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Abstract of thesis

1 contend thnat the approach of previous scholars to llegel's

Science of Logic is quite inappropriate. 'hey presuppose that it contains

an attempt at .the logical deduction of the pure categoériesof tbhought, and
go on to ask whether this attempt is successful or not. + argue that we
ought not to make this presupposition, but ought rather to look more
closely at what Hegel actually says «nd does in the text; this leads me
to make a complete re-examination of Hegel's Logic, in which 1 try to
relate the various points 1 believe regel to be making to substantive
issues, at the same time comparing and contrasting Hegel's viewpoint to
that of other scientists and panilosophers, botn ancient and modern.
Finally, I conclude that Hegel'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 metnod itself.
1his 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 transiormation 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 Sritain and
the United States of America as the chief Hegelian text. ''here has been
published a fragment of a commentary,land a short work relating Hegel's
logic to the mind-body problem,zboth from across the Atlantic, but so far

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

Consequently, the picture of the Science of Logic drawn by ilcTaggart at

the turn of the century, and 'touched 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 the treatment of the text by McTaggart and ‘ure
is misleading, and therefore 1 attempt in this thesis a complete re-exam—

ination of Hegel's Science of Logic.

What 1 object to mainly about the treatment of the Science of
Logic given by iicTaggart 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 tneir approach to it. They presuprose
that it is purely an a priori deduction of the categories of tnought, and
that theretore it has no relevance to any substantive issues in philosophy
or science. Consequently, they concern themselves mainly with the question

of whether Hegel cerrectly makes the transition from concept A to concept
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B, I contend, however, that by doing this, licTaggart and lure take the
spirit ef Hegel out 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, what he means by 'logical', 'deduction', 'system',
and 'a priori'‘is by no means whnat is usually meant by those terms. 1 will
arcue 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 1
try to do in this tnesis.

1 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 nis time and our own, and 1 will do this by comparing and con-
trasting what Hegel says on various issues witnh the views of Hegel's
philosopnical and scientific predecessors, in both ancient and modern
times, such as Flato and Aristotle, Newton and Xant, and also with the
views of those who have succeeded him, such as fussell 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 iHegelian criticisms of those views,

but to awaken and enlighten interest in liegel's Logic. if, in the process

of doing this, 1 fail to give a precise account of how tegel gets from
cuality to quantity, or why there are four forms of judgement and not
three, 1 will not be overly distressed.

FPhe texts 1 have used are volumes five and six of the Suhr-




kamp edition of Hegel's Werke,athougn 1l also give references to iiiller's

translation of lasson's edition of ‘the Wissenschaft der Logik4for the con-

venience of the reader who has little or no knewledge 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 the full English title, the Science of Logic, or by

the shortened form, Logic. The term 'logic', 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 couprising the otner two-

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

Spirit, had been published five years before. Tne 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. ©‘his is something which is only necessary
at a certain stage in human culture, and so phenomenology is not in itself
the first science. Bezlly it belongs to the philosophy of spirit, which is

the sphere in which it is placed in the kncyclopaedia, 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. 1t is not,
as Yopper rightly says, a theory of deduction}‘This is not obvious, and :
major fegel &cholars, who seem to have paid more attention to. what Hegel
and others nave said about 'his' method tnan to the contents and proce-
dure of the logic itself, nave thought otherwise. Stace, for example, be-
lieved that fegel had a dialectical method which proceeded in a formally
deductive manner,zgnd fure remarked tnat '"the triad of the dialectic might

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

er than the syllogism".Blt is such claims as these which serve to dis-



credit Hegel's Science of Logic, and give support to Popper's dismissal of

'the Hegelian farce'. i 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 Czitique 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. 1t 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 idegel's logic, nis Objective Logic, zorresponds to
or is based on this Transcendental Logic, and when ‘*egel 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 lrahscend-

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

[

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

arrancement' of the logic of the Schools.

fdeggel's quarrel with nant over the nature of logic was that
while Kant insisted correctly that logic treated of the concepts wnich
refer a priori to objects, ne went on to say that these concepts could
only be known to refer to objects of experience, and not to objects in
tnemselvesf'whis meant efiectively that tnere was a spnere of thought,
and a sphere of things, and no way of getting from one sphere to the
other. he mind was encaged in a prison of its own making. This sort of

view was not pew.or peculiar to Kant, but ratner an inheritance from

Kant s immediate predecescors which he was unable to get rid of. It is



reg=rded by Hegel as the more concrete expression of the general assump-

tion of .the separation of the form and content of cognition., 1t is true
that Kant thought. that Transcendental Logic did not abstract from all the
7

content of cognition, but Hegel would say that the thesis that we cannot
know things in themselves contradicts that wiew. The separation of form
and content also occurs within comnion logic, moreover, since this even
abstracts from the pure concepts. ‘‘he belief that all we can know are the
trivial truths of formal logic and the material of experience is therefore
the exteeme point of this separation.

The pre-Kantian metaphysicians did not separate the form and
content of cognition. They believed that the ordinary forms of thought used
in everyday life wa¥e quite adequate for all objects, and that the only
question was whether such and such a concept beleonged to such and such an
object in fact. Thus, for example, it was asked wnether the world was
finite or infinite in extension, but not whether ike concepts of infinity
or finitude, taken as fixed and separate notions, were adequate predicates
for the world, or whetner the two noticns were in fact separable in this
way. When predicated relatively of ovbjects of experience, they were clear-
ly separable, but when attached to metaphysical objects such as God or the
Soul or the world, it was not so ooyious. The pre-Kantians thought they
had to choose one predicate or the other, however, and since their choice
could not be verified empirically, cut ratner depended on the idea of the
object they had already tormed, metapnysics abounded with disputes which
were in principle unable to be settled.

The response of the bBritish kmpiricists 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—

jons of mense; that is, it was declared a priori of all such propositions



that it was in principle unacle to be decided whether they were true or
false. This principle appeared to be quite destructive of hoth school meta-
physics and theology, as indesd 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, nowever, it was in no position to destroy eitner metaphysics or sci-
ence, for this principle first of all destroyed itself. 1t 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 «now anything beyond exper-—
ience.

Kant, who evidently did not see the self-contradictory nature
of the first principle of empiricism, sought to Jjustify his continued
faith 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 necescsary forms of thought.
Kant's argument amounted to a great reversal of previous thinking, since
previously philosopners had begun witn the assumption that our thought
must conform to the object, and gone on to ask now we could xnow whether
it did or not it did, when all we ever seemed to be acquainted with
our own %houghts or perceptions, while Kant began with the assumption

that the object nad to conform to thought, in_order to be our object.

Inasmuch, however, as Xant continued to believe that the object was not
merely our object, but also had a side which we could not know, tnis
radical change of procedure leift him with exactly the same problem that

he started out with, namely, that our knowledge is limited to knowledge



of phenomena, which is the same as saying that we have no knowledge at all,

but only (at best) {rue 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 which, 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
cognition, and the forms we give to that material, the objective elemenf?
'hus the categories were no longer conceived of as empty forms which 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 insigniticant, at least, from the
roint of view of the pursuit of truth. 1t had to be transcended if we were
to get at the trutn, tnat is, at the nature of tne fundamental universals.
Science, then, was as Plato taougnt, essentially concerned with universals,
concepts in and for themselves.

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

'ex—

in support of one thesis or the other (this is the procedure he called
ternal reflection'); instead, ne concentrated on the concepts of simplicity
and complexity, finitude and infinity etc., and asked if they could really

be separated. ‘nis amounted to a revolution in philosoprhy, though Hegel,

who as we know from the preface to the Phenomenology, did not like to

g . , .
appear to be doing anytning revolutionary, regarded it as rather the com-



pletion of the hantian revolution in philosophy%oﬂe credits Kant with

11
having ‘turned metaphysics into logic', but really 4 think this is an

achievement wnich we shoulfl 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 reazlity),
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._identical,.or that
the empirical self and the external object were identical, or that ideas
and things were the same. The xnowledge 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 siuply subjective, because they
were opposed to tnings. Fhilosophical kiiowledge, 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 formn and content, subject and object into philosophy
is an error, says Hdegel, and gh?icsophy is the refutation of that error
"throughout every part of the spiritual and natursl universéR% 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 abandomment

1

of this assumption is a pre-condition of true philosopnising.
This fundamental point of dHegel's separates him from most of
the pnilosophers.wno preceded him (with the possible exceptions of Plato

and Aristotle), and all tnose who succeeded him, including, remarkebly,



the so-called British Hegelians. All of them misunderstood and rejected
Hegel's identification of metapnysics with logic, and once agzin separated
the two, thus effectively reinstating pre-dantian metapnhysics. Ueberweg

explicitly rejects the Hdegelian view in his System of lLogic, arguing in-

stead for the view of ‘erbart 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.iéhe German logicians and philosophers who so influ-
enced the british Hegelians, and wost 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 philosopner, protested
against “the constant whetting of the knife" in his Metaphxsica,lgnd the
British Hegelians. produced some very traditional metaphysics, for example,

bradley's Appearance and Keality and flcTaggart's The Nature of Existence.

It was this sort of metaphysics. that Russell was exposed to
while he was at Cambridge, and which he identified with Hegelianism. Con-
sequently, whenever he describes iegel's philosophy, he always presents
him as a metaphysician of the old school, to be compared with the likes
of Leibniz and Spinoza, one who 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 thesis is that everytning short of the Whode is
obviously fragmentary, and obviously incapable of existing without the
complement supplied by the rest of the world...This essential incomplete-
ness appears...equally in the world of tnought and in the world of things.
ln the world of 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 coutradictions; these contradictions turn the idea into
its opposite, or antithesis; and in order to escape, we have to find a
new, less incomplete idea, which is the synthesis of our original idea
and its antithesis. This new idea, thoueh leas incomplete than the idea
we started with, will be found, nevertheless, to be not wholly complete,



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
ldea', which, according to him, has no incomplieteness, no opposite, and no
need of further development. The Absolute ldea, therefore, is adequate to
describe Absolute keality; obut 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,
wholly rational, and wholly spiritual. Any appearance to the contrary, in
the world we know, ean be proved logically - so he believes.= to be entire-
ly due to our fragmentary piecemeal view of the universe...

l:yould draw the reader's atiention especially to that part of the above
where Russell says that the Absolute ldea is 'adequate to describe Absolute
Keality'; for wnatever the Absolute Idea is, it is certainly not an idea
(Vorstellung) of reality. Russell presupposes that iegel 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 1914 essay, Mysticism and Logic, Russell went on to

describe tegel's philosophy as mysticism%aﬁow there is something in this,
because Hdegel himself identified his philosophy with what had hitherto
been called 'mysticism' in his lectures on 1ogic%9nowever, the two men
attacn different meanings to the term. The main feature of mysticism for
Hegel appears to be the admission of propositions such as 'The 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, (b) the belief in waity and the denial of opposi-
tion and division, (c¢) the denial of the reality of time, and (d) the be-
7

lief that evil is just appearancéfoThese beliefs do not characterise le-
gel's philosophy, however, but rather the conventional metaphysics of

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

ginal philosophical work, The Nature of Existence.




Russell reacted acainst the metaphysical mysticism of IlcTaggart
and the other so-called Sritish Hegelians in much the same way as Hume
reacted against the metaphysical mysticism of his time, and indeed, the
philosopny of logical atomism with which he replaced it, which had its

perfect expression in Wittgenstein's Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, was

very much a maédern version of Humeanism. lhis means that the more recent
tendency in the study of Hegel to stress tne resemblances between what
Hegel says, and what Bussell says, has a very limited usefulness. There

are partial echoes of Hegel in Russell's philosophy, but itegel always goes
just a little further tnan kussell. 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. dost of the views attribuwed to
Kussgell below belong, perhaps significantly, :to nis- early career, and are

to be found in his FProblems of Philosopny.

Firstly, Hegel's view of the nature of universals is echoed
by Russell to some extent. hussell also thinks that universals have a being
which is neither mental nor physical.2lfhey 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' &s
sometning timeless.zzﬂussell even goes so far as to say that "The world of
universals, therefore, may also be described as the world of being"%5a
statement which recalls Hegel's notorious dictum that what is rational is

24

real. 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. iegel, on the other hand, arrues 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-
ting them and acting as the the universal ground of their existence.25

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 particula;éi
Plato says that if they are separate, then,they must 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 uniwversal
is related to the particular. This 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 here as particulars. Plato
goes on to say that if the. s8éparation assumption is correct, then there
is a world of ldeas and a world of sense and there can be no relation
between the two of then?&f our world is taken to be the world of sense,
then the world of universals is un<nowable. for Hegel, 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. isj.for Hegel, far from being unknow<
able. 'he forms of thought are in fact what is most familiar, and are
'displayed and stored' (herausgesetzt und niedergelegt) initially in
languagé?eEverytning camaple of being thought can be expressed in lapguage,
and everything expressed in. language contains a category or tuoughﬁ.gghis
does not mean, however, tnat the pure concepts are known, that is, that

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

not mean that tneir true nature is revealed in the mere comion usage of
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words, at least not obviously. The comuon forus 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
or put tne bones into some ordesé #e has to discover some sort of ration-
al structure in them, and this can involve doing away witn certain ideas
which prove to be subjective additions to the necessary structure of
thought, as well as revitalising others which have fallen into disrepute.

+he fact that a concept is necessary, it must be noticed,
does not mean that everybody must employ it, or even that a whole society
cannot lack it. Hegel often speaks of tnis or that philosopher, or this
or that society, lacking one oif the fundamental concepts of the logic;
he says that Spinoza, for example, attains to the concept of an absolute
substance, but not an absolute subjecﬂ?iand insists ghat the true concept-
ion of freedom belongs only to the Cnristian world;srhe point is that Yer
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, wiid is consequently subject to contingency, so that it is
not equally rapid everywhere, and mapy interruptions.arid dislocations may
occur. The development may even be arreassed entirely, so that a person or
society canmot gel beyond, :say, the mechanistic viewpoint. he process of
development cannot be open-ended, however, but must have some end, and
this, for Hegel, is the tnought of the Absolute ldea.

The view that everything in language expresses a thought, i.e.
a universal, is another view tnat Hussell approaches but ultimately
shrinks from. Russell was aware that terms standing for universals had a
very important part to play in language, but he still entertained the idea

that there existed absolute simples in the form of sensory particulars

which 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'
and 'that'?aﬂe also ranked 'l8 among such 'ambiguous®' proper names at one
time, and therefore commited himself to a vain, Humean-style search for
the particular it supposedly denoted?4negel, on the.other hand, thought
that there were no such' proper-hames and that truly unique particulars -
were beyond the reach of language. 'he terms '"tnhis', "here", and '"now" are
all universals to him, since anytning can be a '"this", and "here" and '"now"
can mean any place or any moment. It is only the description of the thing,
i.e. something universal, which enables us to determine the individual that
is intended.

Russell seelms t6 haveée connted Hegel -among these philosephers

~

who he accuses of recognising only those universals named by adjectives

36
and substantives to the neglect of those named by verbs and prepositions,
This-is not entirely unfair; uost of the:universals considered:in the v

Science ofylogicuaré .generally named by adjectives and substantives. How-

ever, it is not the case, as Hussell. suggests, that it is only thoge. yni=;
37

vesrsals..designated bysyerbsiand prepositions that are relation-concepté%
and it.dees not follow, therefore, that anyone wno neglects these must
fall into either monism or monadi&ﬂ?%mlssell forgets, winere ilegel does not,
that a language can develop, and that part of this development is the crea-
tion of substantive terms for the 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 h.man consciousness
to the consideration of such concepts in their own right.’9

The raising of the-human consciousness:to this level is a
long process, says Hegel, and it is not achieved until this consciousness,

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

has ebtained 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 the
practical life?o*n this practical life, the categories are not considered
in their own right, but merely used; they serve for the cemmunication of
ideas.4%hey are our tools (c.f. Wittgenstein and the notion of language

as a tool). in philosopny, however, this relation is reversed; instead of
the categories serving as means for us they awme ends, they dominate ouxr
subjective thought. Y‘hey do this anyway in practical life, but unconscious-
ly%thilosophy 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 this consciousnes. we liberate ourselves from the prevailing

Prejudices of the-~day.43

“Ane characteristic whicn disiinguisnes philogophy from science
is therefore, ior’ﬁegel42nd.f0rwﬁu8éeil, criticism. ‘hilosophy is the -
criticism ef knowledge, says fussell, meaning by that the criticism of the
so-called body of knowledge, i.e. the corpus of opinion. ftussell would say
here however, that it is a criticism oi 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
a subject, it ceases to be pnilosophy and becomes a separate sciencejﬁze-
gel, on the other hand, would say that it is a critique of thought first
and .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 *
lacx the speculative element wnich is the tiuly positive element in philo-
sophy. *he systematisation oi the new philosophy was seen by Hegel as one

of his most pressing tasks.

the critical element of philosophy is not therefore brought
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to bear on the material from outside, but actually internal to the develojp-
{ 7

ment of the system?'fniloSOyny was therefore very diflerent from mathe-
matics;4§here gsystems 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-
phners of the Enlightenment such as JJescarteé, Spinoza and Leibniz had
done more harm than good. fussell would agree with tnis too, though he
would carp at Hegel's suggestion tnat mathematics is a subordinate science
to philosophy, and that the fundamental concepts of mathematics have to
be Justified pnilosophically. Hussell continued to see mathematical form-—
alism as the epitome of rigour 1n reasoning, though ‘egel would say with-
out philospphy, mathematics can degenerate.into the construction of. struc-
tures of air.

Lthis critical element of philosophy is what iHegel understands
by the term 'dialectic'. Dialectic had bteen considered in ancient times
as the. art of destroying finite or limited assumpticns, and thus as a
purely negative activity, what Kant later called a 'sophistical art' and
a 'logic of illusion':ﬂiant nimself had reinstated toe term to describe
what he thought was a necessary feature of reason, i.e. its propensity to
fall into contradictions, or generate conflicts, Qhen it applied its
categories to tnings—in-themselveé#xrhe important point here, for Hegel,
is to uphold the necessity and objectivity of these contradictions or
conflicts, and not to put them down to mere triokeryfﬂénd the next step
beyond that i$ to resolve them by recognising that the conflicying cate-

gories were in fact only moments of a nigher concept. ln this way, dia-

lectic ceases to be a reduction to nothing, and becomes the form off pro-




gress; by negating what is limited or finite, thought progresses on its

way toward what is unlimited.

Hussell 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 tnan Hegel's (see chapter
four) are not really resolved, as he says they should be, but rather
shown to be the result of trickery (or at least erroneous presmppositions)
or 'solved' simply by neglecting one side of the problem. for example, as
will be seen later in greater detail, he 'solves the paradox of motion
by arguing that motdon -is a series of rests, which is effectively the same
as saying that there is no motion. Russell, moreover, like “ant, does not
attack the contradictions of reason systematically, but only iy a piece-
meal fashion. He notes several paradoxes, but does not seem to realise
that there is a paradox for all of the fundamental concepts in the logic,
at least, according to legel. Hegel's attack is sygtematic, 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 oi the reader who does not recognise
in it degel's aitack on the roots of a whole host of tneeretical problems.
ihe range of the logic is universal, and this means that it strikes at the
heart of intellectual conflicts and dichotomies throughout 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 #he 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, whereaiter 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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Hegel tries to encourage the reader to apply the ingights of the logic by
ind¢luding in the text some lengthy remarks relating them to scientific,
philosophical and general cultural issues, but these are insufficient,

and a proper cemmentary 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. Clearly having no interest in matnematics
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. ''nis 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 veyry 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. ile-
gel calls the system of logic "the realm of shadows, the world of simple
essentialities ireed from all sensucus concreteness;? Its abstract nature
is the reason for its grea% range. However, the fact that in studying it
we raise our minds above sensuous things and selfisnh desires, as well as
above the common predjudices of the day 1s even-more important, and cén=:
stitutes the value of logic. for this does not lie in its utility for any
external end, altnough it is useful, but in the intellectual freedom it
brings from the life of the instinctive man?4ﬁussell saw this too, in
his early years. The chief value of philosophy, he writes, lies in "the
greatness of the objects which it contemplates, and the freedom from the
narrow and personal aims resulting from this contemplation".35

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

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

and intellectual freedow philosophy can provide. ‘he hungry man or the
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man under the yoke of oppression does not want to be bothered with the
analysis of the concept of quantity. “onsequently, the preoccupation with
purely theoretical matters soon became an unpopular pursuit in the face of
renewed social unrest. bven fegel could not remain unaffec%gdAby {the dis-
tractions caused by the magnitude of contemporary affairs"; though he
never underwent the same sort oi change of attitude as Hussell describes
in his Autobiograpny?7wevertheless, Hegel, who in f#ke inaugural address
to his lectures on the history of philosophy in 1816, had hoped that, the
nationbood of VYermany being secured, it was now possible to re-direct our
attention to ‘“the kingdom of UOd"?Bi.e. the realm of knowlddge, was left
wondering in 1831, shortly before his very prosaic death from cholera:

. ..whether the noisy clamour of the day, and the stupgfying
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 wnicn is in the realm of pure tnought alone. 59

'hey 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 about 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 which 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 that the business of tnought is made much
easier; it has its entire development before it, enclosed within this seed,
and thinks that it has done with everything, when it has settled this
question, which is the easiest part of the work, 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 that it is only demanded that

a pure beginming be made. Then we have notning bgfore us but the beginning
itself, and it remains to be seen, what that 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 there 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 with. This is itself an interest-
ing point, and it becomes easy to see why 1if 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 trutn 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, put only one of many
possible propositions expressing immediate experiences, all of which were

indubitable.4

The british Empiricists 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.

The later German ldealists, Fichte and Schelling, chose to
stress the latter side of Kant's views, and took it to its logical conse-
quences by taking the proposition 'l am' as the fundamental principle of
philosophy. Descartes' 'l think' was considered to be superfluous, since
the Cogdto was not really an inference, but an immediate datum of cone
sciousness.BTnis principle, known as the principle of intellectual intuit-
ion, and sometimes written 'I=1', was not, it snould be borne in mind,
congidered to be an objective truth known absolutely, but rather an abe
solute postulate, rather like tne point or line in geometry, which does
not correspond to anything in sense-experience, and is an undefined (or
even indetinable) term.blt is also important to notice that tne 'l' which

is in question here is no longer the empirical, but rather the transcend-
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al self. It is especially important to notice this, bLecause 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 iHegel, nowever, but the assumption, conscious or otherwise,
of philosophers everywhere and at all times. But Hegel added to it the
point that sucn immediate acquaintance was not Knewledge,7or did not give
absolute certainty. Nor were there any absolute postulates or presupposi-
tions; everything nad to Le proved. ''nis appears to involve degel in the
postulation of an infinite regression of proofs, but it does not, since

this would only be the case 1if ne considered pnilosophy to consist in a

system of propositiong, cnd ne does not; he thinks it consists in a system

of universals. The difference is that the preof of a’ proposition.involves
demonstrating that it is true of reality, which simply cannot be done 2 -
priori. The proof of a concept, nowever, is merely its derivation from

the unity of self-consciousness, which reveals its universazlity and necess-
ity; and this derivation in fact has more the character, in iegel's logic,
of an ascent to the highest universzl tunrough the transcendence of lesser
universals.

Now 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 witn
something which is deticient 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 and comples
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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 there would be no need to advance any further than

that beginning, and the beginming 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 tne 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 wnich 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

in. language in his discussion of general terms in the lssay on Human Un-

derstandigg,aand Leibniz regarded being as a primary and distinct concept,
i.e. one of those simple ideas whicn are not obtained through sense. This
does not give the concept a unique status, but Hegel does not need it to.
The thought that he is talking about, wnose only characteristics are sim-
plicity and universality, is unique; he merely wants a name for it that
refers to sometning 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 guite 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 t{here 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 things 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
renains sunken in Cartesianism.

Let us assume for the moment, nowever, that degel is correct
in saying that logic must begin with the determination of being, and go on
to consider nis next move. Hegel goes on to say that the determination of
being, as @ complete abstraction from everything determinate, is identical
with the determination of nothing. This view nhas been found scandalous at
various times. If we loox at what 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 this 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 coprect. Popper's re-
mark that Hegel's argument for the identity of being and nothing "might

be used for proving all kinds of pretty identities, such as that
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pure wealth and pure poverty, pure mastership and pure servitude, pure
Aryanism and pure Judaism",lgs 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 the 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 when we assert that, for example, Alii =:Clay, or:Hesperus =
Phospherous. This is what Hegel would call a statement of abstract iden-
tity. The statement ot 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 other. Being is nething, 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 this 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. lhis separation of bedng and nothing makes it iim—
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

) . . ‘Y vii AL
right, but rather only is in becoming, in this third . term)".
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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 i% briefly to clear up any caénfusion. This doctrine is
usually paraphrased as 'nothing comes from nothing, and something only from
sometning', so that it would seem that Hegel is arguing that things can
simply materialise out of thin air. He dis not, however. We ought really to
substitute the term 'being' for the term 'something' here, since the latter
su.,gesss a particular tning, and the doctrine as legel understood it was
not so much concerned with 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 doctrine as Fantheism, and equated it with the belief

in the eternity of matter (though in the IEncyclopaedia, paragraph eighty-

saven (remark), 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 his dialogue, the Sophist, arguing that it leads to the denial
of falsenood, and theretore thé obliteration of the distinction between
truth and falsity, and tne adoption of the standpoints of subjectivism and
relativism.lzThe dictum itself, he suggests, results from from the sophist-
iczl separation of concepts, so that, for example, we must not speak of
many things as one, or one as many, or even of man as good - we must only

13

say that 'Good is good', and that 'tlan is man', “which anyway has as its
immediate consequence the 'complete abodition of all discourse',lénd what
Plato thought was more serious, the disappearance of philosophy, for 'To

rob us of discourse would be to rob us of philosophy'.15The 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 Dle illagistro, he asks Adeodatus, who has just
put forward the view that words are the signs of things, what sort of tning
the term 'nothing' signifies.ledeodatus 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. 1t remains a problem for us, insofar as we still want
to advance tais very natural theory, and 1 think we still do. 1t is often
thought that Wittgenstein destroyed tnis view of language in the Philosoph-

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

was one version of this view, which we owe mainly to ¥ill, which says
basically that words are names of things, where 'tning' is opposed to
'idea'. It is true tnat words are neither signs of things in’this sense,
nor of idees. But tney might still be signs of universals, which, in Russ-
ell's terminology, have being but not existence. There would not then be
any problem witn the significance of the term 'notning'.

The existence of falsehocd comes down to the same issue, as
Plato said. 1f true propositions are taken to refer directly to reality,
and to be meaningful in virtue of their retference to reality, then false
propositiona appear to be meaningless, since what they refer to is not the
case. 1li we argue that tney signify universals, nowever, then there is no
problem, because the universal is, even if the proposition is not true.
The thought ‘'Socrates is alive' is still able 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 theery 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 tninking, 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 beimg, or there is nothing, that either things are, 2r
are not, one does away with coning-to-be and ceasing-to-be, with,change B
and its related concepts. 'his point is to be tundamental in the Logic, and
will be echoed throughout its course. 1t has already affected Hegel's view
of the beginning (of philosopny). 1f one presumes that one either knows,
or does not know, the trutn, tnen there can be no such tning as progress
in philosophy. Hegel opts to reject the former assumption, and to retain
the possibility of progress. frogress and development are essential notions
for Hegel, for he believes that bpeing and nothing are actually only 'van=
ishing, transcended moments' in the processes of generation and corruption;
that is, at the moment sometning comes-to-be, -something ceases-to-be,
and at the same time as somethling 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. 1t helps to make sense of the not.ons of motion and change, and to
Justify the use of infinitesmals in mathematics, as we will see in the next
chapter.

'ne 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 tninks tnat this contradiction er paradex .(see chapter four) must be
transcended (aufgenoben). This does not mean that it must merely be put
aside, as nhe explains here in a remark on his employment of the German

term 'aufheben', but that the eencepts which torm the dififerent sides of
the contradiction, the being which is not and the non-being wnich is, or
generation and corruption, must be reduced to moments of the higher concept
of determinate being. Hegel 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 'aufheben' by the English verb
'to transcend', because it is tre only word I know in tnglish which poss-
esses the dual sense of retaining sometning and yet going beyond it that

Hegel notes in the original GLerman expression.

