the idea of 

the soul. One could say that soul always had to be regarded as sub­

ject, and never as preuicate, but tnis was cot sufficient grouad for call­

ing it a substance, with all tne otner considerations that entails, e.g. 

persistence through changes of its accidents. It is invalid to infer any­

thing about reality from what is necessitated by grammar; the fact that 

the latter forces us to speai of the soul as if it is a substance does not 

mean that it is one.

h-egel believes that Kant's criticism here is essentially Hume-
5an. The philosophical psychology which Kant had especially in mind wa3 

susceptible to a radical empiricist critique because it treated of some­

thing which was supposed to lie hidden behind mental phenomena. The emp­

iricist critic simplg had to reiuse to recognise tne possibility ofl Know­

ledge of a mysterious supersensible essence. This approach is less succ­

essful when applied to ancient doctrines of tne soul, however, such as
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those of Plato and Aristotle. The soul is not conceived by them as an in-
6visible, intangible thing, but, for example, ss the principle §f life, 

something of a different logical order entirely. The ancient doctrines 

are immune to Hume's brand of criticism because they contain the concept, 

rather than the mere abstract idea of the soul, that is, they treat the 

soul as the universal ground of its empirical determinations rather than 

an airy residue wnich remains when they are taken away, iiegel is ready to 

concede that if one takes W « empirical idea of the self, and then strips 

from it everytmng empirical, one is left witn no idea of the self at all. 

but the concept is not merely an idea from which everything empirical or 

determinate has been stripped,

Hegel is also very critical of Kant's argument that any judge­

ment which purported to be about the subject, would be circular, because 

it would already have 'ma.de use of its representation' . He is wide of the 

mark at first,'because he takes Kant to be saying that a judgement about

the subject would be circulan because one has to make use. of the self in f
7judging of it, but it seems to me that he isv-correct in questioning the 

viciousness of the circularity involved,here. Kant's argument is basically 

that knowledge of the truth of a~judgement presupposes knowledge of the 

subject of that judgement, and that since the subject is not an object of 

acquaintance, this would have to be knowledge by description; but to know 

the truth of the description one must know the subject, etc. However, it 

is not really clear that the subject is not an object of acquaintance in 

any sense, it might not be an object of intuition, but this does not mean 

it cannot be an object of knowledge at all; it might be an object of thou­

ght, like a law or principle.

What Kant wanted to say, argued Hegel, was really that the self 

could only appear as the subject of a judgement (where a judgement is ta­
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ken to have the form 'I think P', and the 'I' is the. subject, the thought 

the predicate) or the Subject of consciousness, because there is no intui­

tion in whicn it is given as an object of consciousness; and consequently 

the subject cannot be conceived of as having any objective reality at all. 

The problem with tnis view is that it involves the same unjustified equa­

tion of sensuousness and objective reality wnicn has been observed in 

Kant's arguments on previous occasions. Hegel, far from accepting this 

equation, argues that one must go beyond mere sensuous intuition to the 

thought of the universal in order to become acquainted with objective re­

ality. Hence, the fact that the subject ws not an object of sensuous intu­

ition does not mean that it is not an objective reality, nor that it is not 

an object of knowledge. Indeed^ far from self-knowledge being an impossi­

bility, according to Hegel, all knowledge is a form of self-knowledge.

Hegel expresses this point more explicitly in his treatment of
~8the phenomenology of spirit in the Encyclopaedia. Kant, he explains, reg­

arded spirit merely as consciousness, and therefore had only a phenomeno­

logy, not a philosophy.of spirit. Sonsciousness, however, is only the app­

earance of spirit; spirit proper is self-consciousness. It is true that 

the subject , considered as a mere referent of perceptions, cannot occur 

as an object of ©uter or inner sense, indeed, it is trivially true; but in 

fact, both the subject, as a mere referent of perceptions, and the exter­

nal object, are only abstractions from the fundamental fact, which is the 

subject-object relation, the 'I think P'. Really, subject and object are 

just different aspect5; or moments of that one fact, which Hegel calls spi­

rit; they are, if you like, active and passive spirit, spirit as percei­

ving and spirit as perceived. Thus, all consciousness is truly self-consc­

iousness, although when it is merely intuitive, the object is not the self 

as such, but only a single aspect of its external existence; one has to go
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beyond the individual appearances of' the self to grasp the universal that 

is their ground.

Hegel says, of course, tnat spirit as it appears in logic is 

different from spirit as it appears in the philosophy of spirit, but all 

he means by this is that it is not to be considered as a stage in the de­

velopment of spirit, but ratner as a stage in the development of the ab­

solute Idea. It appears in logic in its developed form as the free subject 

which has itself for object, a self-conscious being as distinct from the 

soul of the living organism, wnich is only unconsciously purposive. This 

subject pursues truth, i.e. the unity of subjectivity and objectivity, 

and it obtains it by transforming the object into a determination of it­

self, by assimilating it to itself. It relates itself to an external world, 

but it does so with the conviction that the world is completely knowable 

in terms of the categories it employs. It contains within itself the esse 

ential features of the world, the fundamental laws and principles, and its 

activity consists in showing that the non-essential features conform to 

those fundamental laws and principles.

Hegel's division of cognition is based on Scnelling's divi­

sion of Transcendental philosophy in accordance witn the fundamental con­

victions it is supposed to vindicate, into theoretical philosophy, which 

vindicates the belief that our ideas correspond to reality, and practical 

philosophy, which vindicates the belief that our ideas arise freely in us,
9and can be realised. The former belief implies, or seems to_imply, that

external'’objects determine our representations, and therefore that the

world of sense dominates the world of thought, while the latter implies,

or seems to imply, that our representations can determine external real-
10

ity, and therefore that the world of thought dominates the world of sense. 

Hegel is to show that the former belief actually manifests just as much



¿05

the determination of external reality by subjectivity, end therefore the 
dominion of the self over tie not-self, that ttee latter belief actual­
ly manifests just as much tne determination of the subject by the external 
world, and there!ore the dominion of tne not-self over the self.

If uegel is right in-arguing that the view.^hich insists that 

in the process of cognition one must set outfrom -.theeexternal world has 
as its result- conclusion that.what we call knowledge is really only 
subjectively valid, then Russell is placing himself in just such a scep­

tical position when, in the Problems of Philosophy,̂~iie declares bifflself 
to be against . the view that the enlargement of Self which he says charac­
terises the acquisition of knowledge is obtained by showing that the world 

is so similar to the (given) self, that knowledge oi it is possible with­
out the admission of anytning foreign to it (a view which both he and Popf- 
per attribute to hegel), and suggests instead that we must start out from 
the not-Self, antreat that as determining the Self. Russell thinks he 
is arguing against the views of Sant and hegel, but hegel suggests that 
the assumption Russell maxes is in iact the very presupposition which lead; 
to the sort ol views he (Russell) detests, wnich put up a barrier between 
subject and object and imprison the former in a cage of its own making.

(a) The Idea of the True (Die Idee des Wahi’en)

The first side of the Idea of cognition is therefore the 
theoretical Idea, wnicn initially takes the form of the urge of the con­
cept or self to transcend its own subjectivity and give itself content, 

fnis content is to come from the external world. let at the same time, 
the self also seeks to see itself reflected in the material wnich it be­

lieves itself to be passively receiving from an external reality; that is,
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it wants to sen the material ordered in accordance with its own categor­

ies. The fact that these categories are applied to the data of experience 
as an external form, however, mates the connection of the phenomena only 

a synthesis, or a subjective connection. Reason is conceived of here as a 
Lockean Understanding, and the truth it aims at is not, therefore, truth 
properly so-called, but only a conformity with the ideas and experiences 
of others, that is, mere rectitude (Richtinkeit). This is because the 
synthetic proposition is still a datum (eines geeeDen) of experience, a 

contingent fact; we have to go beyond data to get at the truth. This does 
not involve acquiring more data, but giving some sort of foundation to 
to what we have.

finite cognition is basically a cognition of the particular.

It always aims at solving specific problems, at resolving specific doubts, 

or at filling in particular gaps in human knowledge. It does not attempt 
to say anything about the world as a whole. This is partly what is meant by 

calling such cognition Unite. Popper*Jeems to think that all cognition 

is of this sort. The problem with this assumption is that it forces one to 

say that the results of science can only ever be problematic, since the 
validity of the scientific enterprise as such is not able to be demon­
strated by finite cognition. The presuppositions of science, however, 
have to be grounded if we are to Know the truth. We have to have estab­
lished the truth of the basic principles of inquiry, to nave grasped the 
general form oi tne world, j.n order that we can truly be said to Know any 
of its particular features. Tnis means tnat Unite cognition, if it is 

truly cognition at all, must be subordinate to a more general form of 
inquiry, which Hegel called speculative cognition, or philosophy.

Hegel argues, in the science oi Logic, that finite cognition 

has both ar? analytic and a synthetic side. The former is to be distin­
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guished from the latter b,; the fact that it does not contain any element 

of mediation, while the other does. It is, in otner words, intuitive as 
distinct from demonstrative cognition; though to say this is only to in­
troduce more familiar terminology, not to explain anything, since these 
terms themselves are usually defined in terms of immediacy and mediation.^ 
Yet this only tells us something about analytic and synthetic cognition, 
it does not tell us what they are. Hegel assumes that the reader is al­
ready familiar with nis use of the terms 'analysis' and 'synthesis'. No 

doubt his original philosophical audience were, but it would be a mis­
take for me to assume such familiarity today. .Modern philosophers appear 

to have lost sight ol the origins of the analytic-synthetic distinction, 

and often assume that they are to be found in kant's distinction between 
analytic and synthetic propositions. This, however, is an error, since 

the distinction between the analytic and synthetic methods predates 
Want's critical writings by more tnan a hundred years.

In fact, it was Descartes, in his Rules for the Direction of 
the Mind (written c.1628), who first distinguished between analytic cog­
nition and synthetic cognition (though he did not use those terms in the 
text, but only later in his Replies to the Second bet of Objections).
Descartes, having argued that there are only two mental operations by

15 ■which knowledge can be acquired, i.e. intuition and deduction, and that it 

depends on our viewpoint wnich one is appropriate, goes on to declare that 
ii one is to discover the truth by either oi these means, one has to have 

a method, a set of guidelines on now to proceed^The metnod of ancient ge­
ometry and algebra is the most certain, ne art;ues, although tne objects of 

both these sciences are very impoverished. Consequently, he decides to em-
17ploy this mathematical method in philosophy. It consists in reducing com­

plex or confused propositions step by step to propositions whicn are sim-
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pier, and then, beginning with the intuitive apprehension of all those that
are absolutely simple-(.relative to a given context), to ascend to knowledge 

IBof all the rest. The first half of this process is termed 'analysis', and 
snows a priori how a thing is derived or discovered; it is the best method 
of instruction. The second naif is termed 'synthesis', and is the opposite 

procedure, the a posteriori demonstration of a fact.