(b) Determinate Being

Dagein is determinate being. It has emerged from the process

of becoming, and therefore ap,ears as sometning immediate. 1t is conse-
quently the starting-point 1or a new development. The term 'dasein' sugg-
ests being (sein) in a certain place, Leing there (da), but Hegel is
quick to point out that the notion of space does not belong here.l%asein
is immediately quality (Qualitdt), which, insofar as it is taken as an
existing determinateness, is reality, and insofar as it also contains an
element of negation, is negation (Negatiop). 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, enpty, in-
determinate being Hegel vegan witn. Hegel applies this argument, in a re-
mark, to tne notion of God as the embodiment of all realities (Der In-

begriff aller Healitdten), whica he says formed tne vasis of the Ontolo-

gical Argument. li God is taken in this way, he argues, tnen he is a mere
abstraction, and not a reality.

1t is in a reuar< here 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 anfl Fichte to some extent. It is after all Kant who Hegel is attacking

when he says that "as against so-called mere Ideas (ldeen), mere concepts,
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the 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'.zoﬂegel, of course, used the term
'ldea' 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. 1t 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
winich has not been shaped by ideas, and more precisely, the view that
takes correspondence with reality alcne as the criterion of the worth of
an idea.

1t 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 rezlity is another reality which ex-
cludes the first; to say tnat reality contains negation within 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 rezlity 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
cannot be proyen'empirically.lehis 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, tnus come up for consideration here., Sometning and other are, Hegel
contends, both implicitly identical notions, insofar as what is regarded
as 'other' is also a 'sometning', 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 be taken positively, or in its own right, and the
other merely as sometnhing difierent from the first, but this is done pure-
ly arbitrarily and does not invelve 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 things; 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. Nature, or the Not-Self, for example, is the
other of spirit, or the Self, in this sense. The interesting thing about
this sort of othernmess, which for Hegel is true otnerness, 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-5elf, or non-spiritual.

Otherness in general seems 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 sometnings.
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 'being-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, twue wortn'., Hegel argues, however, that
what something is in itself it must also be for another, and vice-versa,
and that tie being-in-itself wnicn is separated from being-for-another is
mere abstraction. The Kantian 'thing-in-itself’ is, for Hegel, just such an
abstraction fror 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 adal the other essen-
tial predicates of the something, them this predicate represents the deter-
mination of that something, according to Hegel, if 1 understand him
correctly; the determination of man, for example, is 'thinking reason',
since this is that part of nis 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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body. It is only tnis constitution of the something that can change, and
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 reaets in different ways to outside
influences than 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 is a very important concept which Hegel has some very imteresting
things to say about. Firstly, that the limit is the non-being of the other,
not the somethning, 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 thning limits it, but in
fact, Hegel argues, it is a liwmitationior 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 it. The limit is not the final term before
the tning 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.

Finitude, 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. This passing-away
is not merely a possibility; finite things are, only insofar as they will
one day cease to be, and they pegin to pass away at the same time as they

come into being. Finitude is '"the most stubborn category of the understand-
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ing",zgays Hegel, insofar as the latter takes it as absolute and refuses
to go veyond it, even more stubbornly t1:n it refuses to go beyond other
fixed categories. No philosophy can remain at this standpoint, however;
the notion of infinity is even implied in the assertion of the being of
the finite, for tc¢ 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 cnaracterised, whether they are to be
placed alongside one another, as self-subsistent particulars, or whether
there is not a higher form of infinite,than that which is merely opposed
to the finite.

Hegel goes on to ceonsider the concepts of restriction or lim-
itation (Schranke) and the 'ought' (Sollen). These concepts, he says, are
very much bound up togetner. The limitation is only a limitation for some-
thing wnich, in its own nature or as such, transcends the limitation, and
it is only of such a restricted being tnat one can say it ought to be thus.
The 'ought' raises the thing avove 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 sesem obvious, but it is opposed to some
very influential theses, which Hegel 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 the sense that one implicitly transcends any limitation;
but it is equally correct that 'You cannot, siumply because you ought',
that is, the 'ought' nevertheless presupposes limitation.

A more important thesis which Hegel criticises is the view

that thougnt or reason has limitations wnich, presumably in principle,
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cannot be transcended. Far from this being the case, Hegek argues, in acc-
ordance with the above, that in order for tnought or reason:to be deter=:
mined as having a limitatien at all, this limitation must already be trans-—
cended, in the sense that thought as .such or in accordance with its concept
ig free from this limitation. If it were not, then the limitation would

not really be =z limitation for thought. T'his means that every limitation

of reason igs<in principle capable of being actually transcended by reason,
or indeed, even that every limitation of vTezson 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 @s in
principle capable of a solution, and must be so in order to be a genuine
gquestion. Thus there is no cause for any sort of scepticism. iegel, 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 thamselves transient and inessential tnat
can act as limitations on our ireedom, and it is only one aspect of free-
dom that consists in altering those transient features of the world. The
world also nas features that are essential, eternal and rational, however,
and which, far from limiting or eesiricting 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, which 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 Yo take finite states of affairs for the absolute.
For the finite is really only a moment of the infinite, not something else
existing alongeide it. 1f 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 efiectively reduce the infinite to a partic-
ular which limits the finite, or simply to another finite. The transcend-
ence of this limitation, and therefore of. the-first 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 sometning
finite, rather than 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 truth. 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. ''he true infinite is real

in a much nigner sense than tne finite, which is at best only real in the
sense of being sensible, not in the sense of being tne foundation of the
sensible. The finite is essentially something negative or limited, so that
the infinite which transcends it represents the positive in the foru of the

negation of that negative, the negation of a negation. The transcending of




37

the finite is therefore the restoration or the return of the infinite out
of finitude. Only the infinite whicn 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 this 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 or 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 which the line returns to itself,
and is therefore witnout veginning or end. This image is.also used to rep-
resent the form of the whole system of logic. The profound religious and
philosopnical significance of this image may explain the appeal of Ein-
stein's paradoxical idea that 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!. for.Einstein here 6nly: means.the space which geometry
describes; and since geometry for him is Riemannian geometry, wnich is
the geometry of the surface ot a globe, it is hardly surprising that that
space should have the properties of a globe.

The fundamental point wnich 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 tney all go beyond irmediate

experience and try to grasp the world in terms of some fundamental con-
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cept, such as matter, atoms etc.; even water, as the principle of the phil-
osophy of Thales, was more than just the empirical stuff we are familiar
with. Now 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, wnich 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, Richard Rorty's Philosophy and the Mirror of

Nature, 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 throughou% the seventeenth and eighteentn 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 pe 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 cource,

though only in the negative aspect of their work.

(¢) Being-for-Self (Das Flirsichsein)

The result of the transcending of the finite is infinite
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being, or being-for-seli. 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 iegel, 1nsofar as it represents the external object
to itself, sc¢ that the conscious self is really only immediately aware of
itself. The external object therefore becoies only a moment of this whole
process, altnough 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 seys, "the most
immediate example of the presence of infinity”,2énat 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 wnich is
involved in this relation, and wnicn is both nominal subject and object.
Or rather there 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 [ am ot 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-fer-self as such to the consideration of the concept
of the One (Eins), which is a far more important concept both in intell-

ectual lile in general, and the nistory of philosophy in particular, and
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therefore deserves closer aitention.

Parmenides is credited witn tne thesis that 'all is one', a
thesis which Flato criticises in several dialogues, notably the sophist
and the Parmenides. 1t is related to the doctrine that 'being is, and
nothing is not', and also involves tne denial of the reality of change;
the One is unalterable. Now despite any accusations that Hegel is a monist
and a holist, since it has peen seen that Hegel opposed the doctrine that
all there is, is being, it seeus 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, ccntains no difference, and therefore has

nothing in it; and that this very fact means that we must introduce ano-

ther 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 he does in the Encyclopaedia. Nevertheless,

the consideratien 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 the One witn the Atom of the ancients, and
arcues that the philosopnical standpoint of the early Atomists was indeed
a great advance on that of their predecessors, such as Heraclitus and Par-
menides. e contends, nowever, that the principle of Atomism is misunder-
stood if it is thought that atoms exist alongside the void. This is how
the matter has been understood in modern times, he argues, difference
being accounted for by the different composition or arrangement of atoms
cons*ituting physical things, but this is a barbarous conception and a
corruption of the views of the 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 thus leave this principle in roughly the same position as that of
Farmenides, 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 scurce of movement“zeder 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. 1t 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",zgut
according to Aristotle,2ge 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. ioreover, 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 hardly 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, 1 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. fHe does so next, however, arguing tnhat 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 ¢oncept
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 seme 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 Fermenides asserted that whatever was one could
also be many, the ancients, at least, according to Aristotle, "were in a
pother to avoid having the same thing at the same time one and many".27
FPlato argued against such scruples in the So hist,zghe Parmenigggignd the

3

Philebus, gnd when he asserted that the one was many, he did not just mean
that what was one at one time could be 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,j%ut ratner that 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 Flato, the identity of the one and the many is present

in every sentence we utter.32

Russell 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 pnilosophy of arithmetic was wrongly conceived by every
writer before Frege. The mistake that all of them made was a very natural
one. lhey 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 tngland?'. In answering this 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 he counted as one before, you may
ask, just as legitimately, 'How many molecules make up lr. A?'. And then,
Yir. A counts as many. 1t is obvious, therefore, that what makes anything
one from the point of view of counting is not it§3pnysical constitution,
but the question 'Of what is this an instance?'.

1t is true that Russell thinks here that 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 witn 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-
stein in the Tractatus.jY
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 which 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 theretore inseparable. Kant had recog-
nised this inseparability up to a point, in his so-called 'constraction' of

matter in his Metapnysical Frinciples of Natural Science, when he argued

that, besides possessing a repulsive force, material objects also needed
to possess an attractive force. The reason for this, according to one com-
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, with regard to the first half of this point, 'infinitely distant'
things do not even belong to the same sphere, and cannot therefore enter
into a relation of repulsion; and witn 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
repulsior: do not even make sense if they are separated, therefore, and
Kant, says Hegel, quite rightly, in my 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. 'he 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 idegel 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, wnere it will be seen that the concepts of the
one and the many, and attraction and repulsion, appear once again in vari-
ous different forims, 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' (Gr8sse) 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 'guantitas' and 'guantum' to distine
guish between two senses of the word 'magnitude',lbut 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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therefore abselutely continuous; at the same time, however, it contains

limitation witkin 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. Ccntinuity 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. We
ought net 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 net 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 that 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' ef their theses and antitheses as sham-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

4

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 might only be relatively sims

ple, and in themselves composite, but nevertheless, insofar as this com—




posite is said.to_be composed of them, thqy must be regarded as cimple.
To conceive of something as a part is to take it as something simple.

Even il this statement was not a tautology, however, Kant's
'proof' of it would still be a mere show. Basically, this proof comes
doth to the point that composite substances must consist of simple parts,
because composition is a merely exterial aand coutingent relation of sub-
stances, which is true, but nas here only the form of an assumption; and
Kant even includes it in his conclusion as part of the thesis that has
~upposcdly been proven. Similarly, in the proof of the antithesis, Kant
assumes that all composition is possible only in space, and that space
does not consist of sémple parts; and he really does not need to make .
Lriese assumptions, sinc: e makes it clear 1u a remark to tnis ‘prooi’ tnat
the statement that "nowhere in the world oes there exist angthing simp-
le“bonlw means that the existence of the absolutely simple cannot be est-
eblishrd by any experience or perception, so that, according to Hegel,
his 'proof' of tne antithesis comes down to the following:

...all our experience, visual, tactile etc., shows us only
what is composite; even the besi microscopes and the keenest «nives have
not enebled us to come across anything %imple. Therefore reacon ought not
to want to come across anythning simjle.

Phat is, since phenomena are always divisible, we ought never to conceive
of things as simple.

Now the fact that the use of the word 'coup~site' in the the-

3is makes it tautologous, prevents there being 2 true conflict here. One

0}

arises, however, if we substitutc thne 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-
éty of the relation of the discrete units, and thereforc their absolute
indivisibility, while the proof of the antithesis dogmatically assumes

continiity, and therefore infinite divisibility (in the sense of a capas

city to be actually divided into an infini e number of parts) Thus, for




51

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 here
by Aristotle's solutions to Zeno's paradoxes of the infinite.7

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 silencej 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 hinself to be operating
with concepts which were incapable of definition, and that Russell's def=
initions were not really the products of =zn analysis of the concepts in
question, but only declarations regarding the way he used particular
terms. They asso had the form of assumptions, to the extent that it was
not certain whether anything in reality answered to tize cCescription con-
tained in the definition. There is nothing wrong with such definitions;
but equally there is nothing wrong with operating with undefined terms -
not every term can be defined, and not every term need be.9Moreover, re-
carding 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.



(b) Quantunm

Quantity, considered in the form of discreteness, that is, as

Hy
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actually divided into the discrete units which he it wes only regard-
ed as implicitly or potentially divided into, is quantum, or determinate
magnitude. There are an indefini number of such quanta, each of which,

regarded as excluding tne others, forms a uanity (HKinheit,, and, regarded

by itself, 1s a multiplicity \ein vieles;. quantum in its most developed

and therefor: completely determinate iorm,

in with the aspccts of ity 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 nu erical magnitude are usually considered to

“

of masnitude, the former being the object of
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SeomeTyy latter, of aritnmetic., Hegel, however, orgues that) spatial
nagnitudes are only truly definite, and therefore truly quanta, to the ex-
tent that they are deterwmined by number; a circle as such is a very ind
definite object, a triamgie whose sides are in the ratio of four by three

by two, far more definite. 1his point implies that it is wrong to sepa-

—

rate geometry and arithmetic, as Kant, for examnple, does when he calls

the faormer, the science of space, and the' lattery .the science of .itime

(witq regard to this more specific way of disti.iguishing betwee: them,

ceometry, the

<

Hegel says in the Encyclopaedia that "Tieroc corresponds to

~
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science of space, no such science of time" ). In fact, Hegel makes the
further point here that there is actually no suience of nuuber, since
arithmetic does nol have number as its object, but only operates witi:

umbers.

The ovperations of arithmetic form part of the subject of ano-

ther very interesting reciark at this point. These prerations, Hegel



complains, are usually presented one after another, as if they are just
different species of calculation. However, it is clear i.at one depends
on the other, and the thread (kéﬂon) which ties them together merely

needs to be drawn out. Their systematic presentation i1s 1u fact based on
tne aweterminatrons ol tne concepi. of number. Al bottom, all calculation

is counting {(4fhlen), and therefore diversilt, i t e species ot calcula-i

\

tion can ouly be explaliiew vy a diversity in the sort ot numovers counted.
Now since the only quelitative difterence in the conc:pt of numler is -
that of unity and sum, all difference .n the sorts of number must be

traced hack to this difference. But difference in relation to numbers

ok
)
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tHé forms of equality and inequality, sc that the equality of unity and
gum formed the principle of the arrangement. Further, since numbers can

produced either by aggregation, or the separation of a given aggrege
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 systenatic presentation of the operations of arithmetic. The most.
mosi.basic operation is addition; this is distinguished from simple enu-

meraticon by the fact that it involves the construction of number out of
J

specitic existing numbers ratner thnan abstract uniis; however, e:zch num-

ber to be counted in addition is generally diilerent from the next, and
=1 )

caunte: only once, so it is impossible to distingluish betweern unity and

amount. This first becomes possible in multiplication, where the same

number is counted a specific amount of times, e.c. in the sum, seven mul-

[oN

tiplie five, the num!er seven has to pe couiited five time:s, Lhus tne
unlt nere is seveii, the amount, ive. kitner member 1. tnis operatioil,

: o S o &AL N L e aame W e
nowever, can be texen as unit or amount, since it is just the same wheth

wo coincided in -
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some cases, ol course, l.e. when a number was multiplied by itself. For
example, in the sum five times five, five was botih the unit and the num:
ber of times it is to be counted. This, theretore, formed another dis-

tinct operation, that of raising to a _ower; and as involving the equal-

ity of unit and amount, complédéd the positive operatiocns of arithmetic.

Since the negative operations are arranged in muc: the same
way, 1 will not concern myself with their presentation. What n sey—
ing much more urgently, is tnat Hegel does not re;ard this set-up ac part

of philosophy. He says explicit}y that:

1 A + 3 3

It cannot be said of the progressive ermination of the spe-

cies of calculation given above, that it is a philosophy of them, or that
it is a presentation of their inner significgﬁce, because it is not in
fact an imi.anent develeopment 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 wiich are the products of

nuitbers multiplied by tnemselves, and numbers which are not, in Plato's

Theaetetus. It is impossible to give & 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
2T

g S . ¢ S
pcesibility of a philosophical mathematics in the Encyclopaedia.  Th

. hilosophical form of cognition is not, he says, appropriate with regard
to the objects of mathematics. As the science of the fanite determinas
tions of magnitude, it is escentially a’science of the understanding’.

<+

This is not to say, however, that philos»phy cannot clarify what is going

on in matnematics, change the way mathematicians see what they are doing.
negel also takes tuls opportuilty to criticise the aantian

view tlhau tue propositvivns ol matue atics are syntnetic and a priori.

naat tnought tnat aritnmetical propositious were ( yntnetic pecause the




predicate-term oif an arithmetical proposition 15 0T contained among the
analysed constitueuts of the subject-term; in the proposition '7+5=12°',
for evample, the concept of twelve is not a constituen' of the concept of
seven added to five. But really, ’7+5' cannot be the subject of this prep
proposition. The subject pust be a simple; '7+5' is couiplex. The true(§ug‘
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 writien in philosophical treatises prior to
Kant's - back to front.

Actually, it is more accurate to say that arithmetical propo-
gitions are written back to iront in arithmetical exercises; for here one
does not really meet with propositiéns, or theoreus which have to be pro-—

~

ved, but problems. One is asxed, for to add seven to five and to

+

to give the result of this operation. It might be supposed that the state
statement of the problem, together witn the solution, constitutes a prop-
osition insofar as it make. & truth-claim, that is, it says that the sum

of seven and five is twelve (and not, say, eleven). However, Hegel will

arsue later on in the Logic thnat thner

£ : is more to belrng a propositior

[0

tnan nerely naving the capacity to ve true or false. A proposition ought
to possess a logical subject and a predicate; but this woudd-be proposi-
tion has neither. 1t does not tell us anything about a subject, but only
names one. It says that the sum of seven and five is called 'twelve',

1my

just as the statement 'The element with the atomic number 79 is gold'

says that the nmame of the said element i ys that the

twelve' can serve as an abbreviation description
'the sum of seven and five'.

Hegel similarly criticises Kant's vi v tnat the fundamental
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aiiple to support his case; he argues that the proposition that a straight
Iine is the shortest line between two points, is synthetic, because the

concept of straigntness "conlains nothing of quantity, but only of quai-
ity. ®he concept of the shortest is wholly an addition, and canrol be de-
rived, through any process of analysis from the concept of the straight
line. Intuition, thereiore, must here be called in; only by its aid is

4 o 3 " 15 14 3 hi 3 4 + ]
the synthesis possible" . “In opposition to this, Hegel contends that the
concept of a straight line (the term 'concept' being taken in its comnon

sense, as synonymous with 'idea') is reducible to that of simplicity odf

direction (die Einfachheit der Richtumg), 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 remarx< on the
use of numerical dsterminations for the expression of philosophical con-
pts. This remark, ostensively a criticism of Pythagéreanism, is actual-
ly directed at Schelling, who, in nis works on the philosophy of nature,
had ased the term Potenz (gover) to denote the difierent level~ of his
system. Schelling aetually intended to suggest an analogy ULetween these
levels and the difierent powers to wnicn numbers could be raised i matne
cmatics. Hegel, nowever, arg.ues tnat matnematical terms are. 1napprop i=
ately employed in pnilosophy, sirce ohey are so deveid ot coutent, so 1li-
ttle is exyr. ssed by tnem. uegel agrees witu rlato's placing oif numoer
mid-way between semse and thougnt in nis metaphor of tnhe wivided wuine,
#nd therefore regards it as hopeless to attempt to express thoughts in
terms of numbers. Yhe 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-




vance.

The use of numbers and geometrical figures as gymbols, he con-
tinues, is harméess in itself; but even here we must beware of deluding
ourselves that more can be expressed ian this way than can be grasped in

thought, or expressed in ordinary language. On the contrary, thought and

O

ordinary language are needed to articulate the content of such symbols.
The sensuous element of the symbol (tne actual shapeg drawn in ink on pa

per) is in one respect a distraction from the content or me:ni r of that

symbol; it gets in thne way. Hegel's remarks here apply to the use of sym—
bolism in philosophy generally, not rely to the use of numbers and geo-
metrical figures as symbols. Consequently, I think he would be against

fluous. a goou exalmple 0oi tne 1umapyrorriate use of symbolism is Alvin

Plantinga's escay, Which Worlds Could God Have Created?. Bne has to:deci-
_pher the:-symbelism in erder to get at Plantinga's‘argument,gso that:it
gerves basically:as an cbstacle to understanding.

But Hegel's main argument against the empl-yment of mathemat—

ical terms to express philosophical thoughts, is that, in fact, to the

extent that certain expressions used in mathemati o contain import: nt

thoughts, their ..eening *has first.to be given, determined, and justified
17

in philosophy". 'This is a ver, important statemnent, in which is contain-

ed the whole project of Hegel's work on guantity. It is not enough, there

therefore, to criticise what Hegel says about .the concepts.iof this sphere
4

by c¢howing that it does.not conform tc what it is permissible to say ab-

4

out the corresponding matnematical concepts; Hegel would seay tnat we
ought to be asking whetner the mathematical concepts conform to the phil-

pri

osophicel ones. He goes on to say tiat:




In its concrete philosophical sciences, (philosophy) must take
the logical element from logic, not from matnhnematics; it can on. be an
o gt = b A J

expedient of philosophical.incapability to have recourse to the shapes
whica the logical element asswnes in other sciences, many 6f which give
only an in<ling of tnat element, others being defective itorms oi-1t.’ The
mere application of such borrowed forms is, pesides, an external relc-
ving; the applicatiou itsel:t must be preceded by & couscliousness o tneir
wortn ana ol oneir mealluy; bUut such -a.counsciousness comes only from a
hinking consideration, unot the authority of consciousness ffam mathemat-—
ics. Logic itself is such consciousness, and this consciousness strips
off its jarticular forms, renders tnem superiluous and unnecessafy, rec—
tifies them and gives them their justification, sense and worth. 2

This paragraph could easily be directed at Ruscell, who 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
. e R : . sy 19
that the impossibility of an infinite collection was a mistake").

This is interesting, because Russell saw his own philosophic-

i 372 Rehesd o Ly " 204 . ;

al career as '"a gradual rétreat from Pythagoras". 1f Hegel were alive,
I think he would comment that Russell clearly did not retreat either far
enough or fast enough. It is not that tHegel disparaged mathematics; far

from it. He merel; believed that from the philosophical point of view, it

was a subordinate science. Consequently, he was concerned at the tendency

Py

of ris time to effectively 'raise quantity to an absolute:category' by
recognising as ‘'exact sciences' only trcse sciences whose objects” could
ve submitled.fo wathematical caleulation. This tendency was cheracteris—’
tic of materialism, he:argued, and especially oi that of the French Mat-
2l

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 cusceptible of a mathematical
treatment. Needless to say, Hegel thought such objects were irreducible

"45 this level, and that to imagine that one could give an zdequate acc-

ount of them in mathematical terms was to overestimate the ran_e and po-



wer of mathematics.

It seems to me that Russell, even in later life, continued to
rank mathematics more tighly than philosophy (at lecast 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 subui-

“J

ted
to mathematical calculaticn that deserved to be called 'exact'. Conse-
quently, if we accept Hegel's assertio: of a connection hetween an over-
empnasis on tne quantitative side of tnings ana materialism, 1t is not
surprising 10 sec tnat Hussell nas a materialist strezk. bespite 'offic—
ially declaring himself a wncutral fgniat from 1918 onwards, ne etill
feels able to maintaln 1 his philosopnical autoulograpny (and elisewiiere)
tnat 'people's thougnts are 1in their heads', that is, that 'the occurence
27 ,
in the brain is a visual sensation', This is only the same as ¥iliiam
James held, of course, but if this is Neutral Monism, there is nothing

very; neutral about it; the location of a thought in the brain makes it
5 3 O
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just as material as an electrical discharge.
o <o

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

o)

it is extensive magnitude. But in this case we do not consider the limit

as a .simple determinateness, but only as un aggregate, for e-ample, we do
not conceive of one hundred as & unit, but as one plus one etc., each uns
it being able to be taken as the nundredth. 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
iight further illustrate the difference between the two b, conceiving of

4 oCad

xtensive magnitude in terms of a certain amount of weéghts on a scale;

the removal scen the load. intensive magnit-

b
)
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of any single weignht will
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ude, 0. tue otuner nznd, ougut 1o ve couceived of in terms of the derrees
on a thermometer; one canaot merely remove any single degree to lessen
the nuiver, but ouly tne nth, wnere m is the number oi defrecs,

Intensive aud exiensive umagnitude are basically distinguished,
however, by the ftact that the lattcr contains the plurality which limits
it within itself, while the former has it outside itself. Twenty, as on
extensive magnitude, contains within itself the twenty units which go to
make it up; the same number, considered as an intensive magnitude, howev-
er, is what it is insofar as it excludes 211 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 deteriinateness, but it is only determined relative to
others. Hegel co:cludes from tnis that intensive a'd extensive magnitude
are 'one and the same determinateness of quantum'?jthnt is, that exten-'-

sive magnitudes are just as mucn 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 caterory
of the something now re-appea as 1.different to quantum).
We st be careful not to confuse Hegel's assertion here of

by of extensive and intensive magnitude with the

strict or abstract identity. fact argues ag-
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ainst the identification off the two, 1. tie seuse of ine resolution ol
tne one into the other. The urge to identify the two in this way, he
feels, is at the bottou of tue controversy between mechanism (in the sen-
se in which this evcludes the notion of force) and dynamism, which is =
false opposition. Phus, although he agrees with Kant in criticising the

view that where two different bodies have the same volume but different

weights, it is because the lignter 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
24

understood solely in terus of the space-filling force of matter, for be-
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 1 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

tensive magnitude, determined only by the amount of other degrees,
ing outside it, into which
tude, with a certain area.

an in-—
exist—
the circle is divided, and an extensive magni-
Physical objects, too, exhibit this feature;
the weight of a mass is at
constituted by so I

once an extensive magnitude, insofar as it is
any pounds and ounces, and an intensive

sofar as it exerts a certain degree of pressure; neat is at once an in-
tensive magnitude, as

a

iia

nitude, in-

certain degree of heat, and an extensive magnis

tude, insofar as it is ppread over a certain area. Hegel even thinks this

aqg
o

phenomenon exhibits itself in the psychological realm, insofar sz

exfiibits,..and the extent of_his iifluence. These sort of
ear at a later s

9pcaiﬁof both the .intensity of thnvught or the degree of genius

the outer.

gmples reapp-
tage, when Hegel asserts the identity of the inner and
Since, insofar as quantum is intensive quantum, that which

external determinateness. This means that, insofar as something is taken
ateness,

makes it what it is lies outside of it, quantum must be regarded as an

wnich is contained

quantitatively, it must transcend any particular cuantitative determin-
it must be able to increase or decrezse. Here we see the truth

n the matnematical definition of magnitude; this says
that it is that which can increase or diminish, and the trutn 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 s#ill tautologous). Thus ev-
ery given magnitude is potentially transcended; a limit is set wp, 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 the 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
guantum and its infinity has also essentially the moment of not being a
quantitative difierence. 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
9pp9sgd to it. Tégre remgins p;eserved in bgth the chtradicﬁ%on of the
anfinite progressicn, which ought to found its goal in them.

This all has dramatic conseqguences for the calculus, or at least the way

it is conceived, as will be seen shortly; but for the moment I want gZo

concentrate on the point that the infinite quantitative ppogression 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 instanii of this is Russell's so-called solution to his
2

Tristram Shandy paradox.