This distinction became more firmly established in philoso­

phy after Arnauld included a version of it in his Port-Royal Logic of 
19

1662. This version was based on the account in Descartes' Rules, of which 

Arnauld possessed a manuscript copy (.it was not published until 1/01). It 
contains some important additions to that account, however, important be­

cause they were taker, up by later writers, and became part of all subse­
quent accounts. For example, Arnauld says that analysis is a method for

the discovery of truth, while synthesis is only used to make one understand 
20a truth; Descartes had only said that analysis showed how a thing was dis­

covered, not that it was the method of discovery - indeed, he thought it
was the best method oi instruction. Again, Arnauld argues that the synthe-

• 21tic method is the most important of the two; Descartes gives no grounds 

for saying this. He is also the first to state explicitly that in analysis, 

one proceeds from the more specific to tne more general, while in synthe­
sis, one proceeds from the more'.general (and simple) to the less general

22
(and more complex); and ne clarifies the point that there are not really
two methods, so much as one method with two sides to it;

...analysis and composition (synthesis - P.J.) differ only as 
the road by which we ascend from a valley to'a mountain differs from the 
road by which we descend from the mountain to the valley.^5
The same stretch of land is traversed in each case, but it is not merely
arbitrary whetner we go up or down, for this is determined by our start­

ing-point



The basic character of this distinction did not change signifi­

cantly in the intervening years between the publication of the Port-Royal 

Logic, and that of Hegel's Science of Logic. Leibniz expressed his version 

of it in characteristically mathematical terms, but really added nothing
24'to it. tie writes in his essay Of Universal Synthesis and Analysis (c.lSSj) 

that:

Synthesis is when, beginning from principles and running thro­
ugh truths in order, we discover certain progressions and form tables, as 
it were, or sometimes general formulae, in which the answers to what ari­
ses later can be discovered. Analysis, however, goes back to principles 
solely for the sake of a given problem, Just as if notning had been dis­
covered previously, either by ourselves or by others. ^

The most important thing to note here is that Leibniz quite obviously does 

not agree with the view that analysis is the method of discovery. In fact, 

he contends that some sorts o£ discoveries are made more in accordance 

with the analytic procedure, others more in accordance with the synthetic 

procedure; one proceeds more synthetically ’-men one discovers a new app­

lication for something already in existence, more analytically when one 

discovers the means of bringing about a given end. The difficulty here is 

that one may discover that something already in existence can serve as a 

means to a pre-existing end, and in this case, the Ieibnizian distinction 

breaks down.

This distinction was so popular by the beginning of the eight­

eenth century that Hewton even included his version of it in the following 

passage from the end of his Opticxs (1704)» quoted by Schwarz in his in­

troduction to nis translation of Kant's Logic, which is partly concerned 

with the development of this distinction:

As in mathematicks, so in natural Philosophy, the investigat­
ion of difficult things by the method of Analysis, ought ever to precede 
the nethod of Composition. This Analysis consists in making experiments 
and Observations, and in drawing general Conclusions from them by Induct­
ion... By this way of Analysis we may proceed from Compounds to Ingredi­
ents, and from Motions to the forces producing them; and in general, from 
the Effects to their Causes, and from particular Causes to more General
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ones, till the argument end in the most general. This is the method of Ana­
lysis; and the Synthesis consists in assuming the Causes discover'd and 
establish!?! as Principles, and by them expl^ning the Phenomena proceed­
ing from them and proving the Explanations.
This is probably the clearest statement of the distinction so far, but it 
only really applies to analysis and synthesis in natural philosophy (i.e. 

natural science), rather than analysis and synthesis in general. The main 
feature hewton has fastened onto from previous formulations of the distin­

ction is the characterisation of analysis as that which proceeds from the 
more specific to the more general, and synthesis as that which proceeds 

from the more general to the more particular. This is to be the central 
feature of formulations of the distinction from now on. JNote the rat ¡er 

obvious connection here between analysis and synthesis and induction and 

deduction, which are the more specific terms for what hewton describes.
The account of the distinction which appears in Pant's Logic 

provides a final, neat summary of the salient points of the previous acc­
ounts. Kant writes as follows:

The analytic method is opposed to the synthetic method. The 
former begins with the conditioned and- what is grounded, and goes on to 
principles (a principiatis ad principia); the latter goes from principles 
to consequents, or from the simple to the composite. As the first could 
be called the regressive method, so the latter could be called the pro­
gressive method.

Kant does not tackle the question of whether or not analysis is 'the method

of discovery', but merely notes that it 'is also called the method of dis- 
20covery', a fact which would indicate a very casual treatment of the sub­

ject by Kant, if it was not the case that the Logic is only an edited ver­
sion of a manual for lectures, and is therefore mainly in the form of no­
tes. His comment that the analytic method is more suitable 'for the pur­

pose* o f  popularity', while the synthetic method is more suitable 'for the 
purpose of the scientiiic and systematic elaboration of cognition',^?s 
probably based on Descartes' remark in the Replies that people find the 
analytic method of instruction more satisfying. This, then, is the basic
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time of Schelling and Hegel.

The distinction between analytic and synthetic propositions
i

developed independently of the distinction between analytic and synthetie 

method. It has its roots in Iclbniz's distinction between truths of rea­

son end truths of f a c t . t r u t h s  of reason were primary truths, for wnich no
31reason could be given. They were necessary truths: either identical prop­

ositions, or propositions wnich could be reduced to identical propositions 

by a finite analysis'. ̂ ?his process of analysis consisted in the substitut­

ion of a definition for one of the terms of the proposition, so that the 

i?entity of subject and predicate, or at least the inclusion of the predi-
33cate-term in the definition of the subject-term, is revealed. Truths of 

fact are not absolutely primary, though some are primary for u s , i.e. 

those derived from immediate experience, wnich, for Leibniz, as for Kant
34after him, meant more tnan just experience of the empirical self. All 

truths of fact, however, are contingent, because their analysis cannot be
35performed. This is presumably because they concern concrete objects which 

can be regarded from infinitely many different points of view.

A  careful study of Kant's accounts of the distinction between 

analytic and synthetic propositions in the Critique of Pare Reason and the 

Logic reveals that it is really little more than tnis Leibnizian distincte.
36.

tion under another name, in the L o g i c , Kant defines analytic propositions 

as propositions wnose certainty rests on the identity of subject and pred­

icate, and opposes them to synthetic propositions, wnose certainty, he
37

suggests in the Critique of Pure Reason, rests on experience. The identity
. 33

of concepts in analytic propositions, he continues, is either explicit, as 

in the tautology 'Man is man', or implicit, in which case an analysis of 

one of the terms of the proposition will reveal either the identity of
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subject and predicate, or at least, the inclusion of the predicate-term in 

the definition of the subject-term, or of the predicate-concept among the 

set of ideas which make up tne complex idea of the subject. Kant does not 

explicitly mention inclusion, but we know that he too thought this was the 

mark of an analytic proposition because oi the formulation of the examples 

he gives in the Logic to illustrate the difference between the two types of 

proposition, that is:

To every x which pertains to the concept of body (a+b), there 
also pertains extension (b), is an example of an analytic proposition.

To every x which pertains to the concept of body (a+b), there 
also pertains attraction (c), is an example of a synthetic proposition.'"''

This shows more clearly why Kant insisted that '7+5=12' is a synthetic a

p r i o r i , rather than an analytic proposition, i.e. because it has the form

'a+b+c=d', not the form 'a+b+c=a(or b or c)'.

(aa) Analysis

Analytical cognition, says ^egel, is characterised by tne fact 

that it contains no element of mediation, i.e. it is not derived or demon­

strated knowledge. It is usually^thought that trie analytical method pro­

ceeds by taking up an object or problem, and resolving it into its various 

elements, which are then raised up into tne form of abstract ideas; but 

such a procedure, Hegel contends, would not lead to the cognition (Erken­

n e n ) of the object, buttonly a-closer acquaintance (eine nähere Kenntnis) • 

with it. What I think he means by this is that analysis does not really 

produce knowledge, but only clear and distinct ideas. This proposition is 

generally accepted, and was in tiegel's time too; but Hegel goes < m  to sug­

gest that this sort of analysis is not therefore, true analysis. True ana­

lysis has as its products, not mere ideas, but concept-determinations ('Bo­

eri! fsbest.i mmunnen ) immediately contained in the object, for example, 

determinate being, being-for-self, whole, part, cause, effect, simplicity,
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i a r .

Prior to Hegel, the production of these determinations, or 

categories, had been regarded in one of two ways: either it was considered 

as a mere taxing-up of these categories irom experience, as the ideas of 

red, square, hard, soft, are simply taxen up from experience (supposing 

for argument's sake that this view of the origin of those sort of ideas 

is correct), or as the result of the spontaneous activity of the mind.

The former’ view had been exploded by the criticism of Locke and Hume, 

which, although it sought to trace such concepts back to their roots in 

experience, and thus vindicate the empiricidt standpoint, in fact succeed­

ed in showing tnat they could not be accounted for solely in terms of ex­

perience. Consequently, the latter view had come onto vogue; but Hegel is 

equally unhappy with that: it is just as one-sided, he says, to represent

analysis as though there were nothing in the object that is not inserted

into it, as it is to suppose that the resulting- determinations are merely 

extracted from it. The view of Transcendental or subjective Idealism, in 

which the subject actively posits or sets down these concepts and says 

that phenomena must conform to them, is just as wrong as the view of what 

negel calls 'so-called realism', wnich says that the subject is an 'empty 

identity' which simply receives them from outside.

In fact, both views says Hegel, simply fasten onto a single
*

aspect of analysis and make it out to be the whole. The true account must

mention both sides of tne process and say that they are both appearances

of a single reality: for analytic cognition, which is nothing but tne 

transformation of tne given material into concept-determinations such as 

those mentioned above, is both a positing or a setting down of the con­

cept by the mind, and a presupposing that it is objectively valid, and
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its result therefore appears on the one hand, as the product of a merely 

subjective activity, and on the other, as sometning which is objectively 

real. The concept is not, of course, given in experience in the abstract 

form in which it appears in cognition - substantiality is not. able to be 

perceived..by-, the senses among--the particulars of experience where Hume 

thought to loo.< for it - but for all that it still underpins it and con­

stitutes the objectively real element in it. it is only for the mind, but 

it is not therefore purely mental.

Analytic cognition, as a form of cognition, is supposed to 

involve some sort of progress, argues Hegel, but in fact, it does not seem 

to do so. Or ratner, it does seem to do so inso££r as it begins with a con­

crete t r  complex thought-determination which is subseauently analysed, 

yielding further determinations which are then also analysed, and so on. 

however, this is not real progress, for all we are doing here is repeating 

the same act of analysis on a succession of different determinations, each 

of which is taken as concrete or complex; and in each case, what we begin 

with has a greater content than that which we end up with. Consequently, 

we learn nothing. J-'his is not just true of analysis in the sense Hegel is 

speaxing about it here, moreover, but also of mathematical analysis, and 

the method of analysis as it is employed in natural science; we learn no­

thing by transforming phenomena into forces etc. All we do is distinguish 

groups of phenomena, and generally simplify the complex data which we are 

initially presented with.

This seems to suggest that analytic cognition is a very im­

perfect form of cognition, and therefore that there is a need for a high­

er form, involving some sort of mediation, and therefore some sort of pro­

gress. This is syntnetic cognition, negel notes that Kant's deduction of 

the pure categories is not, in fact, the genuinely syntnetic p rogress,that
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it ought to be. Kant merely bases his list of categories on his table of 

the.logical.functions .op judgements, Which is itself iOnly ' the product of 

an analysis of empirical judgements. Kant might just as well have taken 

them from a direct analysis of the mind, as far as Uegel is concerned; and 

in fact there is evidence that he might actually have done this, the table 

of logical functions of judgements being a red herring, for the deduction 

takes place in the Transcendental Analytic, wnish oe. ins with a sub-section 

entitled the Analytic of Concepts, in which he states that what is to fol­

low is "the hitherto rarely attempted dissection of the faculty of the 

understanding itseli, in order to investigate the possibility of concepts 

a priori by looking for them in the understanding alone, as their birth­

place, and by analysing the pure use of this faculty"^*The true deduction 

of the categories would have to progress synthetically, however, and would 

be the presentation (Darstel l u n g ) of the transition of the simple unity 

of self-consciousness into its determinations which Hegel attempts in the 

Science cf L o g i c .