Tristram Shandy, the 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 coemplete
his autobiography. Russell, however, maintains that 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 ¥ ; (al-
eph-null). Now there is also a one-to-one correspondence between the days
Tristram Shandy records and the years. he takes to record them. Conse~
quently, he will have the same number of years to write hic sutobiography
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. Foer it remains the
case that there will never come a time when Tristram Shandy has completed
his entire autobiography, or when he has net already lived many more days
than he has written about. Consequently, we might just as easily conclude
that he will never fiinish 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 paradox 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. Russzell'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 nts 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. Achile
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 pesition 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. 1 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 cerrect;
that is, 1 think he is right to question what he calls the 'comion-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




therefore be an infinite number of such peints, but this raises the quess
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 Canter's enterprise.

The basic preblem Cantor set out to solve was an old one.
Mathematicians from Galileo onwards assumed that it was permissible te
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 Iormer, there is a one-to-one correspondedce 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 net to assign toi.them some definite number. However, if there is a one
one-to-one correspondence between two infinite classes, Cantor reasened,

we can at least say that they contain the same number of objects, and



find a symbel to designate that number. Thus, as previously mentioned,
Cantor employed the symbol }(O to designate the number of objects in the
classes of positive whole numbers and their reciprocals (the class of po-
sitive even numbers was also sSupposed to share this number of members);
and similarly, the number of numbers between O and 1 is designated by the
symbol C. Any collection whose objects stand in ene-to-ene correspendence
with the objects of this collection, it should be noted, will alse con-
tain C objects. This means that the number of points en any line segment
is always C, which was the assumption we needed to make ‘o selve the
paradox of Achilles and the tortoise.

Hegel would say, however, with Leibniz, that it is net cerrect
to speak of the number of whole numbers etc., precisely because there is
an infinite progression of such numbers; and I would agree with them
beth. It is nonsense to suppose that Cantor's X , is er represents a num-
ber. It ne nere represents a number than @ or OO . 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 §§dobjects, 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 alse theoret-
ically possible to assign numbers to infinite collections of objects".27
The trouble is that it is not, it is a conceptual impossibility; and
Kline nere presupposes what he is trying to prove. Indeed, 1 would even
go so far as te suggest that the very notion of an infinite collection
is, like that of an infinite number, contradictory, collections necesse
arily containing only a finite number of items.

It is, I centend, the attempt to treat things whose nature in.
principle precludes their enumeration, or wnich are conceived under a

description which in principle precludes their enumeration, as codlect:




67

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 mem=
bers of themselves, we see that they are of two serts, 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-—
¢luding the class of things which are net 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-
se}l speaks of the class of all classes. This netion 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 netes that
all the contradictions have in commom the characteristic of self-refer-
ence, and explains that "in each centradiction something is said about
all cases of some kind, and from what is said a new case seems to be ge-
nerated, which botn is and is not of the same kind as the cases of which
all were concerned in what was said"%ﬁﬂe develops ifrom 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, i? would haye members only de§§nable in terms of that total, then
the said collection has no tetal',
where the phrase 'the collection has no total' =eans that "statements ab-
out all its members are nonsense”?OBut why should this be the case? In
what conditions could this be the case, iif these are true collections?
Really, it is only nonsense to speak of all the members of a collection
if these members are innumerable; but this is just to say that they cans

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 centains the admission that
this progression, if it truly aims at reaching the infinite, is a fail-
ure. "Theught fails ‘in the face of this cenception of the imneasurable",
writes Kant; "just as a_dream,. in which 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.

Similarly, what he finds so praiseworthy about the poet Haller's descrip-
tion of eternity, is that he too declares such a progress teo 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 ciiticises 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
same kind, they declare to be the most important feature in the excellen-
ce of their science, - which is admirable, noet because of such quantita-
tive infinity, but rather, on the contrary, because of the measure-rela-
tions and the laws which reason cognises in these objects,.and which are
the rational infinite as against that irrational infinite. 3p
In other words, it is not the endlessness of the data ef 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 impertance, in Hegel's day. Both Kant and
Fichte had reasoned that man's freedom censists in a struggle to realise
the Good, which, however, he could never guite attain to; indeed, they
believed that the concept of freedom demanded that man ceuld 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 ifree. 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, en 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 centradiction, 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 'I° and the 'Nét-1'; he says that the 'Not-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 that 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 em_.one side,

one factor is predominant, on the other side, the other factor. But inso-
far as 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.
;f thought, Say,.reatly is predominant en ene side of ‘the opposition  (and
how one side of «:1 opposition can be no .more then a faé¢tor in itself I .
fail te see), being will be cancelled out (or the twe 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 Xant'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 criticisma to the particular antinomy in question threugh an analysis
of it, Kant's First Antinomy, Hegel contends, concerns the opposition of
quantitative infinity and finitude, as opposéd 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 then infinite divisibility.(why Hegel new 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). llore 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 znd time, this ferm,
however, being quite external to the main conflict.

The proofs of both sides of the antinomy are equally,super—
fluous, accerding teérHegel. 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 (i)

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
regards spaCe":'Now the preef of this thesis, says Hegel, presupposes
what it is supposed to prove; for at the begimning of his preof, 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 imposss
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.

Similarlly with the so-called 'proof' of the antithesis. This

runs: "The world has no beginning, and no limits in space; it is infinite

54
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 irom 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 begimning (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 peatulation of a’

time at which nothing, not even time, was.

Kant's conflict, then, really only expresses the point that




there is a 1imit, and that equally, that limit must be transcended, or
that there nist be semething beyond that limit. Far frem being a coentra-
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 net more) than Hegel has to say here, hardly deserves the title of a
's@lution' or a 'resolution'. Hegel just seems to be coming down on the
side of the antithesis, that is, arguing that the world simply is infin-
ite in space and time. For Kant dees not appear te 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 gquantum. In this endless succession of
particular quanta, therefore, we never get beyond the finite, we never
actually get beyond quantum as such. New the true infinite, according to
Hegel, is "nething 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 has the form of the
quantitative relation or ratio (das guantitative Verh&ltnis). The quanta
in a quantitative relation are no longer to be taken in their imuediate
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.

I mentioned earlierj%hat Hegel's views on the infinite have’
important censequences for our .understanding of the calculus, and it is
at this point, in a series of three remarks covering nearly a hundred -
sides, ridiculeusly described by McTaggart:as "some wathematical digress-
1ons"?6that 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.mathematics and the important results
whizh its introduction into the science has brought, and secondly, he-

cause "this science has still not succeeded in justifying its employment

i
of 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 empley-
ment in predicting phenomena perhaps. This procedure, however, is "unsci-
entific (unwissenschaftlich)"faand 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,.since 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 §g‘avoid these criticisms either by disparaging metaphysics, or by
saying that metaphysical problems are none of its concern, and that it

only has teo 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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Jjust the nature of the concept which was at issue, mathematicians need
take ne notice of the debate. They are only concerned with the essential
features of their objects as expressed in mathematical definitions and
theerems, and not with the concept proper. But with the calculus, mathe-
matics also breaks with its previous methods, and permits modes of proceé
dure which are not permissible when we are concerned with finite quantit-—
ies, while also continuing to employ conventional procedure. This appar-
ént breaking of its own rules stands in need of justification, which must
from a higher science.

It is true that the results obtaineB 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 te provide a short-cut in comparison with
existing methods, but to achieve results not otherwise obtainable. And
anywayp 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 achiewes is part @f the reason why we. should be
suspicious of that procedure (or at. 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 follewing pag-
es), but in fact they are perfectly exact. Now mathematics, as a science,
needs to be able to show how its results are preduced, and therefore can-
not rest satisfied with this inadequate conception.

Hegel procee@s, 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 ironing out the conceptual dif-

ficulties involved tne procedure of the calculus. He intends both te shed







light en nis own cenception 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-
finitesmal). 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 intinitely 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 Critigue

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 stipu.ation of its immeasurability, that is, in his own
words, '"that the successive synthesis of units reguired fer the enumera-
tion of a quantum can never be completed”%jis s8till only the concept of
an infinite progression, and that represented irom a subjective or psy-
chological point of view, that 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.




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 relatien, pointing
out the imperfections in each, until he finally comes to consider the
variablea x and y as they appear in the Dxy of the calculus, which he
presents as the most perfect expression of a gquantum 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
queniitacive progression, and that it is the concept of this true infin-
ite which makes the procedure of the cciculus intelligible, and indeed,
provides its Jjustification. The ascent through the varaous stages here is
based primarily en the extent to which the quaniitative element has been
eliminated frem the relation, er at least subordinated in the relation,
and therefore corresponds to the ascent throughtthe stages of the trans-
cendence of the sphere of quantity as suech.,

Hegel begins by considering fractions. It is evident, he says,
that % 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 twe other numbers which
are related as unit (the denominator) and amount (the numerator); and al-
though these numbers, if they are abstracted frem 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 redation which holds between them. Thus, they can be replaced by oth-
er numbers, such as four and fomrteen, which stand in the same relation,
without altering the fraction. Indeed, there is an infinity of numbers
we can substitiate for them in this way. Thus, we have started to trans-—
cend quantum as such. However, the fractional number is still am imper-

fect representation of infinity, firstly, because the numerator and de-



nominator can be taken out of the relation and count as erdinary quanta,
and secondly, because their relation itself can be expressed by an ord-
inary number, which is the exponent (der Exvonent) of the ratio (in this
case, the number 3°+5).

Secondly, Hegel considers the fractions empleyed in algebra
which contain letters instead of numbers. Clearly, thsse do not have a
specific numerical value of themselves, but are rather only univerasl
symbols for whizh 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 findite
quanta, and therefore the same imperfections which are present in the
representation of the infinite by ordinary fractions are implicitly pres-
ent in its representation by algebraic fractions also.

Thirdly, the fraction;? can also be expressed in terms of an
infinite series of numbers beginning 0285714... Similarly, the algebra-

. . 1 . . 2
ic expression «wwm=-- can be expresséd in terms of the series 1 + a + a

+33etc. The expie;s?on of either in fractional terms is usually called

the finite expression of it. But 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 ef 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 isg an

attempt te 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 something. But the principle of the pregression is

known; it is implicit in the fractional expression. Hence, this express—
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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 element of inexactitude is ac-
tually present, and true infinity, where there is only a show of inexacts
itude. What we have here is basically two sorts of mathematical infinite,
corresponding to the two sorts of philosephical infinite. Hegel is saying
that the representation of infinity in the form of a series, which is -
perennially popular, enivy applies to one sort, a very inferior seort. It
cannot represent the~true-infinite, because it represents rather the
failure te 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 we ought really to invert our termino-
logy; instead of calling the fractional exprescion 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 infins
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 cencept 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",4%nd
the finite as determinateness or negation. This definition, however, pro-
vides (fexr Hegel)'only a necessary, and not a sufficient condition ef in-
finity, since the proper definition would also have to state that this
affirmation is the result of the negation of a negation (se that the in-
finite is then declared to be the negation of the finite). The fact that
Spinoza does net attain to this supposedly more adequate definition is
regarded by Hegel as being in accordance with the fact that the principle

of his system is the concept of substance rather than subjectivity, an




immediate rather than a mediated unity. Spinoza illustratec his concept
of infinity with the follewing matnematical example, which Hegel quotes.

The space ABCD in the figure below can be said to contain infinitely
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many unequal distances. But this doés not imply that it contains an -in=
finite amount of parts, since its size is fixed and bounded, and anyway,
it will centinue to contain infinitely many unequal distances whatever
its size. This is because, in Spinoza's werds, '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 fractiomal 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—
nally infinite, 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 invelving 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 gualitative aspect. the relation which in fact constitutes the
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the ground of the incemmensurability.present in both Spinoza's example,
and the example of the fractional number, while the imagination cenfines
itself to the representation of quantum after quantum.

The discussion of this example leads Hegel inte 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 ferm, 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 suppesed to be var-
iable in the way that 2 and 7 are in the fraction % s Or even in the way

a and b are in the iraction =

5 3y 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 difierently, and there:
fore, despite their name, their variability is not to be regarded as
their main feature. Now this is interesting, since, te this day, the
variable is still regarded as being characterised by its variability, and
therefore as serviang 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 then,this, he cannot say what that is. "The variable", he
says, "is perhaps the most distinctively mathematical of all notions; it
is certainly also one of the most difficult to understand":42He was far
from cenf'ident about his own theory of it, moreover, calling it enly '"the
least objectionable that I have been able to ima.gine".A5

What, then, does Hegel think is the true nature of those mag-
nitudes with which the calculus i8 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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tirstly, that the deneminater and the numerator of the fraction % are
both quanta which can exist outside this relation, while a and b in %
represent such quanta; and secondly, that bath % 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 net x and y that are supposed to re-
present 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 guantum,
but rather, as gquantum, absolutely variable; that is, we may consideér it
as expressing any quantum at any time, without the change making any.dif-
ference to our calculations. This is becanse x does not have a relation
to y here, but only to the gquare of y, and the relation of a magnitude
to a power is not a guantum, but a qualitative relation.

It is therefore the power-relation which is the mos% 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 net really signify variable magnitudes, but only serve the same
function as the symbols a and b, i.e. they represent 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 censist-
ently employ different, symbels to represent them than those used to re-
rresent unknown quantities, since these are net merely unknown, but not
even definite quantities. Indeed, Hegel goes so far as to asay that it is
enly 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 symbel Dxy, or al-
ternatively, Dy/Dx, which denotes the instantaneous rate of change bet-
ween two variables. Dy and Dx neither are, nor signify cuanta, but only
have signification in relation te each other. Moreover, justaas they do
not signify quanta, neither do they signify the absense of quanta, that
is, they do not denote zero (this is a very important point fo  fthe une
derstanding of the calculus). It is here that we see the mathematical in-
finite in its purest form, since it is here that the qualitative aspect
is most prominent, and it was the infinite as it appears here,(the 86-
called infinitesmal) which had 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 questicn, that is,
by a consideration of the concept ef infinity.

Hegel does not believe himself to be entirely out on a limb
here, however, for he believes that the great mathematiciams 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 ‘fluxions' 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 have no final ratioy iee. because the ratioiibe-
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, net before they vanish, nor after, but that with

A/.“,
which they vanish"., The quantities in gquestion are not really to be
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taken as quantities, tnerefore, but as limits.,

The history of the attempts to justify the procedure of the
calculus can be described as th2 history of the precise formulation oif the
limit concept. Carl Boyer thinks that the mein cause of the persisten?
failure of mathematicians from Newton to Cauchy to formulate the concept
was "the fact that it was based on a geometrical intuition".‘4zs long as it
remained grounded on this intuition, it was unlikely to be precisely form-
ulated, he says. Now 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. He 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
than the principle of the matnematics of finite magnitudes“.46

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 + 16h
says that the average speed (k/h) of a fzlling body in the time interval of
h seconds after the third second of falling is a function of h, i.e. 96 +
16h. As h becomes smaller, k/h represents the average spped over a smaller
ant 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



rminety-six feet per second at the end of the-third second, which appears:

to correspond to the results of experimemt. The preblem here, however, is
how to justify this procedure. We cannot simply substit:te zero for h,
because k would then also nave to be equated with zere, and k/h would be-
come zero divided by zero, which, to say the least, is net 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 small!er 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 teo
make sense of this idea that the limit is approximated to. Kline gives th:

example of the sequence 0, %, é, i%: %%; etc., whigh might be a seqguence

of successive values in a.usimilar. example. It might be said that these
values were approaching the nuaber one, but no term of the sequence will
ever be greater than one hali. 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 fhe differences, as quanta, must be able to get
smaller and smaller without limit.

Kline credits Cauchy with disccering the rigorous formulation
of the limit concept?vbut 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 with respect to resolving the difficulty
outlined above, since it still emplcys this notion of appreximation. Cau-

chy wrote that:




When the successive values attripbuted to a variable approach
indefinitely a fixed value so as to end by difieréng from it by4gs 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:

The 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.

«+e¢ approximation is a category which of itself says nething
and explains nothing; dx already has approximation beRind it, it is nei-
ther near nor getting near; and 'infinitely near' itself means the nega-
tion ef nearness and approximation., LU
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 differeéng 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 te appreach it frem a consideration of what is really invelved in

the cencept of infinity. Hegel says much mere 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 alse 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 importe
ant. 1 console with the thought that I have still gene further than my
predecessors, and hope that what little I have dene is sufficient to in-
spire an interesi in these passages in others more able than myself to

understand them.

(¢) The @uantitative Relation or Ratio:

I really do not have much to say about this section, partly
becaise 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 the.true mathematical infinite; basic-
ally what he does here is to describe its difierent 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 Verh#ltnis). 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 wea
can substitute an infinite number of other numbers for two and feur with-
out altering it, for example, three and six, five and ten etc.

The indirect relaiion (das indirekte Verh#ltnis), or, as Hegel

also terms it, the inverse relation (das umgekehrte Verhéltnis), is




equally straight-forward. It simply means that relation where, say, one
guanta 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 lirectly 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 seme particular number, say, twelve, amd relate it to ano~
ther number, say, two; twelve dees not have an inverse relation to two.
What is meant here is that the number of emplgyees, whatever that number
is, has an inverse relation to the number off redundancies, whatever that
number is. The gualitative element is once again begoming significant in
this relation.

The uliimate stage in the development of the concept of the
gquantitative relation, however, is the relation of powers (Potenzenver-
h#ltnis), This is exemplified by fermula'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 guantitative relation for Hegel, because it contains ne reference
to imnediate quanta at all. The relation is incapable of being expressed
in these terma. It is a relation of eqguality, and not even between two
guanta, but between the square of one guanta and the cube of another. As
such, it takes us up to the limit of the sphere of guantity, and the be-
ginnings of the sphere of measure, since yuantitative relations such as
these are no longer external ite %ihe nature of things, but, at least in
those sciences dealing with the less complex objects, can actually be
used to characterise theme. This will become clearer in thc course of the

next chapter.
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Chapter Three: Measure

1
Morris Kline, in his book Mathematics in Western Culture, ar-

gues that what distinguished the science of the seventeenth century frem
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 of any uniform substance will not have
cause to incline more or less in any direction'i or Scholastic ‘explana-
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, thece quantitative descriptions were not simply seu-
ght after for their own sake. They were sought after because they were
considered to be essentially bound up with the guality or nature of
things. As such, they were what Hegel called measures. When we occupy
ourselves with nunber or quantitative relations, he once remarked in his
lectures on logic, it is invariably the measure of a thing we are after.
Thus, in astronomy, we cellect 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
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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

they enable us to predict, or even to bring about, qualitative

insofar as

change,

that is, insofar as they give men power over nature. The mere collection

=
of 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 guattitative

relations are bound up with tha gualities of things, that is, by the app-

licability of the concept oif 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 zeems undeniable that it is

applicable to a large extent in the sphere of chemistry. However, the

me»e concrete the science, and the more complex the objects under conside

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..Hdegel mentions .some notable examples in the

organic, social and psychological spheres where considerations
are still relevant, but generally he feels that measure is not
ant in these higher spheres.

1f he is right, then, despite its huge successes in
and chemistry, we ought not to expect the Galalean approach to

successful elsewhere, or equally adequate elsewnere. The areas

of measure

so import-

mechanics
be equally

in which

it has been most successful are precisely those in which it was most

likely to be successful. Consequently, the revolution in zcientific thou-

gnt which Galileo is supposed to have initiated must be cenceived as be-

ing far more limited in scope than has previously been thought. Although

it set up a new -goal for science, it did not establish the gozl of all
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scientific activity; and although modern 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 Galalean approach cannot justify the restriction of the meaning of the
term 'sgience' to the intellectual activity that employs that approach.
More than this, however, Hegel does not even appear to think
that the Galilean approach is completely adequate even where it is prie
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 descriptiona hawe_to be.gshown..tc reflect .the development of the . .
relevant concepts in the Logicj; 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 regtly. not.a proofi:in any>ordinary $ense. 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 Quantit&t)

Measure, writes Hegel, in its ordinary sense as a rule or
standard (Massstab), is a quantum which is adopted arbitrarily as the

unit of a given external amount.7Now although he recognises that there




are cases where the unit adopted is %He 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
only to serve for external comparison"oaana therctore it does. not matter
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
follaws that there ought to be an absolutely correct measurement.
In fact, this is the same sort of error we met with im the

previous chapter, in the consideration of the way the concept of approx-~

imation features in the calculus. There is no approximation ljere, because

there is no point we can arrive at which ean be regarded as the goal of
our appreximations; 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 guantum 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, howcver, would have to be a universal, and as such,
it weuld 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 final+
ly, of course,:. by the advent of . relativity theory. Now the znpiacement of
the one by the other has often been seen (by Kline, for example;9and alse
by Einstein nimself)lgs a victory over or a liberation frem philosophic-
al dogmatism, but while it was indeed 'one in the eye' for Kant's uncrit-
ical Newtonianism, it was not a blow against philosophy as such. Far from
shaking up all previous philoesophic thought, it was anticipated by Hegel,
as has been seen; he could tell from purely conceptual coisiderations
that the Newtonian metapnysic was inadequate. And it is not even correct
to say that relativipy theory supports Hegel's view; really it is the .
otner way around, Hegel's arguments lend support to relativity theory.
Certzinly they 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 ahsolute measurement of space
and time was, for Newton and Kant, nevertheless semething we were not ca-
pable of, sometning only a superhuman observer, God, was capable of. In
reality, therefore, ihis theory placed limitations on our knowledge where
—-as relativity theory does not. In relativity theory, the measurements
obtained in any frame of reference are sbselutely correct, and it is just
this which many people find difiicult to understand. This difficulty i$
resolvable, however, tnrougn 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, and that increased precision means a change of stand-
ards, not an approximation to an abselute standard. Russell was more or

less aware of all this, and regarded melativity theory as cencerned with

the exclusion of any element of relativity to a subject frem 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 Newton, and anticipated Einstein.

Measure is distinguished from quantum as being the limit of
the merely gquantidative alteration of a thing. At the limit, a merely
quantitative change brings with it aqualitative change. It is sometimes
suggested that there is no such pcint, that really, all changé. is gradu-
al alteration (Verinderung). Hegel, nowever, insists that to say this is
simply to deny the reality of qualitative chnange, 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 cualitat-
ive changes is, for Hegel, at the bottom of the paradoxes of 'the bald'

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 mands 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 net, but if the procees is repeated
for long enough, eventually beth heap and beard will disappear.

The trouble I find here is that these paradoxes seem to work
against Hegel rather than for him, since there 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 net defined in such a precise way
that it is possible to say, aiter the removal of the nth hair or piece of
grain, "There 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
#it of merely quantitative change in the sense of a precise peint at

which change ceases to be merely quantitative, but only that quantitative

alteration can result in qualitative change. This would leave open the
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possibility that the measure of some things is incapable of precise defs
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 point' where a quantitative alter-
ation brimnge 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 thre-
agh things geing 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 1or a great empire
(hence the fali of the Roman Republic). Similarly, a tree continues teo
grew 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 th:ut 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 must 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 1 can see, no other meaning of the term denotes any
thing of worth to be found in his work.

Measure, then, is initially a rule or standard (Regel oder . ..

lMassstab), that is, a magnitude which serves as a uanit relative to a

quantum which exists in gomething other than the something of the rule

{ welche Einheit gegen ein Quantum ist, das eine besondere Existenz ist,
- 1%
an einem anderen Etwas, als der Regel ist, existiert), and is measured
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by it, thet 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 wnii of some dther system entirely,
for exampie, centimetres, sinee 1lft=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 guality as such. But
not al. measures are external in this way.

We must distinguish between external measure, and specific or

specifying measure (Q§§ﬁ5pezifizierendes Mass). 1f we consider the exam-

ple ot temperature, then we see that tnere is-both the external tempera-
ture of a umiversal medium sucn as air, which increases or decreases uni-—
formly, and the temperatares of the different bodies in that meddum,
which do not necessarily increase or decrease in a direct relation with
eitrer the_temperature of the medium, or the temperatures of the other
bodies. The comparison of the temperatures.of thz 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. dowever! since the medium is itself also a spe-
cific substance, which is thereiore 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 betweeni two specific quanta.

There is a stage further than this, nowever, in which mezcure
takes the form of a quantitative relationship between iwo qualities, for

¢xample, space and time in the eguation T2=KD3. Space and time here are
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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 symbels invelved
in the equations no longer denete 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 other is
an amount determined by the former, which is a unit relative to it. If
one qﬁality is extensive, the other intensive, then the former is the
amount, and the latter the unit.

Hegel conceives of the fundamental equations of mechanics as
forming a hierarchy 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 relagyion which comes at the bottom of the hierarchy (Hegel
calls it a. "determination belonging to an abstracting refée&tion"{ﬂpre-
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 fiom what is said
above, given that Hegel thinks space is extensive (*an external, real

15 16
whole") and time intensive ("the ideal, negative facter"). Similarly, in

2
the equations concerning the motion of a falling bedy, that is, &=16t

and t=Jd]i6, time appears as a root (urit) 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 ve 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.s Matnematical principles of Natural Pnilosophy - as Newton

Vcalled 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-

17
What he means by thid is, firstly, that an enterprise such as New-

tiont"
ten's basically aims at grasping the measures of things, that is, the
essential quantitative relationsbBips 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 cerrespondence with empirical. fact as a
sort of proof), we must also prove tnem in the philosopnical manner. In
the case of Keplerds laws, for example, we must show how they are to be
expected, given the nature of the concepte of space and time. Hegel is
aware that this sort of proof is completely lacking 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..What New-
ton really does is to reduee Kepler's laws to "abstract expressions and
convenient formulae“.l%erhaps when we have got a better idea of what
mathematics can accemplish, and what it nas 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 rudimentaxy attempt, as he himself admits,lgut 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
and mathematicians (such as K.I, Gauss, for exampleannd laymen aliKe,21
it Bhs continued to do so even in recent times. This is only partly the
result of ignorance and misunderstanding; the most comunon 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 mathematiciams and em-
pirical scientists. Now 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 te do this, I feel, would be to concede far too
easily what was once a very lively debate. RHather than simply submitting
to authority. like this, we ought to examiné the pros and cons of the
case,

Clearly, 1 cannot examine everything Hegel says on these mat-
ters in detail, since tnat would take me far outside the scope of this
werk, which, after all, concerns Hegel's logic rather than his philoso-
phy of nature. The following, however, can be said in defence of nis
right'to criticise Newton. tirstly, it is not so much Newton's mathemat-
ics that he wighes te quarrel with, as the claims made for it by-himself
and others, and the metapnysical structures he attempted to build on it
In the account of his objections to the:assertion tnat Newton found the

proof's of Keplerss laws in the Encyclopaedia, Hegel urges the reader to

bear in mind that:

.s.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 firom that which is suprosed 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 pnysical value and the physical
meaning of those determinations, and that precedurc. It is to this that
attention ought to be directed; what is needed is an awareéness of the
deluge of physical mechanics by an: imdz2scribable metaphysic that - con-
trary to botn experience and Ege concept - has tnose mathematical determs
inations aZone 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

apound the sun ratner 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-withj this cdan be regarded as a partial
vindication of Hegel {though 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 thougnt, space and time are taken to
be quite separatc; we nave space and also time; philosophy fights against
23

this 'also'l This seems to me to be an anticipation of Minkowski's view

that instead of speaking of space and time, we ought rathner to speak of
a four-dimensional space-time continuum. Einstein described the concept-
ual changes which ‘inkowski 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 net observed that the true element of the
space-time specification was the event specified by the four numbers x-,
Xoy ¥z, %t. The conception of something happening was always that of a
feur-dimensional continuum; but the recognition of this was obscured by
the absalute character of time... It is neither the point in space, nor
the instant in 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, involzg 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 expresces the same point
(plus a little more perhaps) when he says that "the truth of space is
time", and that in time, "the point has actuality".