(bb) Synthesis

Synthetic cognition, then, involves tie element of mediation 

missing from analytic cognition. It aims at the necessary connection of 

that which is diverse. It must begin, however, b y ’taking up objects from 

experience’and then relating them in accordance with its general princi­

ples. This given element, Hegel seems to suggest, means that this form of 

cognition is conditioned from outside, and is therefore imperfect. The 

ideal form ol cognition ought to be self-determining (which means however 

that it will never touch experience and be of direct help in comprehend­

ing it). It is true that it proves the necessity of various laws and prop­

ositions, but the necessity invol ed here is not the necessity of the 

thing in and for itself, but rather only their necessity for the cognizing
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subject. i think u e< el is refer» ing here to the fact that propositions are 

demonstrated by being- derived from other propositions which the knower 

holds to be true, or inductively from experience, the former sort of dem-a- 

onstration being relative, therefore, to tne presuppositions of the sub­

ject, the latter to his or her experience. He contrasts this to the de­

rivation of the determinations of thought in the course of the L o g i c , in 

which all presuppositions are grounded',g forming a c i r c l e ’of necessary 

tnoughts.

iiegel distinguishes tnree sides to the notion of synthetic 

cognition, of which the first is the side of definition. The first thing 

to notice about ^egel's account of definition - and one of the few things 

in it he does not owe to Kant - is his insistence on the necessity of def­

initions being framed in terms of genus and difierentia. Locke had argued 

in his Essay that the framing of definitions in these terms is only a con­

trivance to save the labour of enumerating the several simple ideas which
41constituted the proximate genus, and Leibniz, for the most part, agreed

42with him. Kent thought it was necessary with regard to what he called nom-
43inal definitions in a comparison, but not otherwise. Hegel, however, dist­

inguishes between definition and description; description is for represent­

ation, he writes, ̂ m e a n i n g  that the enumeration of ideas which Locke men­

tions is not a part of cognition, lixe the analysis of ideas is not a part 

of cognition, but only serves to give us a more or. lass precise conception 

of something. A description of Laris might make us more familiar with that 

city, but it gives us a lot of extraneous material alsng with what is ess­

ential; a definition does away with tnat material, and ^ust gives us the 

simple thought. It is this that ifc requisite for the beginning of the pro­

cess of synthetic cognition.

it might appear from this that Hegel is about to put forward
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what Popper has qalled an essentialist view of definition, that is, that 

a definition states the essence of a thing, but this is not the case. n e- 

gel in iact goes on to say that there is no way of distinguishing the 

essential properties o f 4a thing, or at least, any concrete natural or 

mental object, he states quite clearly that:

Since individuality, as that which is determined in and for 
itself, lies outside the determination of the concept of synthetic cogni­
tion, there is no principle available for determining which sides of the 
object are to be regarded as belonging to the determination of its con­
cept, and which only to the external reality. This constitutes a difficul­
ty in resggct of definitions, which at this level of cognition cannot be 
overcome.

There are exceptions to this rule, however; it does not apply, says He­

gel, either to geometrical objects or to the products of self-conscious,

end-directed activity (4ant said it did not apply to 'arbitrarily invented
47con c e p t s '; it is characteristic of him to speak of defining concepts rath­

er than objects). It is easy to say what the essence of one of either of 

these two sorts of object is, because tney are both essentially human in­

ventions. A triangle is essentially a rectilineal figure with three sides, 

because the term 'triangle' is reserved for figures of that type, instan­

ces of which may or may not be found in experience; and a watch jss essen­

tially a device for telling tne time, insofar as this is the purpose it 

was invented to serve. We » y  conceive of a watch, even though there are 

none in existence.

in the case of what negel called the concrete objects of n t - : 

ure and spirit however (Kant said the empirical and synthetic a priori 

concepts, including, in tne former category, concepts such as fire, water, 

air and gold, and in the latter category, concepts such as substance, -cause 

cause, right and equality)?°the objects are not man-made, and have infin­

itely many aspects wnich could be listened onto and used to del ine itf.

There is no way ol deciding between them. One might favour a particular 

property on the grounds that it i common to every individual of the 

type in question, or because it is relatively permanent, but these are
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in question, or because it is relatively permanent, but there tre not 

sufficient conditions of essentiality. There is one test of the essential­

ity of the predicate, which is thàt it can be derived from the other prop­

erties of the thing; but if it is presented as something which has been de­

duced, as belonging to the object, then the proposition which expresses that 

fact is no longer a definition proper, but a theorem. Definitions result 

from the analysis of ideas, not from reasoning. This means, however, that 

the content of the definition is merely contingent, and that the defini­

tion itself is not to be taken aa a statement of the essence:

Definition...does away with tne peculiar determinations of the 
concept, which would essentially be the principles of the object, and con­
tents itself with mar ics (Merkraalen), i.e. determinations whose essential­
ity to the object itself is a matter of indifference, and which are rather 
only intended to be distinguisning marks (ilerkzeichen) for an external 
reflection.

Hegel goes on to make the important point that, precisely 

because definitions only provide marks wnereby something can be distingui­

shed, and are quite arbitrary, the cognition of the concepts of objects 

does not begin with them, that is, we do not need a definition of some­

thing before we can tell that it is different from something else:

...on tne contrary, an obscure feeling, an indefinite, but 
deeper sense, a presentiment of what is essential, has preceded the disco­
very of tne genera in nature and in spirit, and only afterwards nas a spec­
ific externality been sought to satisfy the understanding.

51
This is important, because according to .Topper, many philosophers, inclu­

ding--Hegel, nave thought that Knowledge of an object begins with an intell­

ectual intuition of its essence wnicn is immediately articulable in a def­

inition. This ‘essence' will be a property, say, wnicn is common to every 

individual of a single type. Hegel argues in opposition to this that there 

are no such properties, because whatever property we choose, there is al­

ways the possibility that an individual will be discovered, which one 

wants to regard as a member of a certain species, but which does not poss­
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ess its defining characteristic:
: - ' 'V'' «*

...while the definition ought to give the determinateness of 
the concept in an immediate property)*there is no property against which 
an instance cannot be brought 1» « M e h  the entire habitus allows, one to 
discern the concrete thing wnich is to be defined, but the property which 
is taken as its characteristic snows itself to be either not yet„fully de­
veloped, er wasted"away.

Hegel“, then, would agree with fdpper in condemning what the 

latter calls tne ’essentialist1 view of definitions. H® believes that the 

way we define a thing is quite arbitrary, so that roughly any of its gen­

eral characteristics can serve t® distinguish it. Definitions are not 

statements of tne essential principles of an object, and science does not 

begin with them. It is possible to arrive at the essential principles of 

an object, but only as a result of scientific activity, and not prior to 

it, and these principles will there!ore not be immediate properties of the 

object, but ones which have been deduced from those immediate properties. 

The idea of a philosophical analysis which clarifies thoughts and provides 

logical; definitions as a preliminary to scientific activity is therefore 

an empty one as far as Hegel is concerned; it is related to the doctrine
53of immediate knowledge which he criticises in the Encyclopaedia, and can 

only lead to dogmatism, as Popper points out in his own onslaught on the 

essentiilist view of definitions and the doctrine of intellectual intui­

tion (which is really the doctrine of immediate knowledge and is not to be 

confused witn Picnte, Scneliing or Hegel's 'intellectual intuition').

Hegel next considerscthe concept of division. Since there are 

no a priori grounds for tne division of things, this can only p r o c e e d  by 

a process of trial and error. One fastens onto an attribute of tnings, for 

example, colour, ana then proceeds to divide tnings up in accordance with 

their different colours. If the objects wnich are grouped together by this 

principle appear to nave very little else in common, then this is a sign 

that our principle is inadequate and needs to be replaced. If u proceed 

in accordance with tnis method, then we are just as likely to light upon
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artificial classifications as we are natural ones, and it is impossible 

for us to be certain that a particular classification is truly natural 

even if it is, because no matter now closely the i'n-^vwidual® wnich are 

grouped together in accordance with a particular principle resemble one 

another, there is always the possibility that our ¿round of division is a 

superficial.one, ,and that we ate excluding from;.a s pedies,individuals that 

really ought to be members of it.

The called 'l a w s 1 of division are therefore, according to 

Hegel, nothing but a set of 'iormal, empty rules'f^lie gives the example 

of the rule that division must 'exhaust the concept'. In fact, every mem­

ber of the divided species 'exhausts the c o n c e p t ', in the sense that each, 

insofar as it conforms to its concept has all the general features belong­

ing to a thing of its type, but this is not what is meant. 'What is meant is 

that the principle of division ought to embrace all the species of a. given 

genus, which, strictly speaking, Hegel argues, is a tautological proposi­

tion, since if it does not give us all the species, it cannot be the prin­

ciple. It often happens, of course, that new species are discovered which 

do not fit in with the chosen definition of the genus, in which case eith­

er we must modify our definition-, or regard the new species as a species 

of a different genus^ tne fact that it is all the same here in a priori 

terms whether we choose to do the one or the other shows, says Hegel, the 

unsystematic nature of the procedure of this sort of division.

kte der VEEnunft) therefore, rather than the method of synthetic cogni­

tion, when it so happens that, in following this method, we select grounds 

of division which closely approximate to natural grounds, lor example, 

when zoologists distinguish-species of animal by their teeth and claws,

It is to be attributed to an instinct of reason (

that is, by the animal's weapons, this shows a certain intuitive grasping
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of wnat is essential to the very nature of the animal, since it is through 

these weapons that the animal establishes and preserves itself as an indep­

endent existence, that it distinguishes itself irom otuer animals; their 

nature determines the sort of lood it eats, the sort of territory it inhab­

its, and so forth, and as such an important indication of the entire nabit- 

us of the animal, constitutes a very natural ground of division. The just­

ification of this intuitively-based division, however, must come from the 

deduction of the concept of the animal organism which Hegel claims to pro­

vide in his philosophy of nature.

finally, Hegel considers the theorem.tder Lehrsatz; in the Enc­

yclopaedia, der Theorem J. The detailed pognition of the ;object^. of its var­

ious aspects and their relations to one another, is expressed in theorems 

m r  propositions. Whereas definitions omit details and merely contain the

abstract idea, in theorems, the object is known 'in the conditions and»
forms of its real e x i stence'. T h e  theorem is therefore a synthetic propo­

sition, which means that its terms do not merely spell out the same con­

tent in different forms, but have a distinct content, and are only united 

in virtue of some mediating term, or necessary connection. It is wrong to 

suppose, says Hegel, that theorems can be advanced merely on the strength 

of immediate experience; for the latter does not give us grounds for the 

connection of the terms, it does not establish a necessary connection. i<fy 

statement, might be wrong, therefore, but my reasoning cannot be challenged, 

because there is none involved nere. I have only sade a statement asserting 

what 1 believe to be theocas®, I have not advanced a theorem on the streng­

th of a reason.

it might be asked how we are to distinguish those predicates 

of the subject which are to be included in the definition from those which 

are merely to be attributed to it in theorems. In fact, this is the same
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different perspective; and consistently with the answer ne gave there, he 

says here that there is, at thés level of cognition, no principle availa­

ble for masing this distinction. There appears to be such a'principle ira-- 

plicitvin the fact that the Immediate attributes of a tning belong to the 

definition, and the mediated or derived ones to the theorem; but in fact, 

there are really no immediate properties as such, only properties which 

are presupposed or im ediately stated as belonging to the object rather 

than being deduced. The definitions contained in any finite science, ^nd 

the axioms too, insofar as they are not mere tautologies, are simply theo­

rems of another science which appear as presuppositions in the science in 

q uestion.