It seems to me thnat Hegel was able to anticipate ilinkowski'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. llinkowski 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-iiorley experiment was a crucial factor in
their eventual overtnrow, I cannot accept that the new theories were sim-
ply deduced from experience, because they clearly contain more than is
present in the empirieal facts, namely, their connection, conclusions ab-
out the form(s) in which they can be represented, and conclusions about
the nafure of those fundamental concepts, which, as such, were always ca-
pable of being reached a priori, tnrough philosophical inquiry. Einstein
saw himself as rescuing the concepts of space and time from the clutches
of "tha nhileasphers" who had abused tnem in one way or another:

The only Jjustification fer our concepts and our system of con-
cepts is that they serv=s 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.
Far sven if it should appear that the universe of idezs 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

Bt 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 difiicult to distinguish from kinstein's. Einstein, for ex-
ample, writes that:

For the concept of space tne ifollowing seems essential. We can
form new bodies by bringing bodies B, 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 witnh any otner body, A« The ensemble of all coatinuations of body
A we can designate as "the space of body A".Then it is true that all bod-
ies are in the ‘‘space oif the (arbitrarily chnosen) 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 earta's crust plays such a dominant role in our
daily life in judging the relative positions of bodies tnag it has led to
an abstract conception of space which cannot be deiended.”™™

Hegel's version of this runs as follows:

(Absolute space) is thought to be the truth of space; but re-
lative space is something much higher, for it is the determinate space of
some material body. It is rather the truth of space to exist as a materi-
al body.<9
Now insofar as this is different from what Einstein says, it goes further

in the direction he wished to travel, for degel does not merely say that

space is always the space of some body, but that space exists as a maters

|
ial-body, i.e. it is the spatiality of bodies ratner than the spatial re+
lations between bodies which is fundamental. :Hdegel therefore goes beyond

both Newtonianism and tinstein's neo-Leibnizianism te produce a philoso-
phy of space and time which traces these abstractiens back %o .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 then it must appear
that matéer is their truth...Matter is the first reality, existent being-
for-selfi; it is not merely the austract 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,
we see him making the point that, althougn, in an equation such as T2=
KDi, the quantitative element of both sides is qualitatively determined,
so that both are aspects of a single measure-relation, at the same time,
these two qualities do not stand to eagh other in the same relation as
the quantitative aspects, that is, it is not the case that they have ne

signification or existence outiside 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 motien, 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

dpace.31l
I do nop tnink this need be taken 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 eguated with d and t, which refer: te 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 which feature in the
formula, which therefore states a quantitative relatio.i between them that
does not necessarily apply to other spaces and times.

The law of the descent ef a “falline body also contains an ele=
‘ment that is not determined by the nature of space and time. The unit-
side of this eguation is merely an empirical quantum varying in an ord-
inary arithmetical progressionj; that is, it is just a number gaken up
from experience (whereas the number on the amount-side is an amount spe-
cified by <¢he other number multiplied, by itself, and thus does not vary
in a straight arithmetical progression). It is an imnediate 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 natw
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 fer Kepler's Third Law.
So Hegel says, anyway; he does not perform this trick in the Legic, and

the account in the kncyclopaedia, apart from being ridiculously brief,

is completely unconvincinge.

Hegel speaks of 'proof' here, but really it is net '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, irom the nature of concepts, why one ought
to expect certain laws to apply. Now while one might feel that ¥epler's
laws 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 in¥olved here. T'his may not be necessary for its prac-
tical employmert (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 bedome 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 xnow-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 (b;gggifgndg

Betrachtung)", in the Philosophical Investigations. Wittgenstein says at

one point:

«sslogical 1investigation explores the nature of all things.
It seeks to see the botiom of things and is not meant to concern itself
whether what actual.y 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-



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 i the essence of our investigation that we do ne
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.32

This seems to me to be fairly similar to what Hegel says about the philo-
sopnical as distinguished from the empirical approach to nature in the

Encyclopaedia. The philosophical approacnh does not ignore empirical fact,

but rather seexs 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 iramework(s), the nature of our most gen-—
eral concepts. Philosophy investigates what is most familiar, the fo:u of
knowledge (though not in Kant's way). The link between a comprehending
(Qegreifende) consaderation and a conceptucl investigation is already
suggested by the etymological counection between begreifen and Begriff.
(Note, incidentally, Hétbzenstein's use of the term 'logic' here; it is

clearly not formal er symbolic logic he has in mind),

(b) Real Measure (das Reale Mags)

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 metapnysical atomism which they are commonly assocd-—
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 net directly determine the laws to be found
in this sphere. They appear in the ferm of the length and thickness of a -
vibrating body, and the time in whicn a number of vibrations occur, beth
being measures which determine the character of the produecd sound.

Firstly, then, Hegel considers the case where something is
distinguishable by a number expressing the measure-relation between two
of its quantitative characteristics. One of these characteristics, he
maintains, will express.the inner:gide of the tniéng, i.e. that which
makes it real er 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, tnc 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 vodume
of the bedy is a direct relation, ratner tnan a relation of powers, be-
cause the bodies nere are independent, i.e. they are net part of a system
like the planets are.

It is this ideality eof 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, ifts volume is usually less than the
sum of the two volumes. If we only take account of the gquantitative side
of the combination, we should expect that the volume of the compound will
also turn out te be equal to the sum of the two volumes of its compos
nents; but here the qualitative side of the matter comes into considerat-

ion, in the shape of the nature of the guantities 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.ef_ the cémpound 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 eyuivalents 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. Neo
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, this will be preserved in coembination. Thus the
same chemical compound always contains the same elements tnited in the
same proportions (the law of definite propertiens); the proportions_in
which the elements combine with any arbitrarily chosen element are iden-
tiecal to the proportions in which they combine with each other.(the law
of equivalents); and the combining guantity of a compound is always the
sum of the equivalents of its components.(the low of the cembining num-
bers of compounds). A compound will also be strictly definable by the
proportion of ite elements (e.g. water = H2O), 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 whole
number, is nevertneless a guantitative ratio.

Hegel dees net explicitly mentien the chemical laws stated ab-
ove. He seems at this point to be thinking mainly of the disceveries of

Richter and Guiton de lorveau. 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 compination could be explained in terms of the
combining proportions of substances, he made the important diecovery that
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 given 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 egquivalent in neutralising power.
Richter compiled separate tables for each acid and base; it
was left to the Berlin professor E.G. Fischer to collate all Richter's da-
ta into a single table, based on the adoption of sulphuric acid as the
standard suostance. This choice was relatively arbitrary, nowever, and this
is probably why Hegel insists that "truly the self-subsistent  measure) is
disyinguished by the peculiar series of its exponents which it, taken as
unity, forms with otner such self-subsistent swubstances'; 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 it 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 elememtal sub-
stances, although ne does not intend it to. Indeed, Hegel does not seem

to have attached mucn significance to the distinction between elements
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nd compounds generally.

Hegel gees on te talk about the concept eof elective affinity,
but this is noet to be taken as an. indicatien 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 noet confined to«chemical phenomena. This sert
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 oi which are.simple
whole numnbers. If this is expeessed in terms of 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 of four to five, the
fourth a pair whose frequencies are in the ratio three te four, and se
on., Hegel explicitly describes such harmonies as 'elective affinities'.

There are otner parallels between such harmonies and chemical

afiinities as_he sees them. For example, just as the choice of a standerd

substance in the construction of a table of equivalents is relatively ar-
bitrary, in the sense that any substance, taken as unit, will generate
some sort of a series of exponents; so teo is tne choice of the key of a
composition. The individual note is the key of a system, llegel 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 tnose ratios, so harmonies
eccur at irregular intervals in the progress along the musical scale. But

just as there is a ditficulty abeut regel's statememt that individual
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substances are distinguisned by the series of the exponents of the ratios
in which other substances combine with it, se there is aidifficuity‘With
his statement tnat 'thelindividual note first acquires its Sense. in re=
lation te and in combination.with another tote, and with the series of
ethers'. If he means by tais twat .ainote 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 secms 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 McTaggart
again regarded as a digression, on the concepts employed in the pmmsuit
of the 'numerical relations of the mixtures of the chemical elements ngn
Verh#ltniszanhlen der Mischungen der chemischen Elgmgnjg)'B%I quete 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 Richter's law-.ef neutrality er equivalent
proportions, his-attempts to construct tables of eguivalents, and Fisch-
er's simplification of his work. But 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 wreng: 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 nhe 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 affinity were fixed be-
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teen substances, seme being attracted to others purely because they were
those ethers: Tables of affinities were drawn up on this assumption. but
Berthollet peinted 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. Now
Hegel is not impressed by this.argument, and appears to sugcest that- -
theSe' factors.are really. inseparable-from tne concrete nature of the
subgtance, go 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 cauees the motion of a pendulum to decrease, and finally to cease;
Hegel himself thought that this was the effect of gravitation).
Berzelius, Hegel continues, adepted Berthollet's views and

to make matters worse, dressed them up in 'the peculiar metaphysic of an
uncritical reflection',(whicn in this case means a thoroughgoing (physic-
al as well as chemical) atomism. Berzelius's theery went beyond the lim-
its of experience, er the one hand inventing sensuous representations
(sinnliche Vorstellungen) 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 ether hand, apply-
ing categories of thought (Denkbestimmungen), and thus on both these
_counts, maxing itself a subject fer logical criticism (logischer Krit-
ik - Hegel's pnrase, not mine). Hegel therefore goes on to quote a pass-—

age from berzelius's Textbook of Chemistry (L¥rbek i Kemien), which he

criticises in detail. Accerding te this passage, which 1 quote in trans-
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lation from Hegel's text, retaining his stresses:

«+s One must imagcine that in a uniformly mixed liquid, each

atom of the dissolved body is surrounded by an equal amount of atems of
of the solvent; and if several substances are dissolved tegether, then

they must ghare between them the juterstices between the atoms of the -

solvent, so that n a uniform mixture of the liquid there arises a gym-

metry in the arrangement of the atems such that all the atoms of the in-
dividual bodies are uniformly arranged in relation to the Ztoms of the,

other bodies; orne €an therefore sdy that-the solutica is chaBgectérised. .
by the symmetry in the arrangement of tne atoms as well as the combina=

tion in definite proportions. 26

Berzelius, according to Hegel, fe:ilewed this passage with an account of
the compounds fermed 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 eof the dissolved body surround the atoms of the liquid, that
free atoms of the two acads arrange themselves around the atoms which re-
main combined (with the copper oxide), nor that the symmetry in their
position and arrangement, or tne interstices between the atoms, exist, -
and least of all, that 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 rather % whether the selvent surrounds and is arranged
around them, or they surround and are arranged around it.- they exist
outside it, and dre therefere certainly not dissolved by it. One fails
therefore to see why one must form such conceptions, which are net cem-
roborated by experience, which are essentially self-contradictory, and
which are not otherwise substantiated i other ways. This could only ec-
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 tiaink thatiit is necessaiy to distinguish between chiemical and
pnysical atomism, as Alan Rocke’doeé??ﬁor,insofar as c.iemical atomism is

still a form of atomism, and still ‘a-nypothesis waicrn is mednt. td.explain
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the regularities which the laws of steichiometry describe; it remains
Susceptible to 1ogi¢a1 criticism., Rocke seems to suggest that chemical
'atemiém is a distinct hyvpothesis frem physical atemism :because it cen-—
tains, fewer metaphysical. cemnitments; but to say‘less'of the same thing:
is not té say. somethimg different,.:and as Recke himself admits?9the main
advecates of chemical atomism were alse thorough:oing physical atomists.
1 weuld stress, however, that ene ought not to infer from He-
gel's anti-corpuscularianism that he merely shared the dynamism of Kant,

Schelling, and the ether Naturpnilosephen. 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 Recke says was "the most preeminent cnemist in Germany"4%et-
ween 1817 and 1830, and whese views Hegel cites with approval in the knc-
clopaedia, were highly critical of both views. It is ridiculous to sug-
gest, therelore, as Rocke does, that theirs was a '"compromise" positism
between atomism and dynamism, a "dynamicél.atomism“.4&t is rather the
case that the Germans were aware of the superfluity of both categorial
frameworks, which merely raised aspects.of chemical phenomena inte meta-
physical entities, and wished to re-direct the science back on the sure
path of observation and experiment (this is certaiinly what Kastner seems
to be saying at any rate).
I am noy suggesting that Hegel himself was as positivistic

as Kastner or others of his like, but 1 certainly do think that he shar-
ed their view that the above-mentioned hypotheses were foisted on the
laws ef stoichiometry unnecescarily, and explained nothing. Hince we

hear him arguing in the Science of Legic that, contr:zry te what Berze-

lius,says, the dynamic view is as little incempatible with the law of

definite proportions as the corpuscular theory, although both theories



are inadequate. ''he one attempts to view the bedy solely as ancextensive
magnitude, that is, as an amount of atoms, and chemical ¢ombination as
the combination of those atoms, while the other attempts to view it as-
a merely intengive magnitude,-as a degreeief force, and chemical combin-
ation as the result of the action of that ferce. But. as has already ibeen
seen, the magnitude of a.thing expresses itself beth as an extensive and
as an intensive magnitude, so that both views are just abstractions, and
neith~r the one nor the other will de.

There is undoubtedly mere to be said about this remark of He-
gel's, but I have said all 1 want te say about it for the moment, so I
shall press on to the next section, We saw earlier that a mérely guanti-

\
tative progression can.be interrupted by the sudden appearantce of a term
wnich displaysra certain accord or affinity witn' an earlier one. Hegel
now argues that such affinities form "a nodal line of measures on a scale
of more or less (eine Knotenlinie von Massen auf einer Skala des Mehr und
Weniger)", %%d goees on to consider the notion of such a nodal line of
measure-relations in more detaii. Every measure-relation, he maintains,
has a certéin range (Weile) within which it is indifferent to quantita=
tive alteration and therefore does net change its quality. However, at a
certain point,the boundaries are overstepped,.and the quality of the
thing is altered, it becaemes sometning else. This is not to say, however,
as 1 pointed out earlier, that there are always precise boundary-lines,
but enly tQat, as ‘it were, the line must be drawn somewhere.,

Hegel illuminates further here what he has already said about
change at the beginﬁing of the section on specific quantity. Underlying
qualitative change, he explains, is a continuous quantitative progress-
ion, or series of quantitative alterations. Wow if we concentrate solely

on this series of alterations, then change appears to be gradual (allmih-



liche); indeed, this sort of change is gradual. but is not true change,
not gualitative change, tne change of one state of affairs inte another;
or at least it is only the external side ef such change. $he previous
quantitative relation, which Hegel says,. in terms recalling his treatment
of the mathematical infinite, is "infinitely near" the following one, "bs
still another qualitative existence”.A%n other words, this sc’ies of
quantitative changes never quite adds up to a gualitative 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 straightiorward 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 are a multiple of them, or else a power or a reot. 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. illegel expresses this quite beautifully, by saying that ''While
successive notes become more and more distant from the keynote...there
suddenly occurs a return (Rﬁckkghr), 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 something far removed".44

Moere important, however, are the examples he draws from chem-

istry. The pregressive alteration of the mixture preportions of two sub-
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stances is interrupted at regular intervals, he explains, by the ferma-
tion off distinct cempounds. The different cempounds of nitregen and oxy-
gen, for example, are formed only when nitregen and oxygen are mixed to-
gether in certain specific proportions, and no cempounds are fermed by
intermediate preportions. Similarly, metal oxides - Hegel specifically
mentions the lead oxides, but I think the oxides of manganese illustrate
his peint much better - are formed at certain points of oxidation, and
no true chemical cempounds 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 whieh Hegel appears to think bebongs to the con-
ception of a nodal line of measu-e-relations, that is, the reference
back to a previous term.

The phenomenon Hegel needed was in fact discevered in the 18-
60's, long after his deat@. 1 am referring to the periodic law, that is,
the principle that the chemical properties of tlie elements are periodic
functions of their atemic weights. 'he 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. lnsofar 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, has a weight of 4+0026,.
lMereever, the modern version, which is based on the number of pretons in
the nucleus of an atem of the element (sic), and which dees form such .

series, destroys the truly periodic character of the table.
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This does not pose.a preblem 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 th:t 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 form the planets, the metals, or
chemical substances in general, plants and animals, and then to ascertain
the law effi the series, is a fruitless task, because nature dees not arr-
ange its forms in such articulate series: the concept differentiates
things in accordance with their owm 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 refute this thesis by pointing to the existence of the period<
ical classificagion, because Hegel's point is net se much that Species
cannot be arranged in serial form, but that such an arrangement is en-
tirely artificial. It cuts right across the qualitative difierences 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 frem a gas like Krypton. The fact that the perioedic table
is usually sub-divided into sections based on broad qualitative divisions
such as that between metals and non-metals, shows thet chemists still
feel the need for this more natural classification.

The aspect of the reference back is also missing from Hegel's
last 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 alseo
differs from the previous ones in another way, namely, it cencerns a change
of state ratner 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 make the transition fomm the consideration ef quality and q.antity

as such to the. of a substratum whic: remains identical through changes of
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state. This is therefore a transitional example, and still does not ideal-
ly suit Hegel's purpose. Nevertheless, it certainly helps to suppert his

opposition to the dictum, natura nen facit saltum. It is certainly true

that "Water, in cooling, does not gradwally harden, se that it is at first
porridge-like (breiartig), and gradually attains te the consistency of
ice, but rather hardens all at once".46

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 abse
ence of sensation, and proceeded to arsue that there were infinite deg-
rees of reality, and that therefore the existence of an empty space or
time could not be proven empiricallyu4Le added that in order for a thing
to make the transition frem 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 leapsf“%egel
therefore protests here that Kant's doctrine does away with ceming-to-be
and ceasing-to-be, insofar as it transferms 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 noy
vet observable), and the couceptual diilerence (between something and its
other) inte 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 pregressive 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 cuantitative changes (the new mea-
sure-relation being regarded as measureless (ein ltasslose) 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 whanges of its quality (which now acg-

uires the significance of a state) or quantity.

(a) Tne 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
not for any other reason, then because Hegel omits the whole of it from

the kncyclopaedia 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 1 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 ef ahselute indifference (abselute Indifferenz),
which he rejected earlier on as an appropriate éencept to begin with. He
comients here that the expression Indifferenz has been employed (by Schel-
ling) for the concept wrich 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 same 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 criticises oSchelling for in-
sisting on the conceptual inseparability of the 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 asi:it approaches that point of its or-
tit at which it is nearest the sun, and decreases as it appoaches that
point at which it is furthest from the 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. However,

Newton also provides a 'se-called exglanation'of the phenomenon in terms
of centripetal and centrifugal force, that is, that the dentripetal 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. fegel simply replies that if centripetal force (e.g.) really did in-
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crease im inverse prepertion to centrifugal force as a planet neared the
sun, then the latter would be increasingly unable to prevent the planet
reacning the centre it strives after, and it would crash into the sun.
Similarly, if centrifugal force increased as the planet moved away from

the sun, centripetal force would be unable to prevent it from leaving its or
orbit.

The ceniral problem here, according to Hegel, is once again
that two things which are mutually exclusive are treated as if they.eX§st-
ed separately from oneranother. In our first example, thought and being
were treated as separate existences, which could both exist side-by-side
in difierent quantities, wnerees in fact the preponderance of the one over
cancels the lesser out, just as the preponderance of a motive force can-
cels out the imuobility 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 otner, precidely Lecause of their conflict-
ing natures; and te 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 cengoption
of indifterence as an inverse relation of its factors, mostly drawn from

Schelling*s First Attempt at a System of the Pnilosophy of Nature..But

then in these examples, oSche&ling was probably only adapting an idea he

found implicit i Newtonian metapnysics.
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Chapter Four: Essence as Reflexion inte ltself
1
The truth of being, says Hegel, is essence, which is te say
that being presuppuses essence. Being is’tnat which is immediate?“which in

eemparisen with essence is mere show (Schein). This is noet te say that it

has ne reality, but.only that it is transient, and lacks seif<-subsistence,
and. therefere requires a_permanent. substratum, which is the essence. The
standpeoint of essence, Hegel explains in his lectures? is the standpoint
of reflection (der Reflexion). New this exprescion is used, he centends,
primarily with reference to the action eof 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 secendly, throu-
gh the mediation of the surface frem which it is deflected. Similarly,
when we reflect on something, we de net merely consider it as it immedi-
ately presents itself, but rather as mediated threugh semething else. For
example, when we reflect that the lightning-flash we have just witnessed
is an electrical discharge, we ceonsider it as an expressien of a much wi-
der group of phenomena.

It is only when knewing (sic) is recalled frem immediate be-
ing, Hegel centinues, that it finds essence} now it i= wise tb note -
the ambiguity ef the term which I have rendered by 'recalled' here, and
whese infinitive is erinnern. Hegel uses it beth in the sense of recoll-
ection, and penetration into the neart of phenemena, because he thinks
that the two are intimately related. Usually, it is thought that te re-
cali something is to bring it back inte imuediate experience, but Hegel
talks instead of recalling knewing, er eneself, frem immediate experien-
ce, because it is met there that the essence is te be found; ene has te

search for it within, that is, either witnin oneself, as when one res: lls
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a general rule which is then to be applied te the case directly before us,
or within experience, as when one discovers a rule er law &m the first in-
stance. Hegel dses net really distinguish between the twe; or at least, he
chooses to stress the cennection rather than the distinction between them.
This is net peculiar to him, either; the twe are alse united in Aristet-

5
le's concept of epagoge.

The cennection between remembrahce and discovery (of the ess-
" F
ence) can be traced back further, in fact, to Plate's anamnesis dectrine

or even te Socratic maieutic,7and is alse present in Wittgenstein's later

8
philosephy. In the Philosophical Investigations, Wittgehstein says of Au-

gustine's question, '"quid est ergo tempus?" (which is what Popper would
call an essentialist question)that as semething which Augustine knows
when ne-ene asks him, but caniet give an account of, it is therefore some-
thing he needs to remind.himself of. Pepper alse notes cennections here,
though he is hestile to all the abeve theseé.gﬂegel seems to see the con-
nection in the passage beyond the immediate object of experience to the
universal, which is the essence. He even netes an etymolegical cennection
between the term Wesen, and gewesen, which, as the past participle of the
verb sein, signifies the past which is te be recalled (which in this case,
hewever, is “timelessly paét",ﬂg.e. has never been immediately present,
but is always found by leeking within).

Usually, when we speak of essence, it is taken te be the pro-
duct of abstraction from all determanate predicates, that is, what is left
over when the latter are thought away. Hegel does not held this view, how-
ever, because he feels that this subjective remeval only produces an idea
which is relative te the subject, an essence which exists alongside the

irmediate features of the thing, which, although theught away, are still

' 11
treated as self-subsistent. This cenception is not necessary, but enly an
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on the other hand, has been seen te emerge legically frem the cencept of
being. The immediate states of a thing have been seen te presuppose a
substratum of some kind, net in the sense of anether pafticular which @ -
serves as an invisible suppert, but in the sense of a universal which
contains these states within itself, and is the principle of their emer-
gence inte existence. It is this revelation ef what is within, this shi-

12
ning or reflexion within a thing, which is the true essence.

(a) Shew (der Schein)

Hegel begins with a more detailed censideratien pf the sq?t of
axrgument @utliqed abeye.ﬁmssence,‘taffn ;n the former seﬁse previously
mentioened, is epposed te being%jThis epposition takes the form of an eppo-
sitien between what is essential and what is inessential,.beth sides being
regarded as having a self-subsistent existence. However, precisely because
it has the nature ef an eppesitien, Hegel argues, this distinctien is mere
merely subjective, A and B are neither essential or inessential in them-

selves, but enly relative te a subject. Fer example, a student of Hegel

might regard the text of his cepy of The Science of Legic as what is ess-

ential te it, and the coever of the book as inessential; whereas semeene
else, who merely wanted to use the beok to decorate his boekshelf, might
think the oppesite. What Hegel is after, hewever, is net this merely sub-
jective distinctien,,but an ebjective one. Objectively, however, essence
is~distinguished’ fremiveing!insefar as theclattier, in cemparisen with it,
has ne self-subsistence, oer is mere shew.

The peint here, then, is that it is wreng to regard bkeing as

theugh it gxists in its own right, and therefore stands on a level with
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essence. 1 think this is Hegel's versisn of the peint which Kant express-
ed by saying that "appearances are net things in themselves}4(a view
which Kant himself, admittedly, did net advance censistently). This
means, basically, that ene ought not te speak eof appearances or transit-
ory states as if they are themselves things in their own right. We de
this, fer example, when we speak of such appearances as signs of seme re-
ality; fer a sign is a reality too, even theugh it points beyond itself
te another reality; and it is able to do this selely because men treat it
as a sign, and ignore whatever it might be in itself, that is, insefar as
they regard what belongs teo its immediate existence as inessential te it.
What it indicates is the essential, but enly fer those whe treat it as a
sign. Mereever, it can only fulflil its function as a sign if we are alrea-
dy familiar with the reality it signifies.

Hegel regards beth the fphenomenen'léPhﬂnomen) ef scepticism
and the 'appoarance'léErscneinung) of Kantian ldealism as schein, that is,
as 'an immediacy, which is neither a semething mer a thing, ner any indif-
ferent being in.general, wnich weuld still be, apart frem its determinate-
ness and relatien te a subject}7 The ancient sceptics refused te say ef
anything that 'It is', .insisting that ene eught enly .te say 'This is hew
things seem to me', while Kant, fer his part, insisted that we can knew
nething ef things in themselves, but enly as they appear te us. Hewever,
Hegel argues, if the whele content ef the world is declared te be shew,
then this shew is the werld; that is, if everything is declared te be mere
appearance, trnen ene might just as well say nothing is, fer then the ceon-
trast between appearance and reality is destreyed. The treuble with anc-
ient scepticism, and with subjective idealism (idealism commenly se-call-
ed) is that it dees net advance beyend the immediate given, and therefere

has ne right te speak of a reality distinct frem appearance at all.
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The truth is that show is only one aspect of essence, essence
taken immediately. Far 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, insofaxr as it presupposes
gomething 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 imnediate experience. In

sofar as it is considered as the eszence of the latter, then the reflect-
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jon 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 samel?
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 Vorbegriff 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 tiought, 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,

fa® rom taking us further away from the true nature of the thing, in
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fact reveals its true nature, which was enly partially revezled in the
imiediate appearance. In Hegel's terminelogy, this appearance was a nega-
tien, and the alteration whicn reflection made, the negation ef that ne-
gatien, and therefore the resteration ef the pesitive,

The passages en reflection in the Science of Legic are omitted

from the kncyclejaedia treatment, altnougn, as I have already pointed out,

the above peint still features in the Verbegriff. This suggests te me that
the peint itself was mere impertant than tne rest of the materizl in these
passages, and se te have salvaged this much is te have had seme success.

In the Encyclepaedia, Hegel suggests that the dectrine that the true na-

ture of an object is able te be grasped by reflectien, and enly by reflec-
tien, must be grasped in order te facilitate a preliminary understanding
of theught, and threugh that, of legic. This might surprise these whe re-
call the yeung Hegel's scathing attacks en 'reflection' and 'reflective

philesephy', but this apparent anemaly is explained in the Science of Le-

ic, where Hegel cemments that it was external reflection he had in mind,
that is, reflection insefar as it is regarded as the mere procescing eof a
material which it gets irem eutside, and which determines it; this is la-

19

ter termed ‘finite cegnitien'.
(b) The Determinations ef Reflectien

Hegel switches, at this peint, frem talking abeut a single es-

2
sence, te talking abeut essentialities, or determinations ef reflectien.

This meve may well be justified, but I 8m unable to-grasp any.such;just-

ification. According te Kant, reflectien is "the censcieusness of the re-
21

lation of given representations te oeur diffszrent seurces ef knewledge'.

All judgement , and «ll cemparison of representations, presuppeses this
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distinctien ef the cegnitive faculty te which the representatioens beaeng.
That is te say, legical reflectioen, the mere cemparisen of representa<
tions, presuppeses this transcendental reflectien. This is because the
fermer presuppeses that all the representatiens are of the same erder.
Only transcendental reflection decides whether things themselves are id-
entical ar'different, etc. Thus, if a representation belengs te sense, it
is distinguished by its spatie-temperal lecatien; if it.re resent seme-
thing purely intellectual, by its specific nature. Identity and differ-
ence here, hewever, are assumed te be numerical. Hegel is te question the
wisdem of this assumptien in an inquiry inte the nature of these cencepts.
Hegel mentiens in this cennection "the universal laws of thou~

.22
ght that are at the base of all thinking". New there are twe things that

need te be neted here. Firstly, these laws are net the laws eof legic as
we knew them, er rather, net just these laws, fer Hegel dees menticn the
law of identity and the law ef excluded middle. The three main laws Hegel
deals with (and they are three because there are three main cencepts in
this sectien, which they express in propesitienal ferm) are the Leibniz-
ian principles ef nen-centradictien, of indiscernibles, and ef sufficient
reasen. Secendly, lHegel mentions them enly te reject them, er at any rate
the expression of the nature of the cencepts ef reflection in the ferm ef
fundamentdl prepesitions. Net euiy is this ferm superflueus, he argues,
but the truth abeut these cencepts is actually inexpressible in prepesi-
tions which de net cenflict with oene anether, and which thereby require
a conceptual inquiry te sert them out..What Hegel means by this will be-
come clearer as we go aleng.