Hegel believed, incidentally, that here was to be found the 

solution to the problem of Euclid's parallel axiom, which by 1800 had come 

to be labelled 'the scandal of geometry ' ̂ T h i s  said basically that there 

passes throxigh a point P, not on a line L, one and only one line M, in the 

plane of P and L, that does not meet L no matter how far M  and L are ex­

tended. This obviously posed a problem for tnose who believed that Euclid's 

definitions and axioms warranted acceptance only on the ground: of their ab­

ility to be corroborated by sense-experience, for not only can we not wit­

ness the infinite production of a pair of lines, we never even see parallel 

lines in the region of space which immediately surrounds us. Consequently, 

many mathematicians thougnt that tais definition stood in need of proof, 

and attempted either to deduce it from other axioms, or find a substitute 

for it. Hggel. however, saw that there was nothing special about this def­

inition. None of tne otners were able to be corroborated by sense-experi­

ence either; we do not meet with mathematical lines and points in our 

daily lives. All Euclid's definitions and axioms are merely assumptions,

32 2
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which cannot be proved in geometry itself, but only appear as tneorems in 

a higher science: the only h gher science being philosophy itself, however.

Part of this view has, of course, since been vindicated. The 

notion that the definitions and axioms of Euclidean geometry are only ass­

umptions, and not incontrovertible truths, has become mathematical dogma 

since the recognition of the existence oí non-Euclidean geometries, though 

the notion that tnose assumptions are demonstrated or otherwise in philoso­

phy, or that the demonstration or otherwise of tnose assumptions is_ philo­

sophy, has by no means been accepted, Nevertheless, it is fair to say that 

Hegel shows himself here to have a far greater grasp of the nature of sci­

ence, and a far' greater relevance to modern scientific developments, than 

is usually accredited him. Moreover, in this case it is interesting to see 

how his view on this matter is no mere isolated insight, but proceeds from 

the ¡hoot fundamental doctrines of his philosophy, i.e. his neo-Aristoteli- 

anism, and his (possibly consequent) belief, in contrast to Kant, that far 

from the possibility of the empirical verification of its propositions be­

ing the mark of science and the foundation of its certainty, it is rather 

necessary to advance beyond tnis reliance on sense-experience alone in or­

der to taxe up a truly scientiiio standpoint.

There are two classes of tneorem, according to Hegel; those 

which express a relation which is only incidental, that is, wnich repres­

ent just one aspect of the whole, and tnose which express a relation which 

is fundamental, and definitive of the whole tning. The latter can indeed 

be regarded as definitions, but they are not definitions which are immedi­

ately taken up by a subject and which therefore appear as presuppositions 

of a science, but definitions wnich are arrived at in the course of a sci­

ence, and which distinguish the essential elements of a concept. This can 

be seen in geometry, Hegel argues, remarking at the same time on the super­
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the ground that in general eacn contains a trutn and is equally essential

37in the formal progress in the context oi tne proof", tnus effectively say­

ing that Wittgenstein's remark in the Tractatus that "All propositions are
b8of equal value", does not even hold good for all scientific propositions.

In £act, theorems differ in status, and this fact is intimately connected 

with the progression of geometry as a whole, from theorem to theorem, as a 

complete deductive science.

It is usually assumed that the only principle inherent in the 

arrangement of the theorems in Euclidean geometry is the principle that ev­

ery proposition which is neither an axiom or a definition, and which enters 

into the proof of another proposition, shall he proven prior to the assert­

ion of that proposition; in other v/ords, that we advance irom the known to 

the unknown, li this was the case, however, ilegel seems to say, then this 

arrangement would merely be a matter of convenience; but, in fact, it has 

its own internal logic, based on the principle that the sequence as a whole 

strives to represent the uruty of concept and reality. The early tneorems, 

the reader will recall, show how tne parts of a triangle reciprocally det­

ermine one another; given the lengths of the two sides and the included an­

gle, it is possible to discover the lengths of the remaining side and the . 

other angles, how since.the intellect only needs the former in order to 

know the whole, we may distinguish two elements of these early theorems; 

a conceptual or intellectual element, the figure reduced to its bare ess­

entials for the intellect, and the real element, that which is left over, 

and nas to be deduced. The distinction oi these tv;© elements, however, pre­

supposes tneir original unity, and it is tne implicit aim of the first 

booK of Euclid's Elements to arrive back at that unity, and to express it

324;

in the form of a proposition, or more precisely, an equation (Gleichung),
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since unity in the matnematical sphere takes the form of equality.
Tnis equation is Pythagoras's theorem that in nny right-angled 

triangle, the square of the length of the hypotenuse is equal to the sum of 
the squares of the lengths of the other two sides. Hegel says that Euclid 
closes the first book of his Elements with this theorem, uf#r in it, a 
perfect determinateness is achieved"^"in fact, Euclid’does not close' the 
first book with tnis theer<pm, but with its obverse, .that is, that if. the 
square of the length of the hypotenuse of a triangle is equal to the 
squares of the lengths of its other two sides, then that triangle is a 
right-angled trianglef^but far from showing up Hegel's lack of familiarity 
with Euclid, this fact only seems to confirm his main thesis, for this is 
surely the real definition of a right-angled triangle. Euclid goes on,
Hegel points out, to close the second book with the reduction of the rect­
angle to the square, that is, the demonstration of the possibility, given 
any rectilinear figure, of descrioing a square equal to that figure, which 
is again therefore an equation of a simple and a complex figure,, though 
not a real definition.

It is not possible, however, to go completely through the Ele­
ments and show that Euclid's progress always conforms to this pattern, be­
cause it does not. This, for Hegel, is a deficiency in Euclid; although he 
dare not say so explicitly at’a time when Euclid was still generally the 
by-word for scientific perfection, truth and certainty, it"is obvious that 
Hegel, liKe the great mathematicians of his time, was becoming highly scep­
tical of Euclid's reputation„ especially in the light of the progress of 
analytic geometry. Tne inadequacy of Euclidean geometry had in fact been 
practically admitted in mathematical circles for at least two centuries, 
since tne advance of science and technology had produced a -need to work 
with configurations not satisfactorily dealt with by Euclid, like ellip­
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ses and parabolas, and facilitated the development of analytical geometry. 
The latter was the flip-side of synthetic geometry, and had to be added to 
it if any further progress was to be made in geometry overall. The basic 
difference between analytical and synthetic geometry, from Hegel's point 
of view, was that in the former, tne solution to the problem is contained 
in the problem itself, while in the latterf it is necessary to bring in 
material from outside. This is construction, by whicn the problem is sol­
ved, or by wnich the material for demonstration is provided, and it is ther 
therefore appropriate to say something here about Hegel's view of this pro­
cedure.

The construction, Hegel argues, first .acquires its sense'in 
the context of the proof; in itself, it is 'blind and unthinking'^The 
construction tells us, for example, to draw a line AB through a point G, 
and we simply obey, in the faith that this will assist us in the demon­
stration of the theorem; it is only when the theorem has been proven in 
this way tnat we see why it was necessary to draw that line. We then be­
come aware of the end wnich that action served, fin end which was not ini­
tially apparent, but wnich was revealed in the course of the proof. The 
proof itself, by which the connection asserted in the theorem first comes 
to appear as something necessary, is, however, lacking as much in object­
ivity as construction is lacicing as much in thought. Tnat is, because the 
course of the proof is purely formal and independent of experience. One 
only has to study the tiling to grasp intuitively that it is correct. It all 
follows from the circumstances presented in the construction, which were 
blindly assumed precisely for the purposes of proof. In reality, these cir­
cumstances are consequences of the nature of the object; the proof rever­
ses the true relation.

62Kant, in the Critique of Pure Reason, went so far as to dec­
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lare that "mathematical knowledge is the Knowledge gained by reason from 
the construction of concepts"opposing this to philosophical knowledge, 
which was simply knowledge "gained by reason £r®m concepts", which, for 
Hegel, was the same as saying tnat motnematics did not really deal with 
concepts at all, but only with "abstract determinations of sensuous intui—

63tion". This, he thought, was correct, but he bristled up against this pro­
cedure, also Known as construction, which Schelling and others had attemp­
ted to introduce into the philosophy of nature, that is, the classificat­
ion oi the objects of science and philosophy in accordance with some pre­
supposed scnema based on empirical concepts. Schelling, for example, class­
ified the planets in accordance with an analogy with the series of metals, 
so that Venus was the cppper planet, ffercury the planet of quicksilver, and 
the Earth, the planet of iron, etc. This procedure, Hegel thought, added 
nothing to our knowledge of nature; it was no more than a rather fatuous 
exercise of the imagination.

Hegel concludes from the formal character of synthetical or de­
ductive reasoning that the synthetic method is of very limited value. The 
only reason for the relative success of its application to geometry is the 
abstract nature of the objects of geometry. Geometry is a science of mag­
nitude, he says, is abstracts from the qualitative aspect of things, and 
concerns itself mainly with their quantitative features. It is therefore 
capable of being given a purely formal treatment, while other sciences, 
which are less concerned with tne uantitative features of things are not. 
The element of the sublime which it seems to possess is also due to the 
fact that it contains nothing concrete enough to stir up men's passions in 
controversy. This point was also noted by Hobbes, who remarked that he had 
no doubt that "if it had been a thing contrary to any man's right of domin­
ion, that the three angles of a triangle should be equal to two angles of
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a square, that doctrine should nave been, if not disputed, yet by the burn­
ing of books oi geometry suppressed, as far an he wnom it concerned was 
able"'.1*

Hegel goes on to call geometry ‘'a simple science oi the fin- 
ite". Now it is true tnat, as Kline remarks, euclidean geometry has often 
been described as "closed and finite", i.e. because it is restricted to 
theorems drawn from a finite set of axioms, and because it 'avoids the in­
finite' (actually it does'nt, but some people, apparently including Prof­
essor Kline, nevertheless think it does); but it is not usual to refer to 
geometry as such in these terms. What Hegel means here is simply that it 
is confined to the consideration of things qua quantitative, and there­
fore in a very limited aspect. Geometry, therefore, 30on reveals its limit­
ations. In the course of tne science, one comes across irrational or inco­
mmensurable magnitudes (the former being regarded as a misnomer by Hegel, 
since it is precisely irrational numbers which reveal the inadequacy of the 
merely formal, verständigen treatment) which indicate the qualitative in- ■ 
equality of specific diflerence ®f figures» The grasping of this qualita­
tive aspect requires a material or philosophical inquiry, rather than a 
formal, deductive one, and its theorems will no longer be grounded on mere 
intuition.

If the synthetic or deductive method shows itself to be inade­
quate here, then, it is even more so witn respect t© ©ther sciences, the 
objects of which are more concrete. It has already been seen that definit­
ion and division in the empirical sciences are very arDitrary, and stand 
in need of proof; a further problem for such sciences, if they wmsh to give 
themselves the form of strict synthetic or deductive sciences, is that the 
laws and forces wnich thep deal with, wnicn are the result of generalisa­
tions from experience, would have to be placed at the head (an die Spitze)
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of the science, in order to supply a set of fundamental propositi.ns from 
which the rest are deduced* Tnis is the same reversal that was noted earl­
ier (p.326)5 the propositions from which the theorems are deduced are in 
reality generalisations from the theorems. There is really only a show of 
proof here, then; nothing is gained by giving the science a deductive form. 
And indeed, tnis approach can lead to dogmatism, if the definitions and ax­
ioms of the science are taken as absolute and incontrovertible, so that no 
empirical counter-examples can be admitted.

Hegel's answer to this dogmatic approach .is that one must first 
turn the whole process upside-down, so that it becomes evident that il in 
phenomena which provice the ground for our generalisations, laws and forces 
etc., and not vice-versa.- nere again, Hegel's battle-cry is 'Let the phen­
omena speak for themselves!' - and that it is possible therefore that we 
might have to modify these generalisations in the light of new experience; 
and that, secondly, one must take these laws and forces for what they are, 
namely, presuppositions, wrhicn ought initially to be accepted in order that 
one may effect an entrance (in sie hineinkormen - 1 am using Hiller's 
translation of this pnrase because I like it) into the sciences to which 
they belong, but which are not beyond criticism by one who has already ef­
fected such an entrance. One who wishes to have the necessity of such pre­
suppositions demonstrated to him or ner before commencing the study of a 
science - or perhaps even one who argues that this is not possible, and 
therefore that certainty in the sciences is not possible eitner, a sort of 
Kantian - will, for one reason or anotn.r, not advance beyond the starting- 
point .