The movement eof reflectien has led us te censider essence
as that which transcends its immediate determinatiens. It is, as the ne-

gation ef them. But this "simple, self-related negativity"?saccerding to
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Hegel, is identity. It is werth cemparing this view with ether, more fa-
miliar notiens ef identity. The British Empiricists theught of identity
in terms of the continuity and invariability ef an object through time.
This led Hume te argue that since such centinuity and invariability was
newhere te be found, identity was merely 'feigned by the imagination“?
and that all one ever met with in experience was a successien ef related
objects. This was meant to do away with the assumption e€:r an identical
substratum which persisted threugh variatiens ef the state of a thing.
but it efffectively did away with identity altegether. Hegel's view, that
identity was net to be theught eof in terms ef the centinuity and invaria-
bility ef a particular, but rather as an abstractien frem the immediate
states of a thing,,aveided the fermer assumption while retaining the oh—-
jectivity ef identity.

It is alse instructive te relate Hegel's views te Hume's en the
more specific issue of persenal identity. Hume, as is well known, speke
of the self am a "bundle or gellectien of difierent perceptions"?&kant
peinted eut, however, that such a bundle presuppesed a subject in which
all the perceptions were united, even if thid ceuld net be an ebject of in
intuition, and was thereby unknewable, since etherwise it ceuld net be
perceived as a bundle. This view was in seme respects an advance on Hue
me's, in ethers, net. Insefar as the subject was censidered as semething
unknewable, it was net, fer this presuppesed that we ceuld net knew some-
thing abeut it (namely, that it had these perceptions) witheut knewing it,
which is impessible. Hegel's view here would be that the subject was an
abstractien frem the representations, and therefore was knewable, but enly
able te be met with in theught, since it was not a sensueus particular.
The fact that the subject ceuld net be lncated in experience_ only meant

that we were leoking fer it in the wrong spnere. 1 became censcious ef my-
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self threugh the negatien ef my representatiocns.

It is impertant te ebserve that identity as Hegel understands
it here presuppeses difference. Identity as Hume understands it is sepa-
rate frem difference., Identity in this sense, Hegel argues, is identity
in the sense in which it features in external reflection?#ln external re-
flectien, one merely cempares twe objects te see in what respects they re-
semble one another, and in what respects de net. In this way we arrive at
the idea of identity as oppesed te difierence, But the twe eught not to be
epposed, because then it becomes a matter ef subjective:cheice whether we
treat that which we are presented with as ene identical thing er a success=
sien ef different things. We ceuld say that the cup presently befere me
is a different ebjiect frem the cup wnich was before me earlier, because it
is a different spatio-temporal phenomenon, but censidered in its universe .
ality, it is the same ebject. This is effectively Kant's selutien te Hu-
me's prcblem?Yit fails as such, however, because it makes beth identity
and difference subjective,

Hegel goes on, in a remark, te criticise the netien that the
law of identity is to be regarded as the fundamental law of theught, or
the first principle of all knowledge, a notien held by beth Leibniz and
Fichte. This propesitien, he says, is a mere tautolagy?%a triviality. It
says nothing, precisely because it abstracts froem all difference. One
weuld expect, he continues, that if A = A was the fundamental law of tho-
ught, then "every consciousness would treat it as furdamental in every
utterance it made, or that it lies implicitly in every utterance"?9But
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-

tenct 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 = B, if
true, is logically equivalent to A = A, Hegel seems to show awareness of

this fact in the Differenzschrift:

eeofor the meee intellect, A = B does not say more than the
first proposition (i.ee A = A - P.J.S 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,
“"the highest formal expression of knowledge and truth“sis the contradict-
ion. To say this is not to praise formal contradiction, but rather to re-
veal the limitations of this sort of symbolism. degel 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. 1 may disginguish one man from another by the colour of his
hair, but this is not really what distinguishes nim from the other; other
facters are much more essential.

In his lectures on logic,B%egel 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 such 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 "tne ult-
imate requirements of science“?%k'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 zlways to discover new differences. lhe former is quite a successful
technigue 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 meehanical 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 quite 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 from) all determanations; in contrast to that absence of det-
ermination, it is here asserted that things are Zinherently 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 internak, or ba-
sed on some intrinsic denomination. 54
This seems to be precisely what Hegel has in mind too. Things do not only
differ externally (i.e: in terms of quantity or relations of space and
time), but must also differ qualitatively.

Hegel seems to think that it is essential to distinguish be-
tween the above interpretation: of the pranciple of indiscernibles, and
that which has it say merely that everytning is (numericaliy) different.
The latter is a tautology, or, as Hegel puts it, "a very superfluous prop-
osition"?Ssince "tnings in the plural immediately involve manyness (die
Mehrheid) and wnolly 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. toreover, it must not be thought these properties are only ex-
ternal to the things, or what is the same, that these differences exist

only for the comparing subject. Lf this were the case, Hegel suggests {in
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36
the Encyclopaedia), then the principle of indiscernibles simply could not

be said. I take him to nean here that it would no longer be true that ev-
erything was different (other than numerically, which goes without say=
ing).

Hegel claims to go beyond Leibniz in at least one respect, how-
ever., Leibniz treated the principle of indiscernibles as what Hegel calls
an 'imnediate' proposition, that is, one which is self-evédently true. But
this is a synthetic rather 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 difierence from the
concept of identity. Actually, nowever, Leibniz derived the principle of
indiscernibles irom the p;inciple of sufficient reason, at least, in his

essay on Frimary Truths?(But Hegel 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 re-
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,.«#as the only true one.

It is interesting to compare fHegel's treatment of Leibniz's
principle with what Wittgenstein had to say on identity in the Tractatus.
The latter writes at Tractatus 5. 53%03% that

Roughly speaking, to say of two things 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 is correct to dispose of the identity-sign and adopt the prac-
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tice of always using the same sign to represent the szme 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 other 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 thinkd that they exist only for the subject,
but certainly thatithey are no part of the intrinsic being of the object.
dence 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, on 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 ¢f them.

For if there is nothing to distinguish a thing, I cannot dis-
tinguish it, since otherwise it would be distinguished after all.3?8
Here 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 criticisma of Locke's views of individuality in his New Essax2§.
He implies that two objects witn the same logical form (e.g. Socrates and
Plato) can have all tneir properties in common. He therefore goes on,
quite consistently, to reject Russell's definition of the identity-signfo
precisely because it rules out that possibility; even if it is never cor-
rect to say that two objects have zll their properties in common, that is,
even if it is never actually the case, he says that it still makes sense
to say thid. 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 notiexternal - '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%lwhile Leibniz, in his New Ess-
ays, insisted that there had to be a principle of distinction internal to
the things.4%his was not so much a single property, as the thing's 'point
of view' on the universe.lln modern times, Russell and Strawson have con-
tinued thid debate, Russell taking over from Leibniz, Strawsén 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 unigue number; to give
everyone a nmmber is to treat them all as identical, and precisely to deny
their individualitye.

Difference, however, is implicitly opposition. Here we are bas-

ically just repeating the argument from the DBifferenzschrift. 'A is B' has

to be taken as 'A = 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 contradicte Fichte's second principle of human knowledge, that is
is, 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 the mere contradic-—
tory of the statement that 'Peter is here', the cancellation of that
statement rather than a positive assertion in its own right; and Peter's
absence is conceived as merely existing for one who expected to find his
presence, so that the world as such is wholly positive?ABut in fact, He-
gel argues, if tae negative is merely subjective! then it cannot stand in
relation to the positive at all; it simply is noﬁﬂs&wt the two do stand in
relation, and are in and for themselves only in relation. Positive and ne-
gative as-conceived above are only iimplicit positive and negative, the po-
sitive and negative of external reflection.

It is in this‘way, however, that the positive and the negative
appear in the Tractatusj“; and ~ P are contradictories. P is a proposi=
tion, and — P is the mere negation of thet proposition. Consequently, the
two can say the same thing, that is, we can represent a particular situas
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 knglishj and this, as Wittgenstein himself sags,
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 something 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 d@enying the re

reality of evil.4Zow 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 say that there was no good without
evil, nor evil without good. And in fact, this is just what he does say, a

as the folliowing catract from the Encyclopaedia logic shows:

If we regard evil as something fixed and self-suhsistent, that
is not the good, this is so far wholly correct, and (merely) the recogami-
tion of their opposition; the illusoriness and relativity of this oppogi-
tion is not to be taken in the sense that good and evil are both one in
the absolute, or, asiit has recently bezen expressed, that something first
becomes evil through our considering it so. 48

#egel does not just leave the matter there, however, and thereby leame 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-subsistient, and is in fact in itself only the absolute show of
negativity£'4
In other words, evil does exist, but only in opposition to good. Conse-
quently, it can never triumph completely. This is &« matter of logic, not
theology. Good and evil here are polar concepts. Hegel also thnought there

was & higher sense of the 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-fantian metaphysics. The pre-Kantians had taken pairs 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. Thus, for example, it was assumed that the
soul had to be either simple or composite, o1 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 tnis as the assertion of contradiction. In order to understand
what he was getting at, we must once again go back to Kant.

Kant argued in the Gritigue of Pure Reason that reason, when

applied to the objective synthesis of appearances, soon entangles itcelf
in contradictions?DThis is not mer=ly the result of sophistical reasoning,
but rather something quite necessary, a state into which reason "of itself
and indeed unavoidably falls",b%f extended beyond the limits of experien-
ce. Pseudo-rational doctrines arise, which can neilher 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. Lant, how-

ever, argues for what 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 zonfused with contrary and consra-
dictory opposition, which basically concerns propositions o! the four tra-
ditional logical forms)?2The statements 'This body is good-smelling' and
'fhis body is not good-smelling' are in analytical opposition, because
they are mutually contradictory. ''he 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. I two judgements are analytically opposed, then, 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 judgenents 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 'Tie 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 thing-in-itself, apart
from the series of appearances; but it is not so given. One ought to not=
ice here, however, that 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 seemned 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 aifect the truth of either proposition.,
What Kant seems to want to say is that the absence of the sta-

ted condition affects the meaningfulness of the 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 s&utement 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 uake 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 either to be true or false. They are not mere
gobbledygook, but irom the scientific point of view they are not admiss-
able, because tney assert nothing about what is the case in the world.
This view clearly invites comparison with Wittgenstein®s basic
position in the Tractatus. Wittgenstein too tried to argue that all that
could be szid were propositions oi natural science, and that would-be
metaphysical. statements included various signs in them which had no mean-
ing attached to them. It was ppssible, tnerefore, to state how things were
in the world, but not to say anything about the world as such. The attempt
to conceive the world as a mystical wnole was misguided, although the mys-
tical experience of feeling the world to be a whole and the adoption of
the attitude which regarded the world as a whole, were both to be valued.
All questions had to have an answer, or they did not make sense; but some
questions did not make sense, for example, those which asked something ab-
out the world as a whole. Russell and Bopper have broadly similar views to

Wittgenstein; the only legitimate field of inquiry is that of the natural
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(and social) sciences, whicn 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 insuperavle., The main one seems to me to be that
knowledge of how the world is, or knowledge of the particular determinas
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 with Theaetetus. We might believe that this is the case, and be
correct, but unless we knoe him, we cannot know the truth of the state-
ment. In general terms, knowledge of the truth of descriptions always pre-
supposes acquaintance witnh the thing itself. But statements about what is
the case, or propositions of natural science, are descriptiond of the
world. Consequently, edther 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.

The way is open, then, for Hegel to produce a genuine critical
solution to the antinomies. He takes Kantds 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 Jjust 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 speaks of contradiction at

tnis point, and even though the above certainly looxs like a contradict-
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ion. In order to understand why not, it is necessary ‘o cunsider the nat-
tire of contradiction, that is, what is meant by the term in formal logic.

Strawson argues that contradicting oneself is "like writing
something down ard then erasing it, or putting - line through it. Contra-

diction cancels itself and leaves nothing". Tnis is not correct to the ex-
tent that one who erases souwetning he has just written does not thereby
contradict himself; but it is true that one wno contradicts himself or
herself efiectively cancels out soinething they have 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 exps
lain what contradiction is merely by reference to a sentence or sentences
of a certain grammatical form. tor I may cay that it is the case that both
A and not A, e.g. the sun is shining and not shining, without contradict-
ing myself, so long as it is understood that . 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 ~P, but it is net 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-

25
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 that Hegel admits any contradictions in the for-

mal-logical sense. He does say that we must "grasp and express contradic-
926
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
secms 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 cortradiction.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 explamation of the meaning of the statement. Thus Hegel says
that the world is limited in space and time, insofiar 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 heyond, in orderito.Serve _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 resolutionr®f the contradiction,
that wnieh shows that there really was no contradiction at all. Finitude
and iufinity are merely aspects or moments oif 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 mame of its
own, but if 1 had referred to the First Antinomy, I could nave said thaut
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, moee
etrictly, 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, the conclusion
Kant ought to have reached, given his reasoning in the Critique that rea-
son necessarily falls into contradictions, #&ciually, it is the Understand-
ing that leads us into contradictions, wnich reason then resolves, by
showing tnat the separation of the presentations concerned is only super-
ficial, and really both precuppose one another. Since Hegel did not agree
witn Kant that his antinomies were the only possitle ones, the Logic is
packed with examples of tnis.

It must be said, however, that Hegel himself rarely presents
his arguments in the form of solutions to antinomies. This is becanse he
thought this form superfluous, and even misleading. It made the problem
appear to be one of assigning a predicate to an ooject, and if one sees it
in these terms, then one is likely to ascribe the impossibility of assign-
ing a single predicate o 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 the nature of these concepts that is pre-.
venting us from assigning.one ot 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 grocund. Hegel,
consequently, considers the concepts themselves, and is the father of con-
ceptual inquiry. 1 have not followed him, however, Leczuse I think his
views are better grasped if presented in this form.

I think it is now possible to make some sense of some of the
other strange things that Hegel says about contradiction in the Science
of ILogic. Contradiction enters into consideration nere 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, Hegel believes, is implicitly contradiction (see
page 134), insofar as it is “the unity (of two sides) which only are, in-
sofar as they are not one", i.e. @ unity in difference, "~ znd 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 something 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. l'he 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 ithe 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 annuliling 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. hey are simply shown to be aspects of a rore fundamental con-
cept, the ground-concept, as we saw previously. Thus the Kantian exercise
of bringing them together does have a positive as we:l as a negative side,
and to show this is really iHdegel's main contribution to 'logic'.

I think it is also possible now to make some sense of some of
the strange things Hegel says in his remarks on contradiction in the Sci-

ence of logic, beginning with nis remark that "All things are contradict-

ory in themselves§9(ﬁlle Dinge sind an sich cclist widersprechend). He m€

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, &t provides a proof of the existence
of God; one does not infer this existence from the existence of finite
things, but rather from the finitude of tnings, that is, the fact that
they are transient, and therefore presuppose a ground.

degel also says that contradiction is "the root of all movament

~60 61
and vitality", or "the principle of all self-movement", or "that which mo-
62

ves the world", and that it is only insofar as something contains contra-
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dicgion within itself that it has drive (Trieb), is a living thing. What
he seems to be saying here is that 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. ‘he true cause of change is therefore inter-
nal, not external; change is dialectical. The use of the actuality-potent-
iality distinction here makes Hegel sound very Aristotelian; but then he
does nave a very jrominent 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 with 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 ﬁcd@tradiction's) immediate
existence. Something moves, not because it is nere in this Now and there
in another Now, but rather because it is, in one and the same Now, both
liere and not here, because in this Here, it at once is and is not. One
must grant the ancient dialecticians they contradictions they pointed out
in motion, but it does not follow that therefore there is no moggon, but
on the contrary, that motion is itself existent contradiction.

This ought not by now to seem so shocking, even though Hegel leaves this

remark as it is in the Science of lLogic instead of providing the explana-—

tion necessary to remove the paradox. Hegel is effectively arguing against
the Russellian view that "motion is a series of rests”;ltr ‘‘nothing more

than a correspondence between points and instants of time, the points and
instants each forming an infinite set“.é%ussell gave: this view the rather
paradoxical name of the 'static' theory of change, 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 ai a
single spot at a single instant, a ppoposition which Kussell thought
transgressed the law of non-contradiction. It has already been argued,
however, tnat the mere form of words in a proposition is not enough to
make it contradictory, so that the latter view is not necessarily inad-
missable.

In fact, 1 think that Hegel is the defender of both the ortho-
dox and the correct view here, Russell wrongly aligning nimself, 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 irom the last: but this is not
all we mean hy its being in motion. If it is truly one identical thing in
motion (and not just a succession of momentary axistences 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. instant'); that is, it must be actually in position A, but potentia-
1ly in position B. And this. 1 think, is what degel 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 Memqrial 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;»He opposes
this to Kant's view that time is a precondition of change, because no
other concept can render comprehensible the pasaitility of the gombing=-

"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 contradic—
tion', or a 'contradiction in nature'?7though he is cereful to deny that
hé wants in his paper to assert that there are contradictions in nature;
and he seems to tning that nhis paper establishes a link between what he
calls 'the great tradition'. in logic - 'from Aristotle to Frege and Russ~ .
ell a1 modern mathematical and symbolic: logic' - and 'Hegelian logic',
though again he is carefu} to stress that nevertheless he regards the lat-
ter as being of little value, 'gua logic'.

It seems to me, hewever, 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 truths. 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 contracic-
tion have been interpreted in the same way as von Wright's were meant,

68
nameky, by Ueberweg in his System of Logic. The latter declares that fHegel

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 both 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 refédrred 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 nhis tho-
ught; on the contrary, however, 1 believe it reveals its maturity and ra-

tionality. It is the immature, narrow-minded and dogmatie person who in-

sists on a simple 'yes' or a 'no' to every question, and looks 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 wlternatives 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 morc true than in the case of Hegel, whose philosophy is distingui-
shable &2inly by the impossibility of fitting it into conventional phile-
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 nowkere, neither in heaven nor on earth,

neither in the world of spirit nor the world of nature, such an abstract
70

either-or as the understanding maintalns".7lndeei, this might be the max-

im of the philosopher and the man of the world alike.

(¢) Gpound (das Grund)

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 deternination, or is the transcend-
ing of every particular determination (and is therefore true identity).
Insofar as the ground only reveals itself thnrough the transcending of a
particular immediate determination, it may be said to be conditioned by
that determination; it is, at the same time, nowever, 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 abstiraetion of relation as such. Ground also
goes heyond the mere reflection of essence, by ncgating 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 of 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

(Alles hat seinen zureichenden Grund)", to mean that what is, is not to be
taken merely as an immediate existent, but rather as something posited
(als Gesetztes), that is, as @« result, as something which has proceeded
from a ground. This reflection reveals the essence of a thing, the 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-prerervation must be regarded as suffi~ient
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, Hegel argues, uuderstood the principle of sufficient
reason in a much more profound sense than is usuazlly done, since he con-
trasted sufficient grounds with causes 'in the strict sense', by which He-
gel means mechanical causes. Since mechanical operations are strictly ex—
ternal to the nature of tnings, the objects connected by such operations
are only externally and contingently connected. Or ratheir, 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. Bui rere we are merely concerned with
the bare notion of ground, as expressed in the proposition that everything
has 2 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 betweer the two. Firstly, He-
gel conceives of them as essence and form. Essence is here considered as a
substratum {Substrat) whic!: has a form and various determinations of that
form. Every dastermination 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 offi 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 something indeterminate or
formless, however, it is, more precisely, matter. Matter in this sense is
sheer abhstraction. It is not present to the senses, for it is only the
uniyy 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 must 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 rela<

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 atone. 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)?l

Formed matter, however, which is indifferent both to form and
matter in the above semses, 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 ferm, far frem being.external toi.content, $s ide .
entical with it. In art, for example, the content of a work like the 1li-
ad may be said to be the story it tells about the Trojan war; in which
cose 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 delévered 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 absts
racts from all content, and provides only the formal conditions of true
cognition, which derives its materizl from experience. This is how Kant

sees it in the Critique of Pure Reason. Tnis assumption, Hegel argues, has
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sceptical consequences, at least insofar as experience is distinguished
froi reality. 1t means that all certain knowledge is trivial, and all non-
trivial knowledge , uncertain. Fortunately, we do not have to make this
assumption. 1t 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 .
made it; perhaps 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, ior Wittgenstein at least, these
all add up to the same thing). In contrast to tnis view, Hegel claims that
it concerns (pure) thoughts 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) of thought and
scientific method as such. This ought not to be confused with Russell's
view, expressed in his book The Problems of Fhilosophy, that all a priori

knowledge consigts of relations between universals. Russell's universalsg

was only an abstract idea (although he does come close to the Hegelian
conception at some points, as indicated earlier).

1 do not pretend to know now 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 nas to say in this section. Basic-
ally, he is talking about the assignment of grounds in generalj and he dis

distinguishes three sortéd of ground, or ways of assigning a ground: formal
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grounds, real grounds, ané complete grounds. These would appear to be ex-
rressible respectively in analytic, synthetic, and analytico-synthetic
propositions. The first, formal ground, involves the consideration of the
same determinate content from two diffevent sides, that is, first as gros
und, and then as grounded. There is nothing in the ground that is not in
the grounded, and therefore the ground is in hhis 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 g groeund which is formally sufficie
ent is in itself a triviality, Hegel imsists that the science of his day
often expressed such tautologies in a disguised form. Newtonian physics in
particular was full of texplanations' like this. It was said, for example,
that the planets moved around the sun because oi the attractive force of
the sun. In terms of content, nowever, Hegel argies, '"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 itcelf; 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 makes the planets go round the sun"?BSimilarly, 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 crystzlline form.

Hegel's point here is not that scientific terms like 'force'
and 'molecule’ are vacuous and ough' 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 then descriptions or

general expressions of phenomena, such being all that science really pro-
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vides. ﬂegel's first example here is a good one, because (as we saw in the
last chapter) Einstein has shown 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 descripiion or generalisation from phenomena, as
was Kepler's original account, which Hegel preferred and championed in
oprosicicn to the Newtonian one. Interestingly, Hegel's criticism's of
Newton were condemned by Whewell as '"ignorant, presumptuous, and illogice.
al, to an extent to which no injustice is done by calling them childisth
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 phenomena; 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 hierdurch nicht vom Fleck gekommen), and the principles znd prim-

ary concepts which one accepts as fundamental when one begins science are
only presuppositions rather than absolute certainties. loreover, uncert«’
ainty is increased if the method is not applied consistentliy, 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 determinat-
ions, scientific constructs or models, are not carefully distinguished
from the determinations of the phenomenon its=21f, but are treated as mat-
erial existences. It is easy to get the impression, Hegel argues, that

such abstractions and nypothetical 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 nhad an immediate existence, are things or relations
actually present in Qerceptigg??bKant, in fact, was quite prepared to as-
sert the material existence of such things, despite the fact that they -
could not be perceived. He reasoned7€hat 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 tormer 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, hcweber, have as y=t failed to
confirm the existence of any of these entities. Nevertheless, this Kant-
ian line persists. Kline, for example, despite recesnioing that the phy=’
sical accounts of electro-magnetic phenomena are really no more than hypo-
theses - ne goes so far as to say that "The weirdest gnosts ever conceived
are no less realisable and no less tangible than the physical accounts
concocted for electro-magnetic phenomena"'ri--7 still appears to be'iave in
an undetected pnysical agent existing behind-the-scenes. This way of
thinking, moreover, has been . iven a new philosopnical justification this
certury by Russell, who argued in On Denoting that it is possible to know

that a thing exists, and that it has certain properties, without being ac-

&

(8
quainted with tne thning itself. In tnat paper he only applies this idea to

material particles and other minds, but in the ABC of Relativity he ext-

)
ends 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, tien, to note Hegel's statement that the view
that, despite the important role concepts like force play in scientific
'explanation’', we do not know the essence of these forces themselves, “am-
ounts to a coniession that this assigning of grounds is completely inade-—
quate; that sometning quite different irom sueh grounds is required”?olt
implies that what is rejquired is that the content of the ground be some-
thing different from the content of the phenom.nun whose ground.it is.
This is an important point because it is ofben thought that a ground which
is not formally sufficient is somehow deficient as a ground. It is thought
that 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 ground is already sufficient in the most
important sense, as was seen above.

It is true, however, ihat 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 éther
consequences; for example, gravity is the ground of a house standing, but
also of a stone falling. On tae oiher hand, 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 puttiing forward a typically Humean point of view at
fhis point). In fact, there can be no end to the assigning of grounds,
since every phenomenon presents innumerable aspects, each of wnich can be

regarded as the giound. 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 tc 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 the whole, of which it is just one aspect.
The whole is the ground of these phenomena, iisofar 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 pnenomena. It is actuvally something we are acquainted
with prior to knowing the phenomena. 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
mcre and more precisely in the course of inquiry.

The final part of the section on the concept of ground coricerns
the notion of condition. 1t 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 . know how to use
it, etc.; but these things are therefore not external to the fact, but al-
together part of it. They are, Hagel says, "the whole content of the =
fact";sﬁWhen‘all the conditions of a fact are present, it enters into ex-

82
istencet, 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 a&he fact (or
thing) with the existence of that fact. Nevertheless, it does not appear
here as a triviality, for this truth <oes not appear to have been univer-
sally recognised. 1 would argue that Hume, for one, refuses to acknowledge
it, rigidly separating the conditions of a fact and the fact itself.

Phe usual approach to the notion of condition is to pick out
several conditions of a thing, and say that, although they obtain, the
fact still mieht not._emter into existence. And it is indeed true that we
cannot say beforenand tnat we have 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 tnose conditions. Of course,
we can say that things mignt have been different, that, for example, it
was not a foregone conclusion that 1 was going to go out today; for I could
have decided to stay at nome. 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. 1f we want to deny the necessity of a fact prior to
its occurenceé, this:is.easy,.because for &ll'we know one of its: conditiops
might be absent; but once it nas happened, to say that it might not have

happenéd is only to apstract from tne conditions which necessitated it.
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Chapter ¥ive: Appearsnce

One doctrine of Hegel's that especially sets him ap.urt from

his modern predecessors is the doctrine that essence must appeare. Descaries

inherited a bastardiced form of Platonic-cum—Aristotelean essentialism from
the Schoteastics, which separated the sensuous appearances of the thing from
its essence, wnich was only perceivable by intellsctual intuition. This se-
paratio. was retained by the british kmpiricists, te tie extent that, al=
Locke argued that the Cartesian essence wac only a nominal essence, he also
pesited a real sscence of tnings, which was, nowever, unknowable; and this
way of thinking reached its logical conclusion in Kant's distinction bet-
ween the world of phenomena (which we can «now) and the world of noumena
(which we cannot know). There are not really two worlds here, of course;
only one world,which is known insofar as it appears, and whkneown insofar
as ot does not; but there is nevertheless a rigid distinction “wetwaen 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 FPop-

1

pery which is precisely the doctrine inherited by Lescartes (though not
from Aristotle)and criticised by Locke. Hegel did not trink 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 constitmtion',
thoush unlike Locke, he thought this w-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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bt 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
KINOWIl «

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 lritigque of Pure Reason, Kant insists that the nommenon is a

limitative concept, describing a thiig insofar as it is not an object of
sensuous intuition, rather than an object of a non-sensible intuition.3
This sounds like Hegel's view, insofar as Kant is saying that we really do
experience the thing itself, bhut there is still an important distinction
to be made here. for Kant is still commited to saying that some part of
the ooject does not appear, and is unknowable, wherezs in Hegel's view,
the emtirety of the thing appeicrs, and is «nowablée 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)

BEcsence, insofar as.cmerges into the realm of immecdiate exper-
ience, is firstly existence. The emsistent 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 becones the gro.nd or condi-

>

tion of asmetner existent. The existent is what is normallv called a thing




169

(ein Ding). The thing as it is in itself, or a- such, is to be distinguishe
ed from the external existence of the thing. The various features which the
thing possesses when brought into relation with the sub ect, its colour,
smell etc., constitute its external existence,’ Bach of these features is
a property of the thing. The: thing has.the property of’effecting another
tning in a .certain wag; butionly-a specifi® sort of thing affects Zhother
in a certain way, and so“the properties of a thing are not whotly extrinsic
to it, they are not just the perceptions of the subject. They are detarmin-
ations of the thing as such., through which it enters into relation with
otner things.

lnere are two points to notice here: firstly, Hegel does i«
opposite of what Russell often accuses him of doing, i.e. arguing that re-
lations are really intrinsic yroperties.4ﬂegel says here that the intrin-
gic properties of a thing are relat.ons, dispositions to ai. ect certain
other things in certain other ways, and under cettain conditions. Th.s
means that even if Russell is correct in saying that the acceptance of the
'axiom of internal relations' leads to monism, degel does not have to be
a monist (indeed, with his views on the one and the many, he could not be).
Once again, therefore, iegel sets himself apart from the English Hegelians,
from bBradley and Joachim, and turns out to be much closer to Russel! him-
self than the latter suspected; though he is not in full agreement with
Russell here either, since rus:ell thought relations were wholly external;
this would efiectively mean tnet there is a thing-in-itself which exists
apart from all relstion to other things, and such a thing, for legel, is
nothing but an empty abstraction.