The synthetic ©r deductive method, on its own.-'s most inade­
quate of! all, however, in philosophy. It ought not to surprise people to 
find Hegel saying this; after all, he has just argued that the deductive
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method is inadequate with regard to the empirical sciences - which axe 
strictly speaking inductive or analytic sciences - and it has already bees 
seen that he believed that philosophy was a much higher form of science, 
which justified the presuppositions of the empirical sciences, so that it 
would seeirni* follow that this method iscnot adequate in philosophy either. 
Nevertheless, it is a very common belief that Hegel's method, is deductive. 
The majority of Hegel's British and American commentators, at least, until 
fairly recently, have believed this; and even in recent times, T.K. Swing 
has accused Hegel of having made “the outrageous claim of having deduced

Lneverything toy the magical force of the principle of contradiction alone". 
Those who remain unconvinced, and insist on seeing an explicit denial by 
Uegel that his method is 'deductive* in the ordinary sense, could do worse 
than examine the following statement from the Philosophy of Right;

Logical deduction, a method commended by Leibniz, is certainly 
an essential characteristic of the studj of positive law, as of mathematics 
and any other science of the understanding, but this deductive method of 
the understanding has nothing whatever to dg^witn the satisfaction of the 
demands of reason or philosophical science.

Rationalism, or the belief that truth is obtainable purely by 
the afore-mentioned method of logical deduction, was in fact already a dead 
duck by the time of the writing of the Science of Logic (1812), or so Heg­
el would have us believe. ■ Kant dealt it a dê -th-blow in the Critique of 
Pure Reason, wrien he snowed that deductive reasoning from conflicting pre­
mises could lead to antinomies irresolvable on that level of reasoning. 
Heg&l has already pointed out, nowever, that Kant went on to make the error 
of concluding that there!ore human reason is finite, and that men cannot 
attain to truth, whereas all that in fact followed from the existence of 
the antinomies was the inadequacy of the method of reasoning which led to 
them, but could not get beyond them. Jacobi improved on Kant, insofar as 
he saw that it was deductive reasoning that was limited, rather than, the
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human mind. He erred too, however, if we are to believe Hegel, since he 

concluded that all we can do is to retreat b c .c k  into immediate or intuit­

ive knowledge, wnich he identified with riumean belief, and which, there- 

fore, is not really knowledge at all. The fact is, according to Hegel, that 

if we are to grasp the truth, we need a higher sort of method altogether, 

one which enables us to ground all the presuppositions of a science in the 

course of that science.

The necessity of such a method would be a different sort of ne­

cessity to the necessity inherent in the synthetic or deductive method. It 

would be a necessity which d<bd not stand opposed to freedom. The necessity 

of the synthetic method does stand so opposed, since what determines the 

thing (i.e. the truth of a proposition) is something external to it (i.e. 

the truth of another proposition). In what is to be aalled the speculative 

method, on the contrary, the thing (i.e. thought or the subject) determines 

itself. That is to say, one does not try to establish a connection between 

the subject and predicate of a proposition on the basis of a connection be­

tween the terms of another proposition, assumed to be correct, which only 

provides a subjective justification of the initial proposition, but rather 

one begins with a thought and proceeds from that to other thoughts, with­

out ever asserting or presupposing anything about the external world. The 

subject here moves only in its own element, and is therefore a!s#!utely 

free in its procedure.

(b) The Idea of the Good

The subject which is its own object is first considered»¿how­

ever, as anfindividual, subjepj^ wnich confronts the external world in the 

belief thajn it is an end-in-itself, wftile that external world is only a
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means for it, and therefore of no intrinsic value. Th# subject has hereva 

particular emj! or good which.it has the'urge to:realise in the external, 

world. This end or good is taken by it to be something objective and abso­

lute over against external reality, and consequently one ought' not to say 

that its urge to realise itself thus is an urge to give itself objectivity,

at least in the sense of objective validity, but rather to give itself
69this empty form of immediacy' .•'The content of the end is not given from 

outside, but determined by the subject itself. As something determinate, 

it is necessarily finite and limited; but tnis notwithstanding, it is also 

infinite insofar as it is taken by the subject to be an absolute postulate, 

that is, as something wnose validity is presupposed prior to action, as 

an absolutely or intrinsically valuable end.

The difference between Hegel's argument here and the argument 

in the passages on teleology or external purposiveness is that in the lat­

ter the end was assumed to be something merely finite, and so equally a 

means to an end. Wow the end here may also be something finite, i.e. a 

certain desired state of affairs, but if this is the case then it will 

experience the inevitable fate of finite things - it will pass away. Or 

to put the matter another way, if take some finite object for our end, it 

might be realised, but it might also be destroyed or perverted; or. des­

pite being good in the abstract, it might conflict worth otner finite goods 

in reality. Moreover, it might not even be able to be realised, kant and 

licnte had asserted that tne good as such could not be realised, tnough 

they only meant by tnis an ideal state, wmch is, of course, only another 

finite object, and therefore tnere are really no strictly a priori grounds 

why it cannot be realised. (though there are many practical reasons,). In­

deed, if it were strictly unrealisable, then there would be no moral duty 

to try to realise it, as Kant and lichte say thete is ("Man must approx-
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70iraate, ad infinitum. to a freedom he can never, in principle, attain", 
writes i’ichte) ; for as Kant rightly cay®, ougnt implies can.

If the good id fatten to be something finite, tnen, it is mere­
ly something which-ought-to-be (ein Sollen), and an opposition.opens up. 
between a Kantian Kingdom of Ends and a Kingdom of Eeans. degel does not 
go into detail about the conflict between these two realms here, because 
he says he has already considered it fully in the Phenomenology (this ex­
plains why the section on the Idea of the Good in the Science of Logic is 
so short in comparison to the section on the Idea of cognition). This is 
one part of the Logic which can be adequately replaced by material from 
elsewhere, t do not intend to say much about this material, since degel 
omits it, but 1 would remind the reader that Hegel argues in the Phenom­
enology that the subject that tries to realise some very abstract end is 
destined to be made aware of trie limitations imposed upon him by the ex­
ternal world. The person who tbims that the external world is entirely 
without intrinsic value or even the possibility of value, will cease to 
realise it.

It is in the nature of the will tnat is considered in sepa­
ration from cognition to presuppose the intrinsic worthlessness of the 
world, however, and it is tnis very presupposition which presents it from 
achieving its end. No matter what the state of reality is, it will always 
be worthless from the point of view of the will. The process of the will- 
must therefore be completed by the process of cognition, in which the ex­
ternal world is presupposed as valuable. The process therefore works as 
follows: in the action, I alter tne external world which has been pre­
supposed as worthless, and give it some value; consequently, 1 am no lon­
ger confionted by a world which is worthless, but rgy own end in the form 
of external reality. 1 may not nave realised my own immediate end, but
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I have nevertheless externalised my will, and therefore spiritualised the 

world of sense, in this way I have at least achieved the universal end of 

destroying the opposition between the world of sense and the world of spi­

rit, even if not in my own particular case.

The point is that 1 will only perceive myself as limited by 

the external world insofar as 1 perceive my end as the realisation of some 

state of affairs, and do not take the wider view of it as the overcoming 

of externality. If I take this wider view, and see my deed as the reflec­

tion o' my freedom, then I begin also to perceive myself as a universal or 

transcendental suoject. I must therefore reflect on my actions and try to 

recognise in them and their effects, the presence of myself as a free sub­

ject. if I only see tne imperfections in reality, the ways in which it does 

not conform to my subjective ideas as to now things ought-to-be, then I 

will act again; and i will always be able to perceive imperfections, be­

cause whatever 1 establish in the external world will o*tly be a transient 

existence, nevertheless, in my changing of the world, i will always be con­

fronted with my own freedom, and not just a mechanico-chemical world which 

determines me; that is, 1 will be confronted with an objective world whose 

"inner ground and actual subsistence“ is the concept, or universal sub­

ject; and this, Hegel says, is the absolute idea.
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Chapter Eleven: The Absolute Idea

The Absolute Idea is said by Hegel to be the identity of the 
theoretical and practical Ideas. Each of these by itself has been seen to 

consist in a mere striving after the anion of Self and Not-Self which is 
destined always to be unsuccessful; finite cognition is not true knowledge, 
and the pursuit of one's desires does not constitute true freedom. The 

proble.il with these ideas is that subject and object in! the® are c@nc,eived 
as essentially separate, as he abstract Ego and the equally abstract ex­

ternal, sensjious object, '-“he true subject, however, aas itself for its 
object, and the true object is tne self. This self-knowing Self is the 

Absolute Idea, whose knowledge is true knowledge, and who is really free. 
Its knowledge is true knowled.se, because it is free from the predjudices 

of sense-experience and the 'received' wisdom of the age, and concerns 
only that abstract knowledge which is above such things; and its freedom 
is true freedom, because in its occupation with such abstract knowledge, 

it is free iron the selfish desires which previously determined it, and 
actively determines itself.

The Absolute Idea has been compared to Aristotle's Prime vio-
ver, oind indeed, Hegel himself says in his lectures tnat tne two are

basically the same. Tne Absolute Idea, he says, “is the, no-sis aoeseos
that Aristotle long ago termed the supreme form of the Idea . However,

Aristotle's concept is of no clear relevance to us today, and since it
is also very obscure, comparisons with it are not likely to be fruitful.

Fortunately, tnere are other cooparisons that can be made with much more
recent, and also muen mere lucid material. Russell, in his Problems of
Philosophy, speaks ©f Knowledge as-a form q£ union,of 'Self aM'Hd>t-SeIfir

2
andlargues ’that such;a union “is impaired'by’do anion". He is attadking 
the view which says that knowledge.; consists'in making the "Hot-Self
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conform to the Self, a view which he (and Popper for that mattery attribute 

to both Kant and Hegel, but his Self is clearly only the individual or 

personal Self, not the Kantian Transcendental Subject, or the Hegelian 

universal subject. He says that:

Everything in contemplation, that is personal or private, 
everything that depends upon habit, self-interest, or desire, distorts the 
object, and hence impairs the union which the intellect seeks. By thus 
making a barrier between subject and object, such personal and private 
things become a prison to the intellect. 4

This is Hegel's argument too, as I understand it. Russell goes on to 

contrast the intellect which is preoccupied with its own desires and opin­

ions to what he calls the 'free intellect1 which is engaged: in philosophic 

contemplation.

The free intellect will see as God might see, without a here 
and now, without hopes and fears, without the trammels of customary be­
liefs and. traditional predjudices, calmly, dispassionately, in the sole 
and exclusive desire of knowledge - knowledge as impersonal, as purely 
contemplative, as it is possible for man to attain. Hence also the free 
intellect will value more the abstract and universal knowledge into which 
the accidents of private history do not enter, than the knowledge brought 
by the senses, and dependent, as such knowledge must be, upon an exclusive 
and personal point oi view and a body whose .-.ense-organs distort as much 
as they reveal. 5

Russell's view of philosophy might be different from Hegel's in many res­

pects, but his description of the free, philosophising intellect could 

quite easily be a description of the Absolute Idea.

Russell's free intellect appears only to be that which contem­

plates, however. The Absolute idea, on the other /hand, is regarded by He­

gel not merely as„a ,knewor, tut also as,the "sole object ami content of 

philosophy" It is reason as subject in the act of comprehending reason as 

object, ft must be its own object, in order to fruly know and to be truly 

free; for if it has something alien for its object, then either it is det­

ermined from outside, or it only gives an external form to what is outside 

it. It does not merely contemplate itself in the abstract, however, but in 

the whole range of its concrete forms, it contemplates, in other words, its
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own divelopment through the host of pure concepts previously considered, 

which constitute its entire content, insofar as it is considered in its 

own pure essence and not as it presents itself in nature or spirit, these 

being only finite modes of its existence. Logic, or pure philosophy, is 

therefore the expression (Aflsserung) of the content of the Absolute Idea, 

the Idea as the original Word (das ursprüngliche Wort) or Logos.