Secondly, the thing-in-itself, insoiar as it is separated from
ite properties, is something merely abstract and indeterminate. It ic 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 gwound 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, hecause the subject
recognisee 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.261),5There is nothing wrong with two obsers .
vers at different standpoints who percc<ive the order of two wvents differ-
entlys; though there is something wrong with a subject who does not per-. y
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. Omly 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. 1t 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
ceparation or combination. — A book is a thing, and eich of its leaves is
also a thing, and ecually eachibit of it: leaves, and so on to infinity.
The determinatenesg through which a thing is only this thing, lies solely
in its properties.

This ot ght to be familiar; it is remarkably close to the passage I qouted
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 tneir external properties, is that they are diff-
erent (i.e. numerically difierent - P.J.).

Either a thing 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 nand, there are several things that have
the whole set of their properties in common, in which case it is quite im-
ros=zible to indicate one of them,

For 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
éll, 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 derends what counts as a taing. This is why
Wittgenstein insisted that we cannot say how many tnings there are in the
world. 'Thing' is what Wittgenstein called a 'formal concept', i.e. one
which beleongs solely, to .the.form.of representation rather than its content.
It is tnerefore signified by the propositional variable 'x'; 1 take this
to be the same as saying that the tning-in-itself is an 'empty, indeter-
minate ground'.

Since it is by “heir properties that things are distinguished

and related, and since the thing, 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, thirgs being mére moments of the
relations into which they enter. Far from properties Being merely exter-—
nal determinations of things, then, things are rather externzl 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 (Lighiﬁigii), colouring matter (Firbestoff), odorific
matter (Riechstof:), heat matter or caloric (Wdrmestoff), electrical and
megnetic matter. Things were supposed to consist of such matters, but He-
gel is at pains to point out (not here, admittedly, but slsewhere, part-
icularly in his lectures)9tnat the dissolution of the thing does not pro-
duce them as =eparate material entities, and consequently, they are not
to be regarded as such; tney are only =2betractions from the properties of
material things. This view separates Hegel from ¥ant (see previous chap-
ter, p.16l1) 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 mmtters, nowever, and goes on to say that the tning is an ex-
ternal combination of such, and thet the difierence of one thing from ano-
ther can therefore be said to depend on the quantitative relstion of the
various matters present in it. 1 really do not tnink he is entitled to say
this, bearing in mind what he says about these matters clsawhere; 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 that tal< oif 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. This 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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coleurino matter are meant to explain. 11z odd thing is that Hegel seems
aware of these problems,elsewhere,lgut not here.

Hegel is aware, however, of one conflict or contradicticn here,
That isy that !'where ne of theimatters is, the..other.also’'ig, in one-:and-
the same point; the thing does not have its colour in one place, 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'%lThis paradox cannot be resolved by assuming that the matters have tiny
bores in which the parts of the other matters exist, this merely puts the
problem out of mind. voreover, this pheory 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 degel - but
the thing is this contradiction, and therefore is-really sppearance.

The: idea of the goul as a- thing consisting of sevéral forces
or faculties (Seelenkrifte, Seelenvermbsen), each acting independently of
one anotherjy is, according’to tegel; theé. equivalent.in ihe realm of the
mind to the idea of the constitution of the thiig out 5f matiers. Forces,
and especially psycnological forces, are of course dif!erent from matters,
but they are ecually separables, and therefore, for the purposes of the
argument here, egnivalent. However, Hegel argues, the soul is not a thing,
and does not corisist of indepencent.forces ew faculties, and therefore
unlike the thing, it is not contradictory, and cannot be regarded as app-
earance. The soul is spirit, which is a nigher conception than thinghood,

and its various activities are its particular -~spects, not separate pow-
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ers; remembrance presujposes sense and imagination, reacon presupposes re-
N 2

membrance, etc. Note that, as Hussell once noted} Hegel does not go in for

the psychological myth which Ryle cnristened "the Ofiicial Doctrine”%stnis

separates him further fro. the Cartesian tradition.
(b) Appearance

Appearance is not imuediate evistence, but reflected or essen-
tial existence; this seems to mean that it is not what lies imnediately
before us as such, but that shown to be no more than an agpect or passing-
stage. 'he 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 itc
zground. 1t is in tois sense - that is, in the sense that the existent is
only relatively self-subsistent - that it c'n be scid that it is only app-
earance., Appearance is nevertheless Lhe appearance ol essence, however,
and so ap,earance 1B 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, nowever, to distirguish between essential
and inessentizl appearance, and also to bring these two sides into relation
with one another, so that the escential element in the flux of appearance
takes the form of the law of the appearances.

Law is the es.ential element in the realin of appearance in the
sengeiithat it is what is permznent in appear:nce. 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 which falls out-
cide the law and belongs only to immediate existence, the element of con-

tirgency which Hegel thinks must be acknowledged as really present and un-
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unable to be eliminated. The essential content, or law, is the [oundation
(Crundlage) of the appearsnces, and as such it is not something which lies
beyond them, but rather sometninz which is present in them. It is the sta-
ble image (zgg;;gg&éppglg) of the phenomenal world, and lacks only its

restlessness. dowever, because of this, the c¢o'ziection of the 'content-de-

' present in a law (e.g., in the lLaw of descent of a falling

terminations
body, spatial and temporal magnitudes) is only generalised from experience,
and still needs to be proven,:that is, deduced in dthe course of the philo-
sophical systeii.

T'he distinction between law and appearance is not merely a
distinction, however, but implicitly an opposition. between a rezlm of laws
and a world of appearance., 'he indefinite number of laws of appearance

come together to form a totality which constitutes a world which is in and

for itself (g;ne an: und flr sich seiende Welt) over and above the we:'d of

appearance. lhis world which is in and for itself contains appearance as
a moment of itself, so that it is only within itself tnat the contrast be-
tween it and appearance can really be made, that is, only irer the pecint
of view of law-governed experience ccn a distinction be made between that
and contingency; the element of contingency (o:s ot 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-
ctraztion from its system of laws, which can be called the sensuous world,
or the totality ofi sensuous particulars. nings as thi.gs, forces, laws
etc., are supersensible.

Wnat must be woticed nere is that for degel there zre not real-
ly two worlds, so much as one world, which ap esrs in two different fo:us;
firstly, in its essential form, as a world in and for itself, and secondly,

- N

in 1.8 inessential form, as a world of <ppearance. WNevertheless, the world
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as it appears is still epposed tc the world as it is.in and for itself, and
therefore - says iegel - tane eoc i3 simply the inversion of the other, so
that wkat i1z woeitive in the one is negative in the other. For example,

the North pole of a magnet is really or in and for itself the South pole,
positive electricity is really iegestive, a misfortune really = bit of good
luck. Now clearly what Hegel is trying to say here is related in some way

. 14 _
to what he szys in the Phenomenology about such zi 1nverted world. However,

this does not rewlly nelp a great deal, since the passages in that work

are just as obscure as the passages in the Science of Logic. I am not even

sure if ne is talxing about the same 'inverted world' in both cases; the

'inverted world' in the thenoienologzy is not contrasted witn a world of

15

ap, earance, it is a second supersensible world.

In the fhenomenology Hegel seemed to me to be saying that if

we distinguish in one way between a sensuous and & Supersehsuous world,
then the former appezrs to contain the princiyle of change, while the lat-
ter has none. A more satisfying way of looking at the matter is to say
that appemmances and realities are iuseparavle, sc that what is sencuous
or what ap,ears is in-itself its opposite, or potentially its opposite.

If this is what *“egel wants to say in the Science of Llogic, it is certain-

ly not clearly ststed but it might well be. It fits in with his notion

of the thing-in-itself, whicn is not so much something wnich exists beyond
our ken, as the poténtiality of « tning, and w&th nis notion that change
is dialectical. The point here seems to be that Kant, with his separation
of appearances «nd tnings-in-tnemselves, 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 sincle process, the process
by which escence appears.

The precise relation between appearance and reality, or the
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thing in and for itself, however, has yet to be deternined. 1t secms to me
thet the next section is meant to determine tnis. What Hegel is looking for
is the essential relation, i.e. the r:lation in which essence and appear-—
ance stand to one another, or if you like, the infinite and the finite,

the absolute and tne non-absolute. The im-ediate characterisation is that
of the whole to its parts; secondly, He_el considers tne relation of iorce
to its expression; and thirdly, he considers the relation of inner and out-
er. Hegel 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 them elsewhere, 1 will introduce this alien materikl in
order to overcome hLihig shoricoming; Hegel does make the sort of points he
makes in that meterial in the Logic, but unless we relate them to the con-

sideration of the corce;ts as such, it will appear thet they have no ground

_n the general course of the Logic.

(¢) The Esscential Helation (Das wesentliche Verh#ltnis)

The essential relution is basically to be understood as the
relation in wnich essence and appearance stand to one anotner, and the ob-
ject of this section is to arrive at the true characterisation of this re-
lation. The immediate characterisation of this relation is that it is the
relation »f two sides wnich merely reoi;rocally condition or presuppose
one another; this is the relation cof whole and parts. The whole corres-
ponds to the worldé in and for itself, the parts to the world of appear-
ance.léoth can be considered as existents; but when the whole is consider-
ed as what is, then tne parts are only its moments, and when the parts are
considered as existents, the wnole is taxen 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 iegel as a contradiction (or para-

dox - see previous chapter); indeed, the relztion itself is, he saye, an
17

'immediate contradiction'. This means that he has to go beyond it to a

higner determination. However, before considering that, let us first con-

sider this determinaticn in more detail, and teke a lock at the applicat-

ions of vhat tHegel says about it.

Tne whole consists of parts, says Hegel; that means that awm a
whole it rust be divisible énto parts. However, if it is actually divided,
then it ceases to be a whole. ihe wrnole is *therefore distinct from the
parts. 1t is true that the wnole is ecual to the parts, and conversely,
that the parts are equal to the whole, but on the other hand, the whole is
not eqgual to the parts as parts, that is, taken separately, but only to
the jarts taken all together, wnich, however, is the same as the whole;
and the parts are not equal to the wnhole as a wnoie, out only to the whole
taken as divided iuto parts, that is, to tnemselves. 1t is worth noting
here that Hegel does not give.primacy to either the whole or the parts as
such, and thereiore, while he certainly would not agree with any philoso-
phy which denied the wholeness of the universe, neither can he be placad
2lengside those bnglish Hegelians =nch as Bradley and Joachim who insist
that only the whole is reel, and that the parts of the universe must ult-
imately be regarded as illusory.

Hegel refers bacxk incre to the rroblem of the infinite divisi-
bility of matter, wnich was discussed in my earlier treatment of his work
on the concept of guantity. The contradiction winich is 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 inatter. The resolution of tuis contradiction, according to legel, con-

sists in the realisation that the relation of whole and parts essential-
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ly consists in the whole presupiposing the parts and .he parts presupposzing
the whole, while the presence of the one excludes the presence of the oth-
er., lhe thing is determined as a whole, and tnerefore sometning composite,
something having parts; the parts are thersiore what is subsistent here,
while the whole is merely the external relation (sum| oi rarts. If we now
take up one of those parts, then we sce tazt, insofar as it is a part, it
nust he taken as something siiple, something of wnich the whole is compo-
sed, dowever, tne part is only a part in relation <o a particular whole,
and therefore sometiing 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. ''his infinite progression is the expression of the aforesaid contra-

diction. 1t is, nowever, merely the repetition of the alternation of the
two determinations, neitner of wnich is the truth., Yne truth is simply
that neither of them are the trutn.

The determination of tne whole as soicthing compos.te, and its
part as simple in ielation to it, means that we must follow our natural
intuition and reject, after =ll, Russell's thesis that the whole is similar
to the part, that is, that the twe contain the szme number of terms. for
the part, as a part, is sometning simple, and therefore does not contain
zany terms. 1f it is ta<en as a whole, it has terms (or parts), but if it
is taken as a whole, tnen clearly it is not a prrt, znd we can only con-
clude the similarit:’ of the wnole with itself. Here we have an example of
a proposition wnicn is really < tautology, i.e. tne proposition that tne
whole is s reater then tne palt; nevertheless being denied in the course of
philosophical inquiry. Philosopny and science are full of such contradic-—
tions, wnich unlike contradictions in the santian or Heselian sense are
not nececsarv, but arise from errors in reasoning. 1t is this xind of con-

tradiction wnich He el would like to see eliminated; not merel  ~one bey-
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ond.

If, instead of whole and part, we speak of simple and compc

10)]

ite, then another important conclusion can be drawn froa tne account of-.
tri= relation given by degel, namely, that it is false that there are ab-
solutely simple elements of xnowledge or tne world which cannot be des-
cribed, and that only complexes can be described; for every simple has been
shown to be only relatively sinple, and in.itself something complex. Hegel.
does not make this application of his point in the section on wholes and
L 19
parts, but Flato made it in the Yheaetetus, and we «now that Hegel agreed

with nis general conclusions, because he repcats them i:ter on in the Sci-

20 . : : .
ence 0f Logic. This criticism gets its importance for us because the the-

sis closely resembles the eentral thesis of logical atomism, a rphiloso hy
which was predowinant for & large part of this century, until attacked by
one of its previous exponents (i.e. Wittgenstein) some forty years ago.

Wittgenstein in fact emplcys tne very criticism made ahbove in his Pnilo-
21

sorhical Investigations.

The relation of wholes and parts is regarded by Hegel as the
.22 , .
mechanical relation; the mechznical object is a mere ag regate, or a wnole

consisting of parts. 'ne relation of force and its expression (Das Verh#lt-

nis der Kraft und_ihrer Russerung)is here considered a more adecuate rela-

tion in which the unity of the diverse phenomena is no longer considered
as a4 mere external relation of them. lhis is surprising, sinee elsewhere
tdegel 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.6l ). This is a general problem here which L cannot resolve, but

it does not prevent legel from saying some interesting tnings about the

concept of a force. It ray be that wn=t 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 rass cver into each other, does not make 3 difference to
the effect comprenended tarousn it, i.e. a body displaces an squal amount
of weii ht, whetner this is conceived as tune c¢ffect of force or of the num-
ber of its material parts.

forces are s«id to be conditioned in that they require a veh-
icle in ovder to orerate; iron, for example, acts as a vehicle for .zgnet—
ic forces. lhere appears to be no reason however why iron rather than any-
other metal snould have tnis property; co sequently, force appears as
something external to its vehicle. 1t is for this reason that the differ-
ent forces can also be represented as matiers (see p.173). However, it is
less appropriate to sag that a thing nas a force, than that the force con-
tains the moment of imnediate existence: for the force is, only insofar as
it expresses itself. Yhis 1s an important point, which anfortunately is

not made nearly so clearly in the ocience of Logic as it is in Lhe bkncyc—

P

.. 2 ; o . S o .
lopaedia. 3All Hegel says in the Science of Logic in anticipation of the

latter material is that force is 'a positing of the externality which app-
: ..’24 ] : . 2
ears as existence', and the "unity of reflected and immediate subsigt-

.25 o | . |
ence',“Consequently 1 think it is worth referring here tc the kncyclopae-
dia to obtain a clearer picture of Hegel's point.

It is often said, remarks Hegel, that{ the nature of force it-
. 26
self is u known, and that only its exprecsion can be known. Kant, for examg
ple, held this view, and it is still advanced by scientists and philosoph-

ers alike (sce previous chupter, p.dé2 ). Hiwever, the entire content (In-

haltsbestimiung) of the force is the same as that of i*s expression. 1t is

only .n respect of form that tney differ; the same content is conceived

firstly in the form of an im'ediate existence, then in a reflectad or gen-

eralised form. This is why 'explanations' of phnenomena in terms of the
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action of forces are said by regel 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 unknow.ble conceives of them as having a material ex—
istence, whicr is however, unable to be perceived. iHegel is saying here
that our inability to percecive it is rather due to the fact that it is

not an object !or perception, but only for thought.

Forces do not bring themcelves into existence, but rather they
have to be solicited by otitier forces. Thus the mntive force of orie body
solicits the motive iorce of another. 1t is not Jjust that the same force
is transtierred irom the one to tne other; the action of the one solicits
a reaction from tne other. soreover, there is nothing in either of the two
forces themselves to determine wnich of them solicits and waich is solicit-
ed. Iln fact, both solicit and are solicited. lhe force which is considered
to be solicited nas to be of a certain type in order to be solicited by
a force of aunother type; a motive force carnnot solicit =z magnetic force.
In this sence, the force is active even when % ig simply being solicited.
and, of course, once solicited it is active iu its own self-expression.
Consequently, although forces are finite insofar as they presuppose solie
citation from outside. (and therefore lacz the element of self-determination
necessar’y to account for tne relation of essence and appearance) or the
eternzal and the transient), they are infinite insofar as they are consid-
ered as actively expres:ind'themselves and overcoming external thiigs.

Jdegel makes tnis point more clearly i the lecture-material;
it is all very well to grasp phenomena in terms of forces, he explaiss,
but it is a mistake to try to reduce all the different forces to a single
all-embracing force, which would just te an abstraction. the concept of

force is only nelpful in understanding pirticular ohenomena, not phenom-
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ena as a whole, kitner a force is golicited 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 'sonething-I-know-not-what' which supports the rest. The concepts of God
and fate have been counceived ol in a similar way, as Wittgenstein points
: 27 . e

out in the Iractzstus. It is true that the infinite regeees of explani-
tions needs to be brought t: an end, but the enpleyment_of #m arbitrary
terminus still legves a lot unéxplained. What is needed is a principle of
self-cdetermination; but thic demands a nigner relation than either of the
two considered so far,

The .08t adequate relation in the sphere of aprearance 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 2re clearly not to be understood here in a
spatial sense, tut ratner in the sense in "wiichi we speak of, say, the 'inn-
er' and the 'outer' msn. ''he two are usually ccnceived of as oprosed, so
that wnat is 'imner' is essentially private and unimanifested, while what is
'outer' ic putlic aad manifested. Hegel arsues, however, that the 'inner'
wnich is tazken to be purely 'inuer' in this way is really only sousthing
'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 be.-merely 'outer', that is, merely superiicial, is really only
something 'inner', tnat is, something which is nidden to us or unknowable.
'he true 'inner', on %he other hand, expresses itself outwardly, and the
true ‘outer' has its own inner significance.

If we apply this line uf thougnt to the relation of cssence
apd -appearance, we get the proposition we began  this chaptér witha:.essence

appears. Kssence is taken nere as the inner of the two determinations,
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but it is an inner which is completely manifested; siniarly, appearance
is taken as the outer, but there is notning in this outer which does not
belong to the essence. The content of essence and appearance is the same.
T'he essence that does not appear is only a very csuperficially conceived
essence, wnile tne appearance that is separated from the essence is mean-
ingless and incomprehensible. 1t must be noted nere thzt Hegel does not
merely say tnat essence may appear, bat that it must appear, and complete—
ly; this is important. Uther pnilosopners have ar: ued that the essence of
a thing dppears partially (Kant, .for example), but nevertheless still*in-- -
sisted that some aspects of it remain hidden. Another view would be that
a thing might ap,ear completely, or it might appear partially. Hegel, now-—
ever, insists on the necessity of complete denouement.

The point that what 1s inner must externalise itself has ob-
vious applicetions to “he way we conceive of mental states and disposi-
tions, which segel touches on briefly in his remarx to paragraph 140 of

the Encyclopaedia, and expands upon in the lecture-material. "As man is

outwardlyy, he says @n 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 wmoral etc., i.e. only in his intentiond and sen-
timents, and his outw:rd appearance does not correspond to these, thnen the
one is as empty and hollow as tne other'". Hegel admits in the lecture-mat-
erial that a man may have good intentiond which he does not realise througi
no fault of his own, znd 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. Uenerally, 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-verse.

1'his view is important insofar as it contradicts the Cartesian
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belief in the privacy of the self, and anticipatep-modern arguments such as

28 2 '
those of hyle and Wittgenstein for the publicity of mental states and dis-
positions. 1t is necessayy to be very careful here wh:t we attribute to He-
gel, however. On the first glance, it appears that hi: thesis is mer~ ex-
treme than thzt of either Ryle or Wittgenstein. They seem only to deny that

30 _
mental states and dispositions are essentially private, where as Hegel ceem
seems to assert that tney are essentially public. This would make degel a
benaviourist of some sort. degel, nowever, does not deny the existence or
even the ability to be known ol private states, even ec entially private
ones; what he says is that what is.merely imner is of little consecuence
in the consideration of the intrinsic or essential nature of tne person.
Thus fAegel could accept that, say, dreams are escenti:zlly private states,
. : 34 :
as Russell argues in nis criticism of Ryle,” but he would also point out
that a person's dreams, providing they do not aifect his actions, are ir-
5 ' .

relevant to the knowledie of a person s character.

.his is an important point in itself, of course, and possibly
one which Wittgenstein was groping for in his criticisms of psychology.
1t is a point which affects both behavi-urism and freudianism. For it is
alco Hegel's point thst what is merely outer is of little consequence,
or ratner, its.significance is hiddentbo us, because it is a mere contin-
sency. it is not every aspect of a person's benaviour tnat indicates his
inner self; the way ne fixes nis nat on his nead, 7is nabit of sitting
with nis arms folded, the sort of socks he wears, in fact tell us little
or nothing about tne ianer man, though oddly enouzn it is just these tri-
vial sorts of tnings which are often pointed out as indications of our

32 : .
true nature. 1t is this ratner superficial approach to psychology which
Hegel attac«s when he attacks psychology in general. It is true that in-

general, "man is nothingsbut the series of nig actions”,”put not every
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thing a man does is si nificant and wortny of consideration in an assess—
ment of his essential character.

Finally, Hegel's treatment oi t ¢ coacepts oif 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

~t

the self is merely inner, says Hegel, it is of lit . le consequence. Real.y,

the world of the self rnust be externalised to count as truly inner, i.e.
essential. On the other 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 selt, it is nidden to us; but since it is only the sup-
erficial outside of the world that is hidden in this way, this does not
really matter. Nothing essential is hidden to us. 1t all conforms to law,
and is tnerefore «nowsble. Indeed, if it did not conform to law, it would
not be essential. The irue inner world, and the true outer world, there-
fore, have the same content. ‘nhe world in wnich this identity is 1esent,

however, is no longer the world ofl appearance, but the world of actuality;

and thus we pass over into the sphere of actuality.
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Chapter Six: Actuality

Actuality (Die Wirklichkeit) is the unity of essence and ex-
istence, or of inner and outer. The german term 'wirklichkeit) is most
comionly trarnslated by the english term 'reality', and it is worth bear-
ing in mind that,wherever Hegel refers to the common uSage of the térri,
this is its natural.trahslatich. Neverthel#se, 3t is generally wiser
to translate it by the term 'actuality' .firstly because ‘reality " Y
is the obvious tmanslation e¢f the term 'Realitit', which tegel 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 extern:lised itcelf, tne pot-
ency which has actualised itself, the essence wnich exists, or has appeare
ed. It is not therefore to be confused with mere external existence or
what is commonly called reality. Lf this is horne in mind, the notorious
Hegelian dictum "What is rational iz actual, and what is actual is ration-
al“ldoes not look half so disturbing.

LThe com.on interpretation of this dictun is that whatever ex-
ists outside us is r=iional, so that there is no room for change or reform;

indeed, Wallace has iHegel call 'reformers! ':muddle-headed and purblind',

2
clearly mistranslating while blinded by the conventional wisdom. but He-
sel's actuality is not merely external existence, 'trivial, external and
transitory objects, arrangements, conditions etc.,', which he thin«s may
5] . ' . ; 5
well be irrational; but existence that conforms with its essence, fully=
developed rotentiality. li{ we may anticipate the next cLphere, tnen it is
existence which conforms wits its concept.or archetype. This is obviously

going to be rational, for legel, 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 kind of cosmic conservative, but merely eguates
the rational with that whicn accords witn its es:cence, rather than the es-
sence or existence itself. 1t is ratner the concept and the reality which

do not correspond that he regards as irrational.

(a) The Absolute

Actuality, nuwever, is initially determined &s the absolute as
such, in whicn every determinateness of essence and existence has dissol-
ved. it is impossible to say what + .1s absolute is, precisely because all
the previous deter .inatenesses have rLeen resolved into tnis one, s¢ that it
appears as_ the negation of all preaicates, but on the other nand, it is
21lso the locus of all previous predicates, and is therefore self-contradic-—
tory. lhe negating and tne predicating nere, according to Hegel, belong to
external reflectdon rather tnan speculative covnition, however, wni.h takes
up these predicates, but tnen just as easily snows them to be impossible.
1t should be obvious from tnis that the avbsolute in question here is the
tmaditional absolute of pre-Kantian (or even Kauticn) metaphysics, or, if
you like, the Gocd of the metaphysicians. He or It probably enters into con-
sideration here because He or 1t was supposed to be a necescary being, i.e.
a thing whose essence involved existe.ce, and therefore a unity of essence
and existence, or inner and outer.

1t is an absolute unity, according to Hegel, and the gcroungdof
the essentigl relation. llie othexr categories which nave been transcended:
:c he progress of the logic:collapse .into this one as their ground too,
tnough here tney nave not been shnown to do so through an external reflec-
tion, that is, by being shown to be impossible because they conflicted

with other deter iretions, as in the work of the pre-Kantizn metaphysic-
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ians, or by Kant himself, but by the inner necessity of the logical pro-
cess (or so scys Herel). Tnis transcending of categories is in fact the
true exposition (Auslecung) 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 reization to the absolute, nowever, and the Abso-
lute s conceived as an absolute identity, then it is only the absolute
nf external reflection, the Absolute in the determination oi absolute id-
entity, and zs determinate, an attribute.

lThe attribute is the merely relative ahsolute. Apart from this
gtatement, however, I understand nothing iegel says about it (though ad-
mittedly he does not say that muen zbout it), except that it has two sides
to it, i.e. it is the absolute as celf-identity, and the absolute as nega-
.tjon, znd that somenow 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 :degel says about this, eitner, except that
this completes the moments of tne cuncept of the absolufe, and that the
exposition does not take up the mcdes of tne absolute as thoughts discover-
ed outside it, and proceed analyticaliy until it reacnes the point of ab-
stract identity (wnicn would anyway be the concept of being), but ratner
besins with the absolute. lhe imode is conseguently only thne determining
of that absolute in wnich it develops its full potential, and the form and
content of the absolute zre therefore the same, i.e. the content is simply
ghis exposition. This point is dealt witn more fully by Hegel when he comes
;o discuss the Absolute ldea, whose content, he says, is the course of the
logic itself.

'nis account is obscure, but Hdegel makes it clezrer in a re-

4

mark which deals tirstly witn Spinoza's conception of substance, which
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he says corresponds with the concept of the absolute nere set forward. It
is the absolute of an external reflection or analysis, a single suhrtance
in which everytning deterainate is discolved. Ueterminateness is negation,
for Spinoza, and iegcl agrees, but he also adds that every deterninateness
and therefore every negation (tacen as quality) must iiself be negated, so
that tne absolute comes on the scene as tae negating of the finite or det-
erminate rather than an indeterminate positive being (wnich as indetermin-
ate neviriheless nas tnat particular determinaten.us). S;inoza does not
grasp tnis point, but stic«s at the point that determinateness is negation,
and therefore his substance is only the afore-mentioned abstract identity.
Bradlev's Absolute is of the same nature, and consecuently, Russell assu-
med that the Hegelian Absolute ldea was a similar sort of thing. This, how-
ever, was not substance but subject.

Although the Spinozistic Absolute is the product of analysis,
Spineza presents.his_system.as a syntaetic or deductive system which begins
with a definition of the absolute itself, that is, the concept of substan-
ce. ‘this is still an external reflection, nowever, and constitutes a def-
ect in Spinoza's account. lt is permissable to begin with definitions in
nathematics, sayc ftegel, but 1n philosophy, we cawnot begin in this way,
the concept of the absolute has to appear as the result o tne philosoph-
ical system. Spinoza also defines the terms 'attribute' and 'mode', where-
as Hegel arpgues that ther thogghts they designate ought really to be dedu-
ced in tn: course of the philocopny. The two attributes, tnought and ex-
tension, are, moreover, only zdopted from experience, znd are only for the
intellect which reflects on the absolute. Really, they ought to be deduced
too, and thought shown to be, not 2o much an attribute of the absolute,
or the reflection of one of its wodes, 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

'"for:n and manner' (Art und Weise) in which it reveals itself. It has no

content save being that which 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 having the pec-
uliar characteristic that "in determining an object, they do not in the
least 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 pcssible. Hegel is tc 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. i‘he first is actuality as contin-
gency or accidental immediate existence. This is actuality in the formal
sense, and along witnh it go formal possibility and formal or logical nec-
essity. comething 1s formally possible so long as it is not self-contra-
dictory,é}ormally necessary il 1ts non-existence is self-contradictory.
'hese are the only forms of actuality, possibility and necessity recognised
by PBavid tume and also the only forms recognised by Wittgenstein in the
Tractatus. Both philosophers conceive of reality as comprised of discrete
events, and this means that there can be no internal conneztion between

one state of atfairs and another which could constitute its relative poss-—
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ibility or necessity. fdume 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. lt 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
causal connection to justify such an inference.BThe belief in such a con-
nection is nothing but a superstition.9We 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
to Wittgenstein, is logical necessity%oand 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
neither probable nor improbable,lénd that either an event occurs or it does
not, that is, that ultimately, all reality is accidental, and everything is
pessible. Wnat is impossible is self-contradictory and therefore inconcei-
vable. *his is the most uncompromising statement of the standpoint of form-
actuality.to be found anywnere.

lhis standppint is inadequate according to Hdegel, however.

Eor according to it, everything is possible that is not self-contradictory,
but in fact, evervihing is not possible, because even if certain states
are not contradictory in themselves, their existence nevertheless excludes
the existence of other states.lior example, the fact that ; am in London
excludes the possivility of the fact that I am not in London. if we ab-
stract from this fact, then of course it becomes possible that + am not in
London, but precisely because this abstraction is necessary, the fact is

not really possible, i.e. not given all the prevailing conditions. The
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fault with the standpoint of formal actuality is ithat it abstracts from

all the facts, the conditions wnich pertain and the conditions which would

have to pertain for something to be really possible. lt abstracts, indeed,

from the content of the fact, which in reality would have multiple connect-

13

ions with other facts. 1f 1 may employ an example from the FPhenomenology,

there is nothing self-contradictory about the non-existence of private
property, but given many of the important institutmons 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
considers the '"determinations, circumstances =nd conditioné}46f its exist-
ence, then one considers its real possibility. *he thing in its determina-
tions, circumstances and conditions, that is, considered through its rela-
tions with other things, is real actuality. Heal actuality is immediate

existence too, but not merely that, since it is considered as '"pregnant

15
with content" (inhaltsvolle). 1t is not purely accidental existence, but

existeince which is bound up with or necessitated by other facts. This 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 French HKevolution,
we see immediately that it is bound up with man,; others wnich 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 france, etc. Take away
any of these factors and history might have been difierent.

1t 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 other 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 networkx of relations which constitutes the existent world.
lhe connectedness of things is, if you like, the primary fact, and their
separation the work of the senses 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 prcdjudices. 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.

Bmpirical scienee nevertheless strives after these laws or
relationships by trying to elicit them from experience. 8Bince 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 mere and more certain that it will. tHowever, it is
possible to grasp the conditions of an event as a totality withsut know-
ing each and every one individually; one only has to grasp the essential
determination from which all the others follow. This is not easy, and we
can still never be absolutely certain that we have grasped the correct
determination, but this metnod at least has the advantage that it is poss-
ible that we have done so. for 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 tney must acquire sufficient votes, then this is trivial, but at
least certain.

‘he 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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16
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 pnly relatively necessary, i.e. 2:tual 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 difierent 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 cnanging with it. Yet the whole tning
is happening in a law-like manner,

l'here is a higher form of actuality or reality than the reality
of things considered in their relations with other things, however, wnich
Hegel calls absolute actuality.;stolute actuality is reality which, far
from being accidental, or only brought into existence through the existence
of another thing, nas realised, or realises itself. This is a teleological
notion of actuality, the actual as that wnich is its own end, and which
is considered as striving to realise itself. It is not that wnich 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, lixke a plant might vecome stunted or detommed, or not even
grow, in a particular place. But it is that to which external existence
aspires, or less poetically, that which constitutes the principle of the
development of external existence. It does not exist alongside real actu-
ality, but ratner transcends it, ei.»loits certain conditions for its own

ends, though external conditions can also oring about its destruction.
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Hegel calls absolute actuality the unity of necessity and con-
tingency, éiying that it is, 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
own mediation,lat realises itself. On the one nand, 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.
Inese are the true forms of necessity and contingency for Hegel, and it
must be noticed how difierent they are from what dmermally go by these
names; wnen iegel 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 whe 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 =zoc =ty in
his social pnilosophy, he does not mean that these are features that can-
not cease to exist, but only that they form part of the development of
a state to its nignest end, eacn sphere being s.bordinated to the one
beyond it.

This also gives us a new way in which to understand the
rotien of God as a.necessary being, whose essence is 15 ~xist. This does
not mean that God must exist, l.e because existence is one of his essential
properties, wnich would indeed be subject to Kan®'s criticism that exist-
ence is not a real predicate, and is anyway silly'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 nimself, and that it is of his

essence to realise nimself, which is to say that if Hde exists, he develops
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or attempts to develop nis full potentiality in external existence. Fres-
umably, in order to be absolute actuality, He must havs actually done this
in some parts of tne world by Hegel's time, in iegel's opinion, probably
€entral Europe. The pure development of God in His essence is of course
meant to be the content of the Logic itself, which essentially, so Hegel
would nave us pelieve, unfolds itself, and does so completely, leaving
nothing hidden from view.

The development of the Absolute appears, ‘egel says, as the
blind destruction of immediate existence:a%ut this is only to the super-
ficial view. The negation of these finite elements is a necessary feature
of the production or revelation of the Absolute. This applies equally to
the finite tnings of the external world and to the finite determinations
of the Logic: without the Cerstruction of tne former, uod cannot manifest
iimself in tne social sphere, and witnout the destruction of the latter,
he cannot manifest dimself in tne sphere of Logic. 1lf 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 aAbsolute. lthis reflection seems to be one that Hegel thought
helped to reconcile us with *“hc 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 kelation

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. 1t 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 (ktwas) nor a thing (ein Ding), but only a showing or
shining (Scheinen).zlﬁowever, light does not manifest itself, as Hegel says
the Absolute does, but only other things; 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. lt would
be quite permissable for him to say that it had no other content apart
from what is manifested, of course, but then this would not be a new point,
but only a repetition of the 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. lhese 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,
substance "embraces accidentality within itself".ZIIt 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 tnose modern conceptions which sprung from the
criticism of the Scholastic version of the Aristotelean concept by the

philesophers of the tnlightenment. One who reads Hegel's misleading state-

ment in the Encyclopaedia that "Substance is herewith the totality of (its)
accidents”%imight 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 the former is that which develops or unfodds 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 nevertneless belong to it, and can be
considered as transcended substantiality.24This 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-

sprungliches) in relation to its effect, while the latter is what is set

25

down or posited, something derived. “'lhe cause is a cause, however, only
insofar as it has an effect, just as the efitect is only an effect insofar
as it has a cause.26Consequently, it is necessary for a cause to have an
effect. Thus, both are in themselves sometning posited, and the concept
of cause contains nothing that is not in the concept of the efiect.27This
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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minate causality, an identity of content vetween particular causes and
their particular efiects.

The reader will recall that the difficulties the philosophers
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, which 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 that, in fact, they denoted a
subjective inclination to conceive one tning tollowing upon another with
which it has previously been ooserved to have been constantly conjoined.
Hegel agreed that force was knowable, but thought that it was identical
with its expression (see chapter five, p.l81). 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 = single fact or
content, wnich the Understanding analyses into its constituent moments.

It follows from this argument, nowever, that csusal state-
ments are strictly analytic propositions. Now 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',zgs not a geod one, although it seems to have

a particular favourite of his (he also uses it in the Encyclopaediazgnd the

50

Jena Logic).” 1t 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 what he calls the formal metnod of explanation by tautolo-

gical grounds. These sorts of proposition.feature 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.ﬁzTnis, again, is a fairly typical causal statement for his
time, and he argues that it is analytic because the pigment ir question is
effectively the same tning or content as the colour. ''his content is merely
considered in two forms, once in its 'reflective'. form, as agent or cause,
and once in its immediacy as efiect. ne fourth example ne cconsiders raises
difficulties, however. The cause of a deed is said to be the inner disposi-
tion of the agent,5ée says, but the content of this disposition is the same
as the content of the deed; indeed, the agent‘s disposition can only be
considered as cause insofar as it is expressed in the deed. ''he problem
here is that Hegel seems to be saying that the 'inner disposition' of the
agent is nothing more than its outward expression, and therefore simply
force, whem we 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 think that ne nas 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
the 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, who was hit by a bullet in a
battle, then this shot (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 witn other efiective 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
witn 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.

Leibn1232aid that he derived this idea from the mathematical
consideration of the mature 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 such as 64/8, which 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 sucn fractions and can even operate
with the infinite series, so there is no reason why the contingent truth

58

cannot egually be mastered.jlegel, as we saw previously,”went further
than Leibniz, and argued that the fractional expression of the nunber 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 ahle to grasp them as such.

Hegel also notes that it is inadmissable to apply the notion of
causality to relations involving the mind or the living organism.59“his is
because that which acts on the living organism (e.g.) is assimilated by
that organism (see chapter 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. Otherwise, it merely occurs as an external stimulus, which
presuproses 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 miid Ionic climate the cause of Homer's works,4oa1though no doubt
he took inspiration from it, s0 that it was an external stimulus for him.
The point is, it was up to the bard to respond to tnis stimalus in whatever
way he was willing or able. The climate did not inspire everyone to compose
an Iliad or an Udyssey.

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 causaily on the external
world. It might be that he thinks all these things are possible, of course,

41 but in this

- he seemed to think earlier that the mind could act as cause
case, he should net really have said zbove 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 tnis 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
the downfall of the Republican constitution of Rome.42This 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, which 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 which spirit, in the form of the Austrian nation, converted into
the 'finel straw' wnicn 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 has 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 causzlity, and that is that the causality of a thing is extrinsic
to it.44That is, the object has an immediate existence wnich has no direct
relation to the fact that it enters into certain causal relations. The
fact that a stone, ior example, is this particular stone, tnat 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 schoolboy and hurled at a win-
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dow. These events, nowever, also involve lmmediate existences acting as
causes,.and these imnediate 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;4%here 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 efifect in another (see also chapter ele-
ven, p.353).

This infinite regression or progression is transcended in the

it

relation 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.47The concepts of causality and action and reaction,
says Hegel, belong strictly to the sphere of mechanism,4gut 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, but still not adequate enough. He illustrates
this in his lectures4gy 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 fdegel, 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 oi a greater unity which they generate. The same point is

perhaps illustrated more clearly by the consideration of the study of the

Dgt is one thing to say that the heart causes blocd to

physical organs;
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 whichiis the principle of its moments,
which at the same time generate it. This is the spnere of the concept or

subjectivity, which is dealt with by Hegel in the second part of the Sci-

ence of Logic, the Subjective Logic.
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Notes and Relercnces

1. Enc., section 6 (R)

2. Enc., section 142 (Add.), Wallace translation. Wallace has Hegel sey
that "actuality is not so bad arid irrational as purblind  and wrong-hedded
and muddle-brained would-be reforuers imagine'. This is misleading. The
original German reads: '"die Wirklichkeit (ist) night so schlecht and un-
vernunftig, wie gedankenlose oder mit dem Denken zerfallene und herunter-
gekommene rraktiker sich einbilden”. I would have thought that a more acc-—
urate translation would be something like "actuality is not so bad or irr-
ational as empty—-neaded or mentally-decaying and run-do.n practical men
imagine!. e el is not attacking reformers here, who anyvay are only occ-—
upied with that éxternal existencerwhich .is only the superf ’181 outside
of actuality (Ehc., section 6 (”\) but those 'practical men' who despise
thought and theory. This remark ought to be compared wiith the following
one from Russell (Problems of FPhilosophy, p.89):

But further, if we are net %o fail in our endeavour to deter-
mine the volue 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.must have food forithe. body,. but 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 goode of the body. It is exclusively among the goods of the mind that
the value of philosojhy is to be found; and only those who are not indiff-
erent to these pocds ¢rn be persuaded that the study of philosophy is not
a waste of time.

. Enc., section 6 (P)
. Werke 6, p.195f.; Miller, p.526
. Critioue of Pure Re .son, A219/B266
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Chapter Seven: Subjectivity

The Subjective logic was originally published four years alter

the Objective logic, in a separate volume aimed at proféssional logicians

gince it dealt iz part with the material of logic commonly so-called. He-

gel complained in his foreword that he faced the opposite problem here to
the one he had iaced 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-
fied" iaterial, into which he had to breatne new life. One ought to note
here that, although Hegel shares-ihe attitudeof 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. Hle compares the traditional logic to "an
ancient city, solidly built, and maintained in continuous possession and
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 though® highly of (mainly the mediaewal
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-
ence was "truth itself";%nough 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 ot 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

of sets of beliefs. The difficulty here, degel reckcns, 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 thke goal of truth had long since been dedlared unatt-
ainable, and its pursuit abandoned. Hegel seems_to think that filate's at-
titude wa& also the attitude 6f.his own age.

1 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
the Critigue of Pure Reason from which Hegel is shortly to quotz. Kant ar-
gued that this question is not a request for the nominal definition of -
truth, i.e. that it is the agreement of knowledge with its object, but for
the general criterion of the truth of-any cognition., ¥t is an absurd re«.
quest, however, since such a general criterion could not tzke account of
the relation.of the particular cognition to.its.specifie object, in which
truth, on the above definition, is supposed to consist. ﬁence, there can
be no such criterion. flegel agress with this conclusgion, .although-he does
not think Kant's argument is sound (see below, 1.218); but he objects to
Kant's restriction of the teri 'trutn' to the agreement of particular
cognitions with their objects. This is simply what h2 calls in the Ency-
clopaedia 'correctness' (R;ghtigkgit)f>something wnich 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 agresnent or unity of concept and obj-
ect, of subjectivity and objectivity in general, or of philosophical me-
tnod and its object. Kant, in restricting the sense of the term 'truth' to
what Hegel terms 'correctness', restricts knowledge to whai Hegel is to
call 'finite cognition','znd its objects to the objects of the finite or

empirical sciences. iegel, as we shall see, regards these sciences as very




uncertain, since they rest on presuppositions which only philosophy can
Justify, and consequently sees Kant as, at bottom, some sort of sceptic,
or pragmaiist, but anyway, no friend of truth. By associating him with Pi-
late, he aleo 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, sexves 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 Hegel
ingists that it can only appear as an absclute foundation insofar as it
has made itself such a foundation by showing itself to be presupposed by
the other concepts. The immediate presupposition of th=2 concept is sub-
stance, as has 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 csusality-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',
Hegel 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 (BEristenz) which
is itself free, is none other than the I, or pure self—cénsciousness??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 has, then we are talking about something familiar, which

may even be called the empirical self. but if we abstzmact from these part-

icular ideas, we arrive at the pure concept (something like a Kantian
transcendental subject). Inséfar as it is abstracted from these ideas, it
is universal(ity); 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 1, or concept, is the
nature of 1 grasped also.

It was Kant, for Hegel, who first advanced beyond the common
idea of the self as the substratum of a series of cornceptions which were

related to it as external properties. Kant wrote in the Critique of Pure

Reason of the original synthetic unity of consciousness;9This 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
term "self" ag denoting a mere "bundle of perceptionsé$)for Kant, howgver,
this objective order was a precondition of the analysis of our perceptions
into separate representations wnich could then occur in any temporal order
in any stream of tnought. One has to have the 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 .

other representation, even one which it is not objectively connected with.

This objective unity is the universal asnect of the self, in the sense
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it shares it with all other selves; anything which did not belong to this
order was a mere peculiarity oi the individual celf, a mere sibjective rep
representation.

This objective order was not truly objective in Kant's philo-
sophy, however; that is to say, it did not represent the true order of
things, but only the order of the way human beings in general experience
the world. Objectivity, for Kant, was still only really intersubjectivity
.- he says in the Prolegomena that "Objective validiyy and necessary uni-
versality (for everyone) are therefore identical concepts"li rather than
truth. The equation of objectivity with intersubjectivity is a common ruse
of subjective idealism or radical empiricism to reintroduce the:much-need-
e@8 distinction between subjective and objective, while at’theisame-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 aldSo be able to know things as they really are. In fact, the ob-
ject, according to Kant, is only that in the concept of .which 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 intuiticn 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 @n general; but

from the point of view of phencmenology, which was what Hegel believed
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from the viewpoint of a phenomenological treatment, which is what Hegel
thought Kant was engaged in providing%gthe 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. The logicnl 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 that 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 rcason why this sensible elem:nt ought
to be considered as real, and the concept as merely abstract, thct is, in
the sense that it lacked sensuous matérial;. for abstractiaon here:means ‘the
gselection of sa 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 inteélect to cope with the wealtn 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 thing to serve as its mark, but the transcending of the
empirical material and its reduction to its essential features, which are
manifested only in the concept of the tning.

Hegel is basically saying here that we must not confound that
which is first in the historical sense with that gﬁich is first in the lo-
gical sense, i.e. that which is truly fundamental.%A great deal of the
philosophy of :lhe Enlightenment, most notably that of the British Empiri-

cists, Locke and Hume, had been concerned basically vith what Hdegel called



216

the 'natural history}ASf thought, that is, with the question of the origin
of our ideas and the description of the workings of the human mind. Hez21l,
however, was concerned more with the relative certeinty of the different
stages in the development cof 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
frem the path _of certainty.

Hegel thinks that Kant anticipated the true view in his insist-
ence that there were synthetic judgements a priori, although he i& criti-
cal of the expressson 'sy:itnesis', which he says connotes the idea of an
external unity of things that are really 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 are dependent on exper-
ience for their content, i.e. that 'concepts without intuitions are emp-
ty"?sThe concept ought rather to be concidered the ground of the various
things we can say about the object; it is because x is tztom to.be a cow
that we can say i ought to have udders. Even if we have never seen a cow-
the concept is not theretore empty; it retains its.content, it is just
that there appears to be notning 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 zs that the concept provides the foundation fer the
comprehension of experience.

The tension between the views which !legel considers to be im-
plicit in the Kantian philosophy, and those which Kant explicitly puts

iorward, is carried over into his views on the nature of logic generally,
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and its relation to truth. Although, as Hegel 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 rature of an object is abtained only by reflection, Kant ne-
vertheless makntains 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, amd argues that the logical consequences of Kant's views
must not be shrunk from. 4t 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 nndeveloped; 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 the identity of concept and object.

There is a sense, fegel argues, in which logic (or pure philo-
sophy) is a formal science merely, that is, én contrast to the 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. Logic, 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 ‘legical ferm'; 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? Hegel in fact
says it is only really the familiar view that truth is the agreement of

. 16
cognition with its object. Kant, when, in the lritique of Pure Reason, he

deals with the question "What is truth?", presents this as something which
goes without saying, but really it is a nighly 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.

Kant goes on to explainlzhat the question "What is truth?" is
nct to be taken as a request for the above definition, however, but for
a universal criterion of the truth of any belief, a request which £ant
argues is absurd, since such & criterion could not take account of the
peculiar cortent of the cognition, on which its truth depends. Thus it
is concluded that logic provides formal rules for the understanding, nec-
essary but not sufficiemt conditions of truth. Hegel is critical of this
argument, nhowever, 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 ic 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. lloreover, if we allow that logic is only formal, then it is
a onc-sided cognition, a cognition without an object, and therefore not
the agreemeht of the two which is requisite for truth.

I am not impressed with these criticisma, for a number of rea-
sons, Firstly, 1 think Hegel is merely exploiting Kant's clumsiness and am
biguity of expression here; the terms 'truth' and 'contont' are given di-
verse and incompatible meanings in their different occurences in Kant's
passage. 1f 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 wath the term 'object', but
Kant seems to understand by it the relation of the cognition to its object
(sec tne bracketed expression at th: 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 says




that truth is the agreement of the content with the concept; it does not.

It scys tnat it is the agreement of concept and object, wnich is not the
same thing in Kant's:termipg@logy, 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 difterent interpretation
of the common definition of truth. It has its advantages, however, and it
is therefore one worthy of bheing retained. It is a proper definition, for
one thing; the detinition as commonly interpreted only gives conditions
for the verification of statements or beliefs}aﬂoreover, 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 adecuate to its
form, in order to be true (that is, in orcder to be the pure Truth). This
is surely a logic more worthy of the name than the old logic, which con-
tained nothing mere a handful of tautolugies, some rules for the conver-
sion of judgements, and the traditional forms of the syllogism, all of
which are taken up merely nistorically, 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 dhe value of the various forms of judge
ment and of argument; not en a wnoles=els 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” of percéption and judgements of e perience, and also between
analytic and synthetic judgements, and Hegel criticises him especially for
uncritically adopting the ordinary logical forms of judgement (though T.K.

19
Swing 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 deccription; but we need to go ferther and

20
asp the "systematic connection" and the "worth" of the logical forms.
gr

(a) The Concept (éer Begriff)

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 w»rsper logical development of the concept of
the concept. The concept is first of all in the form of universality.

Now it is imperative that we distinguish universality as Hegel understands
it from what he calls abstract universality, tnat is, universality as it
is more commorly understood. Universality as Hegel understands it is ‘the
most simple determinationE} but its simplicity is such that, as opposed to
peing, 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 appezrs here as a limita-
tion (see p. 219, 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 Book Three, Chapter Taree 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 tnose which they have in common. lhus, if we leave out of
the idea of an animal "sease and spontaneous motiocn", then "the remaining
complex idea, made up of the remaining simple ones of body, life, and nou-
rishmentézhecomes a more general one, under the more comprehensive tiezrm,
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 nd species...is nothing else butiabstract ideas, more or less com-
prehensive, with names annexed to them"%sbut secondly, also that «

more general tern stands for such an idea as is but a part of any of thase
contained 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 diminishec. Now Hegel's point, and 1 think ne is ahsolutely right
here, is that an increase in generality properly so-called does not bring
with it a dimunition in content. 'he most general or universal concepts
in fact contain the wost within them. Hegel mentions concepts such as
life, ego, and spirit (geist), which he says are 'mot universals merely in
the sense of higher genera“,rand do not have species for their content,
but rather other, similar universals. What these universals are can be

discovered simpl; 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 momcnts or aspects of those other concepts. 'he concept is, he
' 26

cays, "the soul of the concrete in which it dwells",.and not merely the

"inner identity of things" tut a "shaper" and a ‘creator", through which

things are what they are.
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One might 1ot yet be tempted to agrece with these last comments
of ilegel's (I am not even sure 1 understand them), but I think the Hegel-
ian concept of generality is certainly worth preserving; indeed, 1 think
its adoption could revolutionise philosophy. 1t is certainly strange that
so little has been said about such a fundamental concept, that it has been
treated so uncritically, though not tiiat “egel should be the one to criti=~
cise it. L1f I can Jjust suggest a few ways in which this distinction bet-
ween abstract universality (wnich one might just call 'universality') =nd
true universality (or 'generality') might be significant: firstly, it
could help to show that objections to objective scientific or ethical tru=
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 nold good. but if we take these rules as univer-
s21 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 t:hat we
can say this - generally.

Hegel mentioned in his lectureéﬂaousseau's distinction between

the volonle de tous_and the volonte generale, expressing the wish that he

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 alstract 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 tiger: have iour legs, without any fear of con-
tradiction frou incoriveniently intrusive three-legged tigers. 1. enzbles
us to say there must be something wrong witn such n beast, wnereas Locke
would merely say it was different. ~ome of us might not find these advan-
tages attractive, of course, but I certainly do, and 1 will continue to

employ tnis concept in other spheres of philosophy. 1t will constantly
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appear at the bottom of much that fcli.ows too, as well as being recogniza-
ble, on hindsight, in <rat has gone befoee.

I am not quite so impressed with Hegel's account ol the nature
of particularity, however. He begins by referf;ng us back to the concept
of determinateness, and explaining that particularity is the determ}nate-
ness of tae concept. The concept "internally ‘differentiates itself"Q?nto
"fixed, isolated differences"?uwhich take the form of separate universals.
The universal and the particular are by no meams 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
thmnj?_by which Hegel seems to mean thet there are no principles which go-
vern the number of species of a given genus. 1f 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 inte its species.
And this is where my doubts start to creep in; because fegel 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 saying). Moreower, he also seems
to be saying that the concepts (in the ordinary sense) considered in the
logic, e.g. being, determinate being, 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" (Gedankenbestimmungen). “ause and effect

are not two different concepts, for example, but in fact both aspects of
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, liegel says, when they speak of determinate con
concepts. The understanding is the faculty of such concepts. it is the po-
wer of abstragtion. Now the concepts reached thiough abstraction are nct
altogether 'empty' as Kant saye they are, insofar as they must have some
determinate feature for tueir content, even if it is only indeterminate-
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 features. lhe understanding separates off the par:-
ticular features of a thing, and theretore gets further and further away
from gras)ing 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 separete, says Hegel, that it has been held in such

low esteem. Now he is not referring to his own criticisms of it, but rath-
er, 1 think, those of the empiricists (especially Hume) and Kant. Hegel,
in fact, insists that we must acknowledgr the important role it plays in
splitting the concrete of sense into abstractions. For 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, this 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 elemcnt of
precision to thought. However, it must be recognised that this distinct-
ness is not the final goal of reason, and reason must com> 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 i8 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 inrdividuality
which is opposed to it is not true individuality. This is a mere peculiar-
ity of features, whereas the individuality Hegel has in mind is the indi-
vidazality of the self-subsistent totality. Life, spirit and God are his
examples of such individuals. It is beczuse we see God as an abstract uni-
versa}, 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, thet He can also bec atiributed univer-
sality and particularity. The same goes for spirit (Geist), which cannot
be regarded as either a mere abétraction, or a mere particular or set of
particulars.

The upshot of all this is that these three moments of the con-
cept are seen to be inseparable. Only "mere representational t'nought",55
says Hegel, which considers the abstractions of ihc understanding, is cap-
able of holding thew apart as three. In truth, all of them are united in

individuality, ancd 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-
dividuality, using lines and figures etc., with the aim of elevating (or,
R,
as Hegel puts it,QSEEEEl&ES? %ogic to the form of a calculus. The futility
of such an exercise, Hegel argued ought to obvious from a moment's reflec-
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
sign8, 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.