This content has already been considered, however, and so all 

that remains to be consider'd here is the form of the development of the 

system of logic, which is the same as philosophical method. This is not 

merely sometning left over here, however, as if the true content of this 

chapter was the content aforementioned, and negel merely omits it in order 

to avoid repeating himself..In fact, Hegel believes, as has been seen, that 

in philosophy, as in art and religion, the true content is the form. Now 

this argument is usually applied to the Kantian habit of regarding tnought 

as the form of knowledge, and sense as its content, and means that the 

true content of knowledge is tne pure concepts; here, however, Hegel is 

saying that the true content of philosophy is not the i .re concepts as 

such, each of which has been shown to be finite, so that the whole range 

of them is only the show or manifestation of the Absolute Idea, but the 

form of this development itself, philosophical method, which is the power 

behind the concepts, that both gives birth to them, and overcomes them.

The notion that the true content of philosophy,'or a philoso­

phy, is not so much system as method, is one that Hegel would have found 

relatively easy to justify historically. It is hardly contentious to state 

that from Descartes onwards, philosophers have been preoccupied with the 

question.of the most adequate method, whetner for philosophy alone, or 

for cognition as a wnole. The british Empiricists stressed the importance 

of the method of analysis, the nationalists the^importance of the synthe­
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tic method.(see chapter tenj. Kant tried to put an end to the controversy 

between the two by introducing a third metnod, which he called the crit­

ical method. Always it is the method which is the focus of attention, 

rather than the particular theses supposedly: proven or discóvered by it. 

Anyone can put forward the propositions contained in Descartes' Principles 

of Philosophy, Spinoza's Bthic3 or Want's metaphysical Elements of Natural 

Science; what makes these works philosophically interesting is the form 

which is given to those propositions.

'Method1 in bezel's sense, however, is not merely the species 

or mode of cognition (die blosse Art and Weise des brkennensiT which would 

effectively mean that it is only an external form which is given to an ali­

en content, but the process of development of the Absolute Idea itself. It
7is as such "the soul of all objectivity", that is, of the body of the logic

first and foremost, and all other determinate content has its truth in it,

that is, it transcends all previous determinations. This has been demone . .

strated in the course of the logic, in which ever1? other determination has

been shown to be inadequate, so that, instead of the given object being

the foundation in relation to which this process is merely an external

form, the process itself, on the contrary, has proved to be "the absolute
0

foundation and ultimate truth". The method, in other words, is the pure 

activity of'the pure subject, the thinking 'of' the pure subject, and that 

subject is, obly insofar as it is active in this way, that is, only inso­

far as it t.links.

This activity of the suuject is no mere subjective or private 

and personal activity, nowever, but "universal absolute activity" (die 

allremeine absolute, If! t;. • f it;. andl is to be recognised, according ta, Hegel, 

as "the unrestrictedly universal, internal and external mcóc (¿y stress -

P.J), and as the absolutely infinite force, which no object, insofar as
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it presents itself as something external, remote from and independent of

reason, can resist, maint ining its own peculiar nature in opposition to
10it, and not being penetrated by it'.'. J-n other words, it is not only the

form or activity of the .mind, but also Gf things, that is, "pf concepts,

insofar as they appear initially to representation and reflection as 
11

others". It is not only tne soul but also the substantiality of things.

The demand that the method philosophy seeks must be universal, says degel, 

is usually taken as a demand that it be a method for everything, i.e. all 

cognition,.but really it means that it must be the form of both thought 

and things.

It is this thesis, above all, which has been rejected by

philosophers since degel. EVea in his own lifetime, philosophers such as

rierbart and Hchleiarmacher were dismissive of it. beberweg, in his System

of Logic, distinguishes between the 'subjectively-formal' logic of Kant

and iieroart, which ne says "puts the forms of thought out of all relation
12to the forms of existence", and the 'metaphysical' logic of Hegel, which

"identifies the two kinds of forms, and thinks it can recognise in the
13self-development of rare thought the self-production of existence". Ueber-

weg himself, who was such a major influence on the English Hegelians,

adorts the view of Schleiermacner, namely, that the forms of thought co-
14

rrespond to the forms of reality, but are not identical with them. This 

view is by no means peculiar to Schleiermacher, of, course; it is the 

natural or pre-philosopnical belief of anyone who has ever engaged in 

thought; everybbdy who reflects imagines that by doing so they can arrive 

at the truth about the external world.

The problem with this assumption is that it can only e fer be 

an assumption, because there is no conceivable way in which it can be 

justified. Any justification would nave to presuppose precisely what it
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with the logic of the world;;there is no possibility of somehow 'stepping 

outside' of the form of our thought, and comparing it with the form of 

things. If we are going to justify the objective validity of the forcg of 

thinking, therefore, we ought first to abandon the presppposition of the 

absolute separation between thought and reality, that is, the conception 

o' thought as mere subjective presentation and reality as external exist­

ence (see introduction, p.6); only then will we stop seeing the problem 

as the establishment of an external relation between two 'things', a 'men­

tal' thing wnich we Know, and an extra-mental thing which we do not Know 

if we know or not, and only then will the problem become soluble. Indeed, 

it will disappear.

This is basjcally the same argument which iiegel introduced in 

the Introduction and the Second Preface to tne Science of Logric in the 

form of a preliminary reflection. The metnod, in Schleiermacher's view, 

functions merely as the instrument and means of cognition Sertainly it has 

this function, according to Hegel, but it is not merely such a means or in­

strument, or rather, only in finite cognition is it such an instrument.

In true cognition, subject, object and method are no longer mutually ex­

ternal liKe the terms in the formal sllogism (I-P-U), but rather only 

moments or aspects of a single concept. '1'he subject Knows itself, through 

itself. This is the circle which Kant said vas involved in self-knowledge 

(see previous chapter, p.505); we see here that, as Hegel observed earlier'15
on in' tee Logic, ratner than being a vicious circle, it is the true form 

of knowledge and freedom. 1ne moments of this form or method are not there­

fore merely taken up empirically, but are the moments of the concept in 

the form of .no ients of the method.

Hegel goes on to consider the det.rminations of the concept
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in: their signification as determinations of the method, beginning (logic­

ally enough) with the concept oi the beginning. This concept or deter­

mination has, of course, already been mentioned at the beginning of the 

■bogie in a series of lengthy remarks, but this, for He g e l , is where it 

really belongs. It has been seen, says Hegel, briefly recapitulating his

previous remarks, that the beginning, if it is not made '‘arbitrarily and
16

with a categorical unconsciousness", can appear to present various diffi­

culties, but it is in fact relatively unproblematic. Whatsoever the beg­

inning be made with, ne continues, it ought always to be made with some­

thing immediate. Tuis is,.-really an analytic proposition,..since if we con­

sider sometning through the mediation of another, we consider it as a re­

sult, not as a begin:.ing. Since it is immediate, this object must also be 

an object of acquaintance; not an object.of sense, however (for this is 

what we begin with in art), nor an object of sensuous representation (for 

this is what w e  begin with in religion), but one of thought, which Hegel 

also calls here 'supersensuous inner intuition'. ...o

n Thdp. ..'supersensuous inper i n t u i t i o n i s  • ot the same as the

Intellectual Intuition which Popper criticises. The latter is an infalli­

ble mental vision of the truth of certain propositions, or more typically, 

of the.correctness*of definitions supposedly expressing the essences of 

things. This faculty is a fiction, as Popper rightly says; but this is 

not the intuition which Hegel has in mind, because this is not an intuit­

ion of the correctness of definitions, but an intuition of pure concepts. 

The dillerence is that a definition predicates something of a subject 

which is assumed to exist i i reality, so tnat it may be either true or 

false. The trutn of the definition would then either be known mTrough its 

correspondence or non—correspondence with reality, in which case it would 

not be known a ,riori, or through another proposition, in which case it
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would not be known immediately, and besides, the proposition it was known 

through would either have to be grounded in experience, or mediated by 

another proposition, and so on to infinity. The pure concept, on the other 

hand, is more like the predi cute of the definition; it presupposes nothing 

in reality, and cannot be true or false. Our intuition of it cannot be in­

correct, but only because it cannot be correct.

The concept we begin with in logic can have no other content 

besides the merely formal cnaracteristics of simplicity and 'universality; 

but it is tnis very simplicity and universality, this lack of determinate 

content, which necessitates our advance from it. The, necessity of the ad-, 

vànce from 'the 'beginning must- be ..inherent in the beginning itself, for if 

it is merely done for the sake of the method, as, for example, in geometry 

when one advances from one proposition to another, or.draws a line from a 

certain point, merely for the sake of the proof, then the method is mere­

ly formal and deductive. It has to involve the deficiency of that which we 

begin witn, for if v m .begin with whet is perfect or absolute, there is no 

need to advance, or the advance is a mere superfluity. It is true thrt what 

we begin with is potentially the absolute, but this is far from saying that 

it is actually the absolute. The absolute actualises itself throughout the 

entire course of the logic; in the beginning it is no more than a drive or 

urge to realise itself.

A'he expansion of this point which Hegel goes on to undertake 

is misleading. Tar; ssential point here, according to Hegel, is that the 

Absolute method, i.e. the universal subject in its cognizing activity, 

finds the determinateness of the concept within Lhe concept itself. In 

finite cognition, he says, the intellect which seeks to make its concept 

more determinate merely takes up again the maierial which it left out in 

its creation of the universal in the first place uy a process of abstract­
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on®, must locate diterminateness in the.concept. Hegel compares this demand

wit', .hat he regards as Plato's demand tnat philosopners "ought to consider
17things in and for themselves", by which 1 presume that he refers to Plato's 

frequent warnings, through Socrates, that one ought not to allow oneself to 

be distracted by particulars, but concentrate on the concept in hand; Soc­

rates is often made to say, "Don't give me an example of X, tell me what 

A  is1.1.

Wnat is misleading in all this is that what'Hegel means try the 

determinateness of the concept is difierent in one case to what he means 

b. it in the otner. Tn the first place, he is referring to determinateness 

or particularity in theicommonosense,. sensory particulars as opposed to 

universals, or simply universals which are closer to such particulars.

This leads one to think that he is merely criticising the View that we . - 

grasp ayconcept through'its instances, and advocating instead the analy­

sis of a concept into its constituent ideas. This seems to be wnat he 

means by locating determinateness within the concept. This is not the 

case, however, because here ne is introducing hi? own peculiar notion of 

determinateness or particularity, i.e. particularity as relaticbn-to-ano- 

ther. The determinateness of the concept turns out to be the fact that it 

is related to another concept, or rather, initially, that it is opposed to 

another concept. This moment of the advance, the transition of the concept 

into its opposite, is what Hegel calls its d ialectical moment.

Dialectic, says He^.el, is a very ancient science founded by 

Plato, and has been much maligned .and misunderstood. It is oiten regarded 

as an art, but in fact it is more than tnat, because it is not something 

which only certain talented individuals can master, but a universal and 

necessary feature of reason of the mind, in modern times, we have Kant to
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thank for reviving this conception of dialectic, trough the conclusion he

draws from the dialectical nature of reason is unduly pessimistic, tartly

responsible for leading him to this conclusion is the form in which he
18

considers examples of dialectic, a form which has become customary, but 

which Hegel thinks is superfluous and misleading. This has been gone 

through before, but it might be useful to briefly recapitulate, firstly, 

one takes up an object such as the world, a, moving' object, .a-- geometrical 

point, ètc., and shows that a particular predicate must belong to: it, e.g.- 

finitude in space and time, presence at point A, spetiality; then one 

shows that the opposite predicate:, e.g. infinitude in space and time, 

non-presence at point A, non-spatiality, must equally belong to it.

■‘■'he dialectical element in reason is expressed here, then, in 

the form oi a conflict of reason, or paradox. Expressed in such a form, 

i.e. as a problem or puzzle that needs to be resolved, it prompts the gen­

eral conclusion that the assertions made are contradictory and null. ihe 

reason for their contradictory nature and their nullity 1: considered to 

lie either with the knowing s u b l e t ,  or with the object itself, i.e. either 

our thinking is sadd to be defective in some way, or the object is x -garded 

as a mere fiction, it is said that there is no world independent ' of my rep-f 

hfesentations (Kant), no motion (Zeno, Hume, and also, effectively,‘Russell) 

a n d m d ’ mathematical point (Hume and Russell). These three examples are the 

only ones ttegel mentions at this point in the Lo g i c , but there are many 

others which can be culled from the study of the history of philosophy, 

and Hegel thinks it is theoretically possible to put together a paradox 

based on the determinations of any concept in the Lo g i c . Obviously, how­

ever, he does not tninK it is désirable to form such paradoxes.

Hegel says of the view that merely attributes the conclusions 

of dialectic to intellectual trickery that it is "the usual view of so-
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called sound common sense (pesunden ¿ienschcnverstandes) which takes its
19

stand on the evidence of the senses and ordinary ideas and sayings", and 

mentions as a typical example of this attitude, the response of Diogenes 

the Cynic to Zeno's paradoxes on motion: he simply walks up and down. The 

history of philosophy is full of examples of this sort of response to un­

likely philosophical theses; Doctor Johnson's 'refutation' of ber'gei ey 

by the kicking of a stone is another obvious example, and M o o r e ’s dogma­

tic insistence on the truth and certainty of a whole host of 'common

sense' statements is a further, more recent one. Hegel says of this dog-
20

matic approach, rightly, 1 think, that it "must be left „to itself". This 

is presumably because it is not a critical response, so much as .a reject­

ion of rea,son and a clinging to pre-reflective unpertarbedness. At the 

same time, however, He^el recognises that the true solution of the para­

dox must be a validation of tnose pre-reflective beliefs.

it must be said here, however, that the responses dealt with 

above are not really genuine responses to paradoxes, but rather responses 

to one of the sort of solutions to the paradoxes he outlines, namely, 

the denial of the existence of the object. Diogenes walked up and down to 

show thr absurdity of the thesis that there is no motion,,not the absurd­

ity of saying that the: ring object must both be here and not here at the 

same instant, which is Zeno's paradox, as opposed to Zeno's conclusion. 

Doctor Johnson, si ilarly, nicked the stone to refute the thesis that there 

is no matter, not to solve the paicdox that we both perceive, and do not 

perceive, matter; and ioore insisted that he knew that the world had ex­

isted for millions of years in order to counter scepticism about the ex­

istence of the external world, not in order to solve the paradox that what 

we perceive is, and is not, outside us. The usual response of the dogmatic 

philosopher to the bare paradox is simply to say that our reasoning must
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be wrong somewhere®

Scepticism and Transcendental Idealism insist, on the contrary, 

that there is nothing wrong with our reasoning, but that reason as such 

is unable to provide us with knowledge of things-in-themselves.. This posi­

tion has already been dealt with sufficiently in chapter four, so it is 

not necessary to go into it deeply here. 1 merely note th I while degel 

agrees that reason is necessarily dialectical, he does not therefore dee- 

pair of it, but argues that this1 ¡is only one stage in the process of rea­

son, and that it is necessary to go beyond this stage to the resolution of 

the contradiction that dialectic produces in the ground concept, that is, 

the more fundamental co ,cept of which the opposed <5 . Germinations are only 

moments. The trouble witn scepticism and Transcendental Idealism is that 

they stop at the sta^e of contradiction, and are content to admit our ig­

norance of the truth, Hegel is not, and therefore questions the finality 

of the dialectical stage, and the approach to dialectic which makes it 

appear final.

The problem with the usual presentation of dialectic, Hegel 

argues, is that it concentrates our attention on the knowing subject and 

its object, and leaves the concepts of the predicates at ¡.ached to the lat­

ter out of account, or rattier assumes them to be valid. If the problem is 

considered to be one of assigning predicates to an object, and it seems 

that only contradictory predicates can be assigned to it, then it is ob­

viously going to appear as if too problem lies with eit.ier the subject or 

the object, Hut in fact, argues Hegel, subject and object here are nothing 

apart from the categories whicn permeate them, anddtherefore the latter 

cannot be brought into contradiction merely through them, it is not sim­

ply that the world (e.g.) must be said to be both finite and infinite, 

whatever is finite is just as much infinite because the concepts are in­
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separable. It is therefore these concepts (or* cere properly, these deter­

minations, which we ought to be concentrating on. it is the great merit of 

the Kantian philosophy, says Kegel, to have drawn attention to the former 

uncritical procedure :.n inis to have "given the impetus to the restoration

of logic and dialectic in the sense of an examination of the determinations
21

of thought in and for themselves1.1.

'I'hese determinations of thought are in and for themselves a 

transition, however; that is, the determinations considered in the logic 

presuppose tneir opposites: being presupposes nothing, finite presupposes 

infinite, individual presupposes universal etc. (though 1 a m  worried about 

tnat last example; they do not seem to be strict opposites, and besides, 

Kegel tends to treat them as part of a trio). If one tries to separate 

them, and treat them as indifferent to one another, like sensuous deter­

minations such as blue and red, or lion and tiger, which are only contin­

gently united in an object, then one invariably generates paradoxes. If 

one says, fo* xample, that there are continuous magnitudes and there are 

discrete magnitudes (like there are Indian elephants and African elephr- 

ants), then the former become infinitely great, and the latter infinitely 

small, and both tnereby contradict the notion of magnitude. One cannot 

thin.: continuity except within certain limits; but then it becomes contin­

uity in the context oi the discrete unit.

'-¡•‘he generation of the second term th* ough' tne internal dia­

lectic of the first means that the first term is no longer considered as 

immediate, but ~s mediated, that is, as related to another. It is this 

relation to another whicn Hegel regards as the particularity of the initial 

concept or determination, 'i'he second term here is tee negative of tne 

first, and in the course of the method as a wnole, tne first negative.

It does not merely cancel out the first term, however, as is commonly
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believed, but ratner, as its other, contains or presupposes it. It is not, 

in other words, its contradictory opposite, but its polar opposite. The 

one presupposes the other, as tne positive presupposes the negative, and 

at the same time, what is taken to be the positive is just as much nega­

tive in-itself, and vice-versa, Tnis is Hegel's first great discovery, 

that far from these so-called contradictory predicates cancelling each 

other out, they are in fact quite inseparable, and he expresses this in­

sight in the following way:

To hold firm to the positive in its negative, to the content
of the presupposition in the result, this is the most important thing in 
rational cognition; at the same time, it takes only the simplest reflect* 
ion to prove to oneself the absolute truth and necessity of this recuire- 
ment, and as for examples of this proof, tne whole logic consists of such.- -

It could be argued that Kant thought that determinations such 

as finite and infinite were not contradictories, but he certainly did not 

g o  so far as Hegel and say that tne two determinations were inseparable. 

Hegel thought that his point in respect of each pair of determinations in 

the logic could be expressed in the form of a proposition, for example,

'The finite is infinite!, 'One is many', 'The individual is the universal'. 

This form of expression was inadequate, however; the negative propositionss 

'The finite is not infinite,', 'One is not many', 'The individual is not the 

universal' would al ;o have to be added to make a closer approximation to 

the truth. This is because these propositions are riot'meant to be state­

ments of abstract identity, i.e. they do not!assert that the terms mean the 

same thing, b u t 1 statements o f 1speculative identity , i.e. they assert that 

the concepts involved are distinct elements which are united in one rela­

tion, and exist only as moments of tnat relation. In H e g e l ’s terminology, 

the two determinations are moments of a single c o n c e p t .

The second, negative or determinate determination is, a c o r d -  

ing to H- g e l , contradictory in its self. This is presumably because this
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notion, e.g. the infinite, many, the universal, is explicitly determined 

as the opposite or other of the first determination, and yet at the same 

time as presupposing it or containing it. The infinite, for example, is 

the non-finite, but there is no non-finite without a finite; similarly, 

nothing is non-being, and there is no non-being without being. This is 

easier to show with some examples than others, of course - many is not ob­

viously non-one, the universal not obviously the non-individual - but J e- 

^gel thinks the same point applies in every case. Ae ain, then, the deter­

mination itself shows its inseparability from its other, it is not merely 

bro .it into c o n 'radielion witn it by our subjective thinking. On he con­

trary , if their mutual presupposition is not evident,

...it is only the fault of the tninking which does not bring 
its thoughts together. ïor the material, i.e. tne opposed determinations 
in one relation, is already posited and ready to nand for thought, formal 
thinking, however, makes identity its law, and allows the contradictory 
content which it has before it to descend into the sphere of representat­
ion, into space and time, where the contradictories are held outside one 
another, one next to the other or one following upon the other, and thus 
come before consciousness without any mutual contact. Furthermore, it spec­
ifically lays down the principle that contradiction is unthinkable; but in 
fact the thinking of contradiction is the essential moment of the concept, 
formal t. ought thinks the same in fact, but looks away from it at once, 
and in saying the above, onl, makes the transition from it to abstract 
negation. 23

“Only in time can two contredictorily opposed predicates meet in one and 

the same object, namely, one au ter the other", said Kant in the Critique
24 „ 'of Pure d e a s o n . G.H, von Wright points out in his Time, Change and Con­

tradiction that tnis is not strictly true, since spatial difference also 

dissolves the contradiction, degel argues, however, that by focussing on 

the use of polar concepts in tne finite or spatio-temporal realm, we only 

avoid confronting the .inseparability of this opposed determinations. i or 

example, if we concentrate on the application of the determinations of 

cause and effect in experience, we see that y is the cause of z and the 

effect of x, where x, y, and z are events taking place in temporal succ­
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ession. Since y is a cause in a different respect, and at a different time 
to when it is eflect, this disguises the fact that y is in itself both 

cause and effect, or tnat wnatsoever is cause is just as much effect. The 

infinite regression of causes and progression of effects which we meet with 

in experience is the expression of this contradiction.

The contradiction nere is not, as nas been seen, a formal con­

tradiction, but the unity of opposed concepts. Aach contradiction in the 

logic is just one form of tne general contradiction between the Self, stai 

Won-Self, that is, the unity of the two in the living organism or thinking 

subject. Thus negel says that the contradiction is:

...the simple point of the negative relation-to-self, the in­
nermost source ©f all activity, animal and spiritual self-movement, the 
dialectical soul which everything true has within itself, through which 
alone it is true; for on tnis subjectivity alone rests the transcendence 
of the opposition between concept and reality, and the unity which is 
truth. 25

It was seen in chapter nine that the Won-Self appears as a limitation to 

the Self; similarly, the Self for wnom the finite is something' positive 

or absolute sees the non-finite (bad) infinite as a limitation, as some­

thing unattainaole. And in botn cases there results the urge to transcend 

the limitation. This is achieved through the negation of the Won-Self ©r 

con-finite,.which is at the same time the .negation of the Self and the 

finite, and the establishment of a higher Self er a higher concept (in this 

case the true infinite,), in which Self and Won-Self, finite and (badj in­

finite, are only moments. It is the transcendence of tnis opposition bet­

ween Self and Won-Self that constitutes self-conscious freedom. It is

...the innermost, most objective moment of life and spirit, 
through which a subject, a person, a free being is. 26

The negation of this negative determination peetores the posi­

tivity of the first determination, though not the determination itself, 

sinee it is not merely its formal but its real negation. It yields, "if one
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insists on counting", a third term, which Hegel calls the unity of the 

first or immediate term, and the second or mediating term. Now the import­

ant expression here is "if one insists on counting" (Wenn man zählen w i l l ). 

Evidently, Hegel was already facing or expecting criticism over the pre­

dominance of triadic divisions in his philosophy. I have already argued 

(chapter two, p 055) that Hegel attached no particular significance to the 

number three in itself. In fact, the constant occurence of triads in his 

philosophy is due to his belief that every movement in the system reflects 

the movement in which the Not-Self opposes itself to the Self, and then 

both are transcended by a higher Self. Kant saw the necessity of triadic 

divisions in his Transcendental philosophy, says Hegel, although he did 

not give an adequate account of why they are necessary.

The sources for our knowledge of Kant's views on his own tri­

ads are the Critique of Pure R e a s o n , the Critique of J u d g e m e n t , and the 

bo g i e . Kant says in a footnote to the introduction to the Critique of 

J u d gement:

It has always been thought ¿om-awhat suspicidus that my divi­
sions in pure philosophy should always come out threefold. But it is the 
nature of the case. If a division is to come out a p r i o r i , it must be 
either analytic, according to the law of contradiction - and then it is 
always twofold (quodlibet ens est aut A aut non A ) - or else it is syn­
thetic. If it is to be derived in the latter case from a priori concepts 
(not, as in mathematics, from the a priori intuition corresponding to the 
concept), then, to meet the requirements of synthetic unity in general, 
namely, (l) a condition, (2) a conditioned, (3 ) a concept arising from the 
union of the conditioned with its condition, the division must of necess­
ity be trichotomous. 28

In a note in the L o g i c , he says similarly that division out of the princi­

ple of a priori synthesis is threefold, consisting of (l) the concept of 

the condition, (2 ) the conditioned, and (3 ), the deduction of the latter

from the former. We see this method in action in the construction of the
29table of categories in the Critique of Pure Reason. Kant specifically

asks us to note that the third category in every class arises from the
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combination of the previous two; for example, allness (A l l h e i t ) is plu­

rality combined with unity, limitation is reality combined with negation; 

and ^ant alto says, less plausibly, that community is substrntiality com­

biner! witn causation, and necessity, possibility combined with existence. 

There are similar examples elsewhere in the Kantian corpus.

This clearly does not explain a great deal; the meaning of the 

terms 'condition' and 'combination' is not clear here, for one thing. It 

is clear, however, that Kant based his division on 'the principle of.a,pri­

ori synthesis', whatever that might mean, i think a clue to what he means

is to be fo-nd in his famous principle that there can be no analysis w i t h —
30

out a prior synthesis. ine division of the first and second concepts is an 

analytic or logical division, and this presupposes the prior synthetic un­

ity of those concepts in a third, fundamental concept from whicn they are 

abstracted as moments or elements. Such concepts are the truly primary 

concepts in eacjj class, the highest concepts of the transcendental unity 

of self-consciousness. Kant does not say tnis, but then he says little or 

or nothing in general to explain and justify those com. ents of his which 

I considered above. Consequently, i feel justified in sug. esting this in­

terpretation, which at least fits in with his general position and gives 

some intelligibility to his com ents in the above passages.

It was Fichte who extended this position into something more 

obviously foreshadowing Kegel's method, or rather H e g e l 's view of the pro­

cedure of the absolute subject. Ficnte thought not only that there could 

be no analysis fyor in nis terminology, antithesis) without a synthesis, 

but also that there could be no synthesis without antithesis; both were

'inseparably united', and could only be distinguished by an external ref-
31lection. Further, he went on to construct ibhe entire theoretical part of 

his system by indicating oppositions or antitheses which he then went on
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to reconcile, until finally he reached a xoint where the given opposites 

could no longer be reconciled.^?'he whole procedure is supposed to be based 

on the principle that in tne self, a divisible iMot-Self (the external 

wotId) is opposed tooa divisible Scl-f (tuc u .pirical subject), which in 

turn is based on the principle that there is a S f l f , and the second prin­

ciple that there- is a Non-^elf opposed.to it.^l'ichte argued that these

ideas were implicit in Kant's philosophy, though nant dissociated nimself
34

from them.

lxegel appears to have based his system on the -^ichtean exten­

sion of Kantianism, though he makes many important changes in his version 

of it. J-n the first place, he operates with concepts instead of proposi­

tions, the concept of being replacing Fichte's starting-point, 4=4 (or 

1=1, or again, 'I am'). Fichte's opposition.. t-.en become opposed deter-rC 

minations of thought-, - which are not ¡rarely brought together into the ex­

ternal unity of a synthesis based on an absolute postulate (the Self), 

but are ratner shown to be mere moments of a more fundamental unity or 

concept. Similarly, Fichte's infinite progression of oppositions becomes 

a. completed system in the form of a circle of concepts, and ends with the 

absolute unity he only postulates as something derived rather than post­

ulated. The fact that Fichte's system is unable to be completed is due 

to the fact that he is unable to properly transcend the opposition of self 

and Fob-Self, because his Self remains a mere postulate, and therefore an 

external given.

it is also worth mentioning ;here, in the hope of burying tne 

question once and for all, that besides the fact that he does not employ 

these terms, it is inadmissable to call the three terms of Kegel's method 

'thesis', 'antithesis' and 'synthesis', because the first term is not a 

thesis, i.e. a proposition, the second term is not an antithesis, i.e. an 

• . , • '.h - -n ■.> -•. . .
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opposing proposition, and the tnird terra is not a synthesis, i.e. a com­

bination of the first two propositions. The first term is a determination 

of thought (an idea not gained from sense), the second an opposing deter­

mination of thought, and the tnird, the concept of which the previous 

determinations are only moments. The identity of the terms will differ 

where the method is taken as a process in other spheres; the beginning, 

for example, may be the living embryo (in the sphere of life), or the 

subjective end (in the sphere of teleological action). Incidentally, it 

is equally incorrect to ascribe the myth of the dialectic of thesis-anti- 

thesis-synthesis to f'icnte; antithesis and syntnesis occur in nis philo­

sophy as metnods, not propositions, and the thesis is not part of the 

system, but its presupposition.

Tne triads in the Logic are often divided up into separate 

groups, each containing tnree different concepts. This is a distortion, 

however. The third term of each movement, for xiegel, is equally mediated- 

and immediate. This.means that, although this term comes on the scene 

througn the negation of the first two terms, it is nevertheless no mere 

result, but also a fresh beginning. This is admittedly not obvious from 

the Logic; it appears, for example, that the third to being and nothing 

is becomimg, and yet we do not begin again with it, out with a different 

determination, determinate being. 1 am still not sure myself how Hegel 

would explain this; |&yrhaps becoming is not the true tnird to being and 
nothing, but only a transitional concept, but then he does seem to regard 

it as their tnird, as the quotation on page twenty-five shows, determinate 

being itself goes through various transmutations before it finds an 'oth­

er' ; it becomes quality, then something. 1 suspect that the'method negel 

really follows in the Logic is not half so rnythmic as the one he des­

cribes.
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Hegel goes on to say that the method, in the way outlined 

above, expands into a system. It forms a system, rather than a mere infin­

ite progression of movements, because the whole thing winds itself round 

into a circle. The advance of the logic, which appears to be taking us 

further away from the beginning, is actually approaching it once more, 

at least insofar as it is in the form of a result, i'he progressive deter­

mination of the beginning, which constitutes the synthetic side of the 

method, coincides with its regressive grounding, which is the analytic 

side of the metnod. Initially, the course of the logic appears to be a 

mere advance through concepts wnich are progressively richer and more 

concrete in content, but in fact, each extension of content.is a further 

determination of the Absolute Subject, which tnereby individuates it and 

makes it into a simple subject or pure personality which embraces all 

content within itself, and wnich is therefore practically indistinguish­

able from the abstract Self we began with.

Tnis is fine so far as it goes, but it has very little relation 

to what goes on in the text. The reality is quite cnaotic in comparison 

to tnis smootn-flowing stream of divine thought, i have already mentioned 

tnat it is difficult to trace any clear examples of results of logical 

movements being used to maice fresn beginnings. Tnere are other diffi­

culties too: the Logic appears to consist of a four-tier system of triads, 

the first consisting of the major spheres, being, essence, and the concept, 

the second of the subordinate spheres, e.g. quality, quantity, measure, 

etc. .Mow ii the method supposed to be active on every level? If it is, 

then how is it that the same concept (e.g. being, actuality, the concept) 

appears on several levels? If, on the other hand, it is not, then why«the

triads? And at wnat level or levels is the method active? There are in­
stances where fourth-tier concepts (e.g. finitude, the thing) even app-
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ear to divide within themselves. The whole thing is very confused, and 

not at all like the easy, step-by-step progress Hegel describes.

I do not think we ought to conclude from the fact that the 

form of Hegel's Logic does not correspond exactly to his ideal of philo­

sophical form, however, that therefore the form of the Logic must be at 

fault. Rather I think we ought to turn our attention to that ideal. For 

it does not, in its detailed exposition, even conform to Hegel's general 

conception of what the Absolute Method ought to be. Hegel argues that it 

must not merely be an external form into which the material of cognition 

is fitted, or a method which I employ on that material like a tool, but 

the activity of the Absolute Subject in thought and in reality. But the 

method outlined above is precisely such an external arrangement of given 

material, i.e. the ordinary forms of thought. It is an arrangement which 

is based on; a very interesting idea about the nature of philosophical de­

bates and how to resolve them, but it is a merely external one neverthe­

less. Philosophers do not have to engender conflicts, and then resolve 

them in Hegel's fashion, and they certainly do not have to advance in this 

$ay through a hierarchy of thoughts. The trouble with Hegel's method is 

that it is too much of one.

The Logic itself, however, precisely because it is much less 

methodical than the Method Hegel describes, succeeds as a work of philoso­

phy. That is, because it is not merely the; application of a method, it man­

ages to say all sorts of different things of philosophical interest; and if 

the philosophical points Hegel makes cannot all be derived from one miracle 

method, at least they are all interconnected and make a basically consist­

ent picture. The picture I perceive is of a philosophy which has as its 

aim the resolution of all conflicts; which does not, however, come down 

on one side or the other, but advances beyond both; a philosophy which is
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concerned with criticism, but with the criticism of concepts rather than 

propositions; a philosophy which sees itself as the general foundation of 

the sciences, rather than opposed to science; a philosophy which conceives 

of knowledge on the model of self-knowledge rather than knowledge of ob­

jects; a philosophy which does not detract from the mathematical, but 

points out its limitations; and a philosophy in which the mechanical is 

subordinated to the organic and the spiritual.

The fact that the grounding which takes place in Hegel's Logic 

is a regressive grounding, or an analytic grounding, which grounds the 

particular, or abstract universal, by the universal, or the more concrete 

universal, also means that it is not a deductive philosophy in any common 

sense, but one which proceeds by spectacular intellectual leaps, such as 

those which are made in the.sciences when new theories are advanced to 

account for phenomena. Hegel's philosophy is 'presuppositionless' only 

insofar as its 'presuppositions' are finite concepts which are criticised 

to produce his first principle, which then serves as their foundation. It 

is not an unchallengeable dogma. I have tried to argue that Hegel fought 

against the dogmatic spirit of his time, which clung to Newton in its phy­

sics, Euclid in its geometry, Aristotle in its logic and Kant in its philo­

sophising, and revived the spirit of speculation. This being the case, it 

is clear that the dry, uninspiring accounts of the Science of Logic which 

have so far been the rule need to be put aside, and Hegel's ideas presented 

in a way in which the scientific community in general can profit from them. 

It is my hope that this thesis at least gets this process under way.
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