The point is that the usefulhess of such signs for conveying
ideas is very limited, and certainly does not stretch to thoughts of this
level of sophistication. 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 guan-
titative relation it had to the others, its greater or lesser extension.
Hegel, however, thought there was more to theees ideas than this, and thia
seems a fair point. Umiversality is usually interpreted in terms of 'all-
ness), and we have already heard a number of good reasons why this inter-
pretation might be considered irnadequate. 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 indimiduality, even if it is correctly interpreted
in terms of the unit, which is debateable (see p.139), this unit does nét
appear to have much of a role in logic.

insofar as modern mathematical and symbolic logic pyefesses to
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express determinations such as universality or generality, particularity
and individuality in purely formal terms, Hegel's criticisms here must al-
sc be taken as applying to if. lnsofar as it is made clear that tne ideas
it expresses are merely those of 'allness' etc., they must not. lhere is
no objection to the symbolical expression of essentially quantitative de-—
terminations. Hegel also makes the more general point..here, however, which
must apply to symbodic logic as such, that the symbols of mathematics and
the mechanism of a calculus could at best only hint at internal logical
relations; they are, he says, only echoes of higher determinatloné} 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 includec in this Bemark some interesting comments
on the various wavs philesophers 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 the 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 icea
by which it may be distinguished. Spinoza's distinction between adequate
and inadequate ideas is more important, for nim, because he thinks it an-
ticipates (atfleaét by implication). his own notion of the Idea, the agree-
ment of concept and object. Actually, I think he evargerates the connect-

ion here; Spinoza's adequate idea is still basically what Hegel would

-have called a Vorstellung rather than an idee; one cen have an adeqguate
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idea of the distance of the moon from the earth? but I do not think this
would count as an ILiee.

Hegel's remarxs on the elassification of concepts or ideas as
either simple or compound (complex) is particularly interesting. Hegel
contends, contrary to.Descartes, Locke etc., that there are no complex
concepts; that is, that insofar as sometning is conceived, it is concesi--
ved as simple. This is not to deny that fhe 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

is behind Hegel's rejection, in the Encyclopaedia, of Leibniz's plan for

a universal language of what Hegel called a 'hierogliyphic' nature. Basic-
ally, this involved the assumption of complex ideas which could be resol-
ved into thelir 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 avout words or ideas.

Hegel argues against this thesis, firstly;sthat all ideas are
simple in the mind, and secondly, that therefore they are only appropria-
tely represented by simple, non-connotative signs or names, and not comp-
lexes of so-called fu:idamental 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 chemistiy,
which employed this 'hieroglyphic' notation in its names far chemical sub-

stances; muriatie acid had already undergone several changes of name be-
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cause of fresh discoveries about its nature. The problem was nct 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 civilisatien as stationary as
that of the €hina of the Emperors.

The characterisation of tha signs of ideas as names might dis-
tur 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 tle belief that
words are names which Hegel is questioning here; except thet he is saying:
that it has its origind ratner in the assumption that there exist complex
ideas which are constructed out of absa@lute simples. This is very much a
gartesian view, though adopted by empiricista and rationalists alike prior
to Hegel, and by many since, including #ill, and through him, Russell,
whose version of the doctrine was criticised by the later Wittgenstein. An
earlicr cxception to this tradition was Frege, whose own views are, 1 be-
lieve, much closer to Hegel's. frege, the reader will recall, went so far
as to treat entire sentences as proper names?Btnus apparently seeing the
necessity of the simplicity of thought.

Finally, 1 must briefly mmntion 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
.conitrariety with difterence, and contradiction with opposition. I:do not
‘know why he does tnis; and tlre k ‘owledge that he does it does not help me
‘to Understand his comment here tuat what:is contrary must-also-be deter- .
mined ‘4s contradictory; for things -that "are differént are not necessarily

also opposed to one dnothéry I must admit that I really ‘cannot fathom this
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remark. Hegel makes it sound:as though he is saying-something which i ob-
viously true, but this is far from being the case. All that I can, say:-héere
is that, whatever he is saying hére, it dces not seem to.be a proper crit-
iegism of the distinction between eontrary and contiradictory concepts, or
terms, a3 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 (Das Urteil)

Hegel says that judgement5§s “the determinateness of the con-
cept set down by the concept itself'. Now it might seem that the determ-
inateness of the concept has already been dealt with in the section on
particularity, but idegel 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 thid term in such
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. Phis means that judgement is
effectively defined as being sometning objectively valid, ratner than a
mere attempt of the subject to say sometning about something external to
them. This is clearly going to be a very different treatment of the idea
of Jjudgement from 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. ‘lowever, this
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is not the case. Here we have a suoject 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 thece terms as simply convenient names for the determinations
of the judgement, which in fact differ with the diiferent forms of judge=.
ment; in one form, for example, the determinations might be the individual
and the rarticular, in ancther, the individual and the universal. General-
ly, however, the subject will express that wnich immediately is, the preds#
icate, the universal, the essence or concept. The subject is therefore
generally to be regarded as merely naming sometning, while the predicate
tells us what tne thing is.

This is interesting, becauae Hegel seems to be trying to rev--
erse tne 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 might respond to it by saying, "Hcw do you know that Aristotle
was born in Stagira?", or "No, he was'nt". Hegel, however, wants us to
look on it as moré=of an explicatidn of what Aristotle is, or what the
term 'Aristotle' is being used to denote. The two reésponses to the state-
ment given above in that case presuppose the kiowledge which it first -pro-
vides, i.e. they presuppose that the person responding understands what
the person who makes the_statement :is.using tne term 'Aristotle' to dex :
note, when in fact he has cnly 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 jud._emenc. ‘'nat he is actually doing here is setting up a para-
digm of judgement which enables him to say precisely this,.i.e. that mere
asscrtions are poor examples of judgements.

Hegel, then, is efiectively changing the paradigm of judgement
employed by all his imi.ediate predecessors, and his successors ¢oco. this

was the assertion or statement of fact, which usually pre&icdﬁe& a uni-
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versal of an individual. The subject and predicate of this sort of state-
ment appesr 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, Lhen judgement appears to consist in the reflection "whether
this or that predicate, which is in the head, can and shou}d be attached
to the object which exists in its own right outside of it"fuﬁudgement, in
other words, appears as a.1 external synthesis or combination of essential-
ly separate ideas. The fact that this is not the true nature of Jjudgement,
however, is suggested, Hegel contends, by the fact the connection posited
in a judgement is supposed to reflect an objective connection; 'Gold is a
metal' asserts a connection between gold and metalleity independent of our
subjective connection of the ideas.

Actually, says Hegel, judgement is the originel 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 the _
Judgement, das Urteil (yg, original; Teil, a part), as Hegel was very fond
of poinling out. 1t 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 iegel distinguisning between subject and predicateii
in the grammatical sense, and subject and predicate in the logical (§1g)
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.



Hegel arcues that this eliminates, for examples, propositions
which merely state something individual about a particular subject, and
he gives the example of the proposition that 'Aristotle died at the age
of 73, 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, the statement that 'N, is dead' wouid
only count as a judgement if theye were a question whether he was really
dead. this sounds reasonable.becausé the term ' udgement' is generally
‘used in inglish to denote a statement which expresses the conclusion of
some deliberation. But fegel is not merely talking ahout the way the word
is commonly used; he says that these statements do not cdunt 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.

Now I must confess that 1 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 toem into something
universal. Nor can 1 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, althougn 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 sweh propositions as

41
constituting the foundations of knowledge, in the Phenomenology. He¢ calls




234

it 'dcgmatism'; G.E. lMoore would be the paradigm of a dogmatic philosorhe~
er, though most are dogmatists to some extent.’

There is a temptation, Hegel notes, to regard theé-subject,
since it is what is individual in a judgement, as the real element in any
sudgement (or at least the element of Basein, of determinate being), and
the predicate,. since it is what is universal; as-a‘mere abstraction, even
where the suvject is only an abstract idea such as courage or justice.

Apnd it is certainly true that while no-one has ever concluded that some-
thing must have an ontological status because it features as the predicate
of some judgement, this has often veen concluded from the fact that it aps
pears as subject. However, liegel maintains, the subject without a predi-
cate is, like the thing without qualities or the thing-in-itself, no more
than an "empty, indeterminate ground"%zand to this extent, it is the prad-
icate which introduces the element of determinate being. Kripke's Aristo-
tle,gior example, considered in abstraction from all his (or perhaps her
or -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 Jjudgeinent, 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 nad 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, bath are bound up together, and
what is really substantial here is the determinzte content of the judge-

ment itself, in which they were poth identical. ‘One might compare this

with Frege's refusal to recognise any distinction of subject and pre—



dicate on the grounds that it was only the conceptual content of a judge-

ment which was relevant to the formal language he was creating?4ﬂcgel re-

tains the distinction, and the development of the judgement-—form that fol-
lows is a development toward a form of judgement in which the :dentity-in

éifference of subject and predicate is explicitly expressed.

The first main form of judgement,. er judgement in its immedia«~
cy, is the judgement oi existence (Dasein) or the qualitative judgement.
This itself has three forms, of which the first is the positive judgement.
This had as its subject an abstract individual, and as its predicate an
imnediate 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, consiiered 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 hahd, as a meee abstract universal, on-
ly one aspect of the totality of the aspects of the subject, is just as
much something individual. Consequertly, 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 ipdividual. 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 unive:
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
arcues 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. What is negated in 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 has colour, but only that it has this
particular colour. Hence it does not go far enough.

The true negztion 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) ;nd-
gements (as Hegel calls them) such as 'fThe mind is not red', or 'The rose
is not an elephant'. Actually, they are not norsensical, of course, be-
cause, as Hegel admits, they are in fact true (or at least richtiggg)
statements, which are nevertheless trivial, because the predicate they .e-
ny of the subject is anyway sirgularly inappropriate. ''he 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 is, 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 thin< this is more of an immediate
property. lhese are in a sense essential determinations, says iegel, but
they still do not have the universality of the concept, that is, these
dispositionsstill have to be manifested.-in immediate experience. Somew
thing can only truly be said to be harmful if has actually caused harmu:
Whereas, in the judgement of existence, the predicate is considered to ir-
here in the subject, in the judgement of reflection, the subject is con-
sidered as subsumed under the predicate. 'This drug is harmful’( an¢ 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 universzl (.here is more to mortality than just Gaius's mortal-
ity). Hence, Hegel advances to the consideration of the particular Jjudge-
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

' 1]

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.)'. 1f 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 partic.lar judgement is indeterminate, and there certainly

does seem a difference between tcld that 'Some A are B' un? th2t '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 uaiversal judgement on the indeterminacy of
the 'some' here. 1. 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 there:is the possibility of a necessary connection. The uni-=
versality mentioned here is clearly rot the true universality mentioned
earlier, but rather 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 sénse in .which the term 'universality' is commonly understood.
Hegel says 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, er at least.to_know that we hawe attained,.because there mizht
always be individuals which we do not know about. Thus, when we assert an
empirically universal: proposition, such a8 'All tigers are carniverous'
what we mean by 'all tigere',is 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 (insof&r as they are good specirens). 'All A are B' as
such is eithet a contradiction, therefore, or only true of all the A one
has experienced; unless it says that ‘the property in question belongs to

the indiwiduals 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, 1 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 B' may still only express a contingent con-
nection between subject and predicate; 'All the men in: this room arei hap=
py' might be.a true statement, but this does not mean that there is a ne-
cessary connection betweem being happy and being a man in this room. Thig
is effectively a denial of He:el's statement that '"what bglongs to all the
individuals of a genus belongs to the genus by its nature“?5This strikes
me as patently false, and 1 cannot think why Hegel says it, because in

the majority of this passage, as well as in many a@thers, he sgems basic=
8lly 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 judgeuent
of necessity. In its imuediate form as the categorical judgement, the jud-
gement of necessity has a species for its subject, and:the genus of.that-
species for its predicate. Hegel is adamant that a predicate of this kind
ought not to be classed together with the 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 over}ook a difference wnich must strike
the meanest understanding (Agi;g§§gg)”?6ln the latter judgements, a “&in-

gle contingent content”?zwhicn is immediately apparent, is predicated of

the subject; in the fermer, its universal nature. The copula here, there-
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fore, has the signification ¢of a necessary connection.

The categorical judgement, however, is =till not the true form
of judgement, because subject and predicate are still not ddentical in it.
The predicate is extended oeyond 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 beibg called gold, ratier than silver, iron or
copper etc., and this necessitates a hypothetical judgement. ‘he hypothet—
ical judgement states that 'If A is, tnen B is', and is taken by tHegel to
mean that if all the conditions of B obtain, then B itself must obtain.
This is not how it is comiionly understood, but this interpretation is just-
ified by what he has said ahout the notions of condition, ground and caus-
ality earlier; nothing has a single cause, but evervthing results from a
totality of conditions. Now since the totality of conditions ig the fact,
subject and predicate are implicitly identical. They are not explicitly
go in tais form of judgement, however, but only in the following form,
which is the digjunctive 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. 1t 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 5 or C or D etc.',
novever, but the form 'A is either b or C'; its disjuncticon is complete
in two terms, each of which excludes the other. 1f A is not B, it must be
C.'What is considered here is what Hegel has previously called the essen-

tial difference of the coneept, that is, its distinction into its mom=-



ents. This does not seca to have any oovious rélevance to the common
treatment of the judgement, or to scientific or pnilosophical procedure in
general. Hegel seems to think it does, arguing tnat the disjunction of a
genus into its species ought to take this form; instead of saying that
coleur is either violet, indigo, blue, geeen, yellow, orange or red, we
ought, he says, to grasp it as the concrete unity of light and dark.49

I do not want to say much about this, but I feel a [ew commnents
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 that the grasping ofi colour as the
unity of light and dark can even be expressed in & jwdesmsnt 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 difierent 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 i: the unity of the two were not what is required by Goethe's
theory.

Hegel's treatment off the judgement ought to end here, with the
judgement of necessity, since c¢g far as 1 can see, the identity of subject
and predicate has peen 'explicitly posited'. However, Hogel 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 than usuai. Nevertheless, it does seem to be _

important, and it does seem to belong in a consideration of the forms of
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Jjudgement. The judgement of the concept is distinguishe? 'y 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 which the object ought to conform, and
the judgement says whether it does or not. lt 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 thz statement
itself is not)m It contains the same sub-forms as Kant's judgement of mo-
dality, but is otherwise totally different to it, since those judgements
only ccncerned the value of the copula in relation to thought, whereas
Hegel's judgement of the concept concerned the value of the object. It is
anyway diflicult to confuse the 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. liost 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 tnose containing the fundamental prin-
ciples of natural science, value-judgemerts, and even the propositions of
philosophy, to be of a very odd sort. lence they have ténded to be pushcd
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
dume and the lo.ical positivists, but high, by Kant and Wittgenstein, who
respectively placed them in the transcendental self and the province of
the mystical. All this, despite the fact tnat the main contexts in which
we speak of judgement are scientific, aesthetic znd moral criticism (esp-
ecially the last w%wo). 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 i8 not to deny, however, that the judgement of the concépt
is, in-its first{ farm, immediate and assertoric. 1t 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 proilematic. One of
the assertions needs to be justified. We ne=d to say that, say, the house
is bad because it is constituted in such-and-such a way, or: the house
constitute¢ in thnis way is bad, which is an example of what fegel calls an
apodeictic judgement. lne point is, we are nere giving objective criteria
for judging the house, iwhich.can,be cmhallenged by others, Tne_qugement
is given on the strength of a reason, and is therefore open to criticism.
whereas 'The rose is red' is not. denee, legel regards it as 'tzxuly obj=
ective'?gand ‘the truth of judgement in general'. True judgement only oc-
curs in the context of the process of reasoning.

This all explains why Hdegel 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 think the reason iHegel thought
the assertioncof a predicate on the strensth of a reason made the predic-
ate universal, was because it treated it as a concept necescarily connect-
ed with another concept ratiner than an immediate impression. lThe whole de-
velopment of the forms of judgement consists, in principle, of the putting
aside of the imuediate element. The development itself is largely a fail-
ure, because iegel 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 come interesting material, and the general id-

ea of changing the judgement-paradigm is very interesting.

(¢) The Syllogism (Der Schluss)

The term 'syllogism' here deet not merely refer to.the iormal
syllogism of Aristotelian syllogistic logic, but the proceses of reasoning,
or even the form of rationality i{self., The syllogism is what is rational,
says Hegel, and moreover, everything rational is a syllogism (though ob-
viously not a whole consisting of three judgements). lhe form and the con#
tent of rationality are generally separated, he contiiues, so that on the
one hand we nave a merely formal process of reasoning, and on the other,
various laws and fundamental principles. dowever, the form of rationality
ought tofbresent 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 rewson, 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 Schluss des 8laseins), or the for-
mal syllogism. The syllogistic process itself was only formel to the ext-
ent that it was tn= process of this sort of syllogism, which unites an
individual to a universzl through a particular (e.g. $he individual Gaius
to the concept of mortality in virtue of his manhood, the class of mortal
beings being more universal in scope than the clas: of men). This sort of

schema, individuality-particularity-universality (I—ﬁ—U), wac 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
in them to the relationship of the terms in the firdt ‘igure, that is, by
showing that those moods are logically equivalent te® the moods offthe
first figure. Hence, the general schema of the first figure is the basic
scheina of all the fagures.

The syllogism is normally regarded 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 Hegel, 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 reald
ly need to note is that the 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 terms of 'a trio of propositions
that it gives the syliogistic process the appearance of a subjective make=
shift (Notbehelf ), which one resorts to because one cannot grasp something
immediately, something which he seems to think 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 syllugism in
terms of a major, minor «nd @ 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




246

writes of the objectivity of the syllogistic process, he does not mean
that nature proceeds by framing for itself a major premiss. and a2 minor
premiss, and then producing a conclusion from these two premises. This
process, he says, is simply a subjective form wnhich is given a rational
content. The objectivity of the syllogistic process consists in the fact
that the different determinations of &thke 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 1 am this man. To know me as this man, one has to become
acquainted with me through thc¢ 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
determinatenesses. Thus the individual is here to be taken as any 'imméd-
iate.concrete objectslé.g. Socrates, this waal etc., perhaps also slight-
ly more ubstract entities sucn as Alexandria and the Ureekc; the particul-
ar is a single one of the properties or relationships of 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,-hewever, and which, therefore, could
be employed as the middle term jn.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. Moreover, the same middle
term may unite an individual with several difierent universals. for exam-
ple, Gaius may be united through nis manhood with animality or rationali-

ty besides mortality. Hence, Hegel concludes that it is "completely con-
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tingent and arbitraryﬁzwnich property of a thing is employed to connect it
with any universal predicate or concept.

Hegel goes on to argue from the fact that an indefinite number
of syllogisms is possible for any one subject, and that any one syllozism
is contingent in respect of content, that syllogisms concerning the same
subject "must also pass over iuto contradiction”?sNow we must bear 1n 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_Critigue

of Pure Reason, i.e. tnat reason, when applied to the objective synthiesis

of appearances, necessarily falls into contradiction?4but adiiﬁg that this
is a muecn uore comuon occurence than Kant thought (syllogism here just me-
ans 'inference'). ‘“egel gives a wnhole host of examples nere of cases where
one predicate is assigned to an individual on the strength of one middle
term, and thé opposite from another middle term, so that we end up with
two conflicting conclusions correctly inferred from correct premises. 1t
is worth briefly considering these examples of iHegel's, in order to get a
better grip on the point he is making.

If we conclude fromypthe'fact:.that a wall has been painted blue,
says iegel, that the wall is blue, then this is a correct inference; but
despite this, the 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 sensient 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 the taing. 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-
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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 ar. individual is connected with
a universal through one of its particular properties, this "formal' 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. Nevertneless, this.form i impli-
cit .jn them, and they exhibit its defects in the following way. The prem-
ises of this kind of syllégism, as judgements, themselves 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, this time betveen
‘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 imferenees, that is, I¥P-U., The problem is that
the pemnection of the individual to the particular (I-P). and of the part-
ieular to the universal QP—U), have _also to. be established as.mediated re-
lations. Now if we try to mediate these by a:particular, then in the first
case, the particular is treated as a universal, and in the second case, %h
the particular is regarded as an individual, and in both cases, the form
I-F-U re-emerges. Hdence, wha:i. 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
different kinds of syllogismy ~therefore, but as "necessary alterations"Si
of the first figure,'forms which.it présupposes, The teurse”of. develop=:
ment through .the threé rigures presents each concept-determination.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 nis tnird, to the traditional second, as

shown below:

(1) (ii) (iii)
(P=U) (1-0) (P=U)
M-P M-P P-M
(I-p) (1-p} 1-0)
3 M M-S S-I1
(1-0) (P-U) (1-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 ifdegel is quite at liberty to swop them round,
especia'ly since he thinks he can show that thcy ought to be taken in the
order he puts them in, i.e, because tnis is the order of their deduction.
This arrangement also has the advantage that it presents the three figures
in the form of a hierarchy, since iegel's second figure yields only part-
icular conclusions, aznd nis third figure, only negative ones. Hegel omits
'he ordinary fourth figure. (which was anyway, as he points out, unknown to
Aristotle), partly, obviousl;, because it does not fit in with the above,

supposedly-deduced schema, but partly also because he thought it was based




on a *wholly empty and uninteresting distinctiong?érhe position of the
terms was simply the reverse of their position in the first figure.

Hegél“does—consider a fourth figure, however, which relates a
universal tc another universal through a third universal, and therefore
can be regarded as having the schema U-U-U, This is what he calls the
mathematical syllogism, and it is otherwise known as the matnematical 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 zll equivalent means that it does not matter where t:-ey feature in the
syllogism. This syllogism takes the form of an axiom in mathematics, =
self-evident truth which neither admits of nor requires proof, Hegel not-
es; but the secret of its self-evédence 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 shortcomirgs of the syllogziem of
existence (it does not simply take one concept-determination as its middle
term, 3ince strictly speaking it has no distinct middle term; this is real
-ly Jjust an immediate proposition). Another is:a new sort of syllogism or
inference, in which each concept-determination (individuality, partdécular—
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 s,llogism of reflection is the syllogism of
allness or universality, which Hegel calls "the syllogism of the under—
standing in its perfection”?7and it is clear why, since the model syllo-
gism "All men are nortal; Gaius is a man; therefore Gaius is mortal' comes
under this descrirtion. It is easy to make the mistake of confusing Her
gel's formal or imnediate 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. zaius is a man, therefore Gaius is mortal. Why he thought
fit to treat of the figures of the syllogism in the consideration of imm-—
ediate inferences, 1 do not know. 1t seems to me that this 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 away with contingency wnich in-
fected the syllogism of existemce. 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: zreen 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 ctjects 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, rHegel argues, anticipating Mill's fa-
mous criticism of this sort of syllogism, it means that the major premise
presupposes what the syllogism sets out to prove. f w> take our previous
example of the model syllogism, for example, the major premiss says that
'All men are mortal'; now tnis is only 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
suppesed to do. This statement that all the individuals of a cettain type
have a certain property, then, aprears to require an‘induction to justify
it. Thus we pass on to the considération of the syllogism of induction.
the middle term of which is a complete list of tne individuals of a cert-
ain type, indicating tneir possession of a given property.

The problem is that the list could never be completed; argues
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Hegel. I must again regeéster my disagreement here, as I did when I dis-
cussed the notion of 'allness' before. 1 think an indu¢tion ofi.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 ths knower, the completeness of the list remains
problematic., And I also note a clever twist in legel's argument here. He
says that, implicit in the belief that a particular induction ought to be
continued, is.the ascumption 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 tha! no contra-
dictery instances of it will be found, which is reascnable. He concludes
from this, interestingly, that induction zlse rresupposes 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-
ea it, presupposes that, farstly, the former individuals possess that
propérty in virtue of being individuals of a certain type, .and_secondly, ..
that the latter individual is of that same type. The. inference from the
fact that two things share the same nature to the fact that they possess
the came particular property is the syllogism of analogy. The problem with
this syllogism is that it leaves undetermined the question whether those
former i (Jividuals 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 alsoj; but the earth is not inhabited in virtue of being a
celestial body as such, but because of the peculaar conditions that ob%ain

on and around it. The syllogism of analogy therefore also presupposes what




853

it tries to prove, i.e. that the two cases are analogous.

The above syllogisms of reflection could be placed in zeneral
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 fictor Hegel calls the syllogisms of necessity, because ihe
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-
essential form", and aprear as !"moments of a necessary existence;¥3The
immediate form of the syllogism of necessity is the categorical syllogism,
whieh Hegel describes only by saying that it has a categorical judgement
ior 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
be "a mere gyllogism of inherence“; hut 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. Cornsequently, 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. 1 think he means here that "(old
is a metal" tells us what gold is rather than juet 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
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coneeptual truth. It follows too, tnerefore, that this syllogism does not
presuppose its conclusion in its premises, for it does not say that all

the individuals of a certain type possess & cetrtain property, but that a
species belongs to a certain genus. There is no question of checking bits
of godtd.te see if they are metal; if>we do not know that gold is a metal to
begin witn, we will not «now what to check.

dswever, 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 ifrom other species of the same genus. lt
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 offere conditions for the
existence of something, in the form of a hypothetical judgement. 1t also
includes the additional judgement tnat 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 mather a mere proposi-
tion, and this means that this syllogism nas the defective form F-1-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-F, 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 'FPoetry is either epic,
lyric or dramatic} but this piece of poetry is neither epic nor lyric;

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
és §§1§vindividual piece of poetry. dow 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. ®nly on the basis of this entire system of knowledge can
we make a syllogism like this, which never touches the realm of immediate
impressions. lowever, precisely because of tnis, the disjunctive syllogzism
is no longer realty a syllogism at.alii The peculiar form of the syllogism
is that it consists in .the.internal unity of diverse terms; but this unity
i= ne longer merely inner.

It is at tais point, then, that we step out of the realm of
subjectivity. ?he subjectivity of the syllogistic process consisted in the
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
of syllogism just described .are.vurious stages.in the impregnation of the
middle term, or its ascent to tnis concrete nature. Its progress may alsc
be seen as the transcendence of mediation, which means that the result of
the process is a new form of immediacy, which has enierged from the trans-
cending of mediation, an immediacy of thought, but an immediacy which is
at the same time a thing that actually exists.- an object (Objekt). The
step into the realm of thought proper, of the 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 Fight: 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. fegel has already mentioned Kant's argument that " 'Be-
ing' is not a real predicate“% whichiiis central to his criticism of the
Ontological Proof, and he refers back to his previous criticisma of it.
Kant confuses 'being' with sensuous existence, and this is not what is in-
tended by Anselm. Hegel is not basing the traasition 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
of the logical process to that particular content"f 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 thz course cof
the logic.

Hegel is saying here tmat it is of course impdssible to make
an inference from the concept 6f!a thing to.its 'being', or 'objectivity'
if we think of the concep: as & 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 fhe subject commonly so-called, as was seen in the
last chapter, and it is..precisely 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 SGegenstand, the thing in-

gofar as it is our object, though it later turns out thit the object is
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also an object for us..It is.not an otject of the senses, however, but an
intellectual object. Objectivity in Hegel's sense is the objectivity of
rational or ethical principles, rether than the world of immediate exist-—
ence, which ir comparison with the former, is transient and subject-rela—
tive, a mere Heraclitean flux.k

Objectivity in its true sense is not, however, objectivity in
its immediate sense. dence, instead of beginning directly with true obje
ectivity, Hegel tries to show how this concept develops from objectivity
in its immediate sense, through a transitional form to true objectivity.
This involves a passage from the standpoint oi niechanism, where the obj-
ective world really is just conceived as confronting the subject as am al-
ien existence, a sort of Fichtean 'non-I', through to the transitional
viewpoint of chemism, where substances are conceived of as being capable
of a mucn 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 =nd 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.
e (a) Mechanism (Der Mechanismus)

Hegel understood by the term 'mechanism' the conception of the
object as a mere aggregate or evternal unity, which entered into external
relations with others. The approacn to the world which attempts to explain

all phenomena in terms of the effects of matter in motion, which is what

ds usually called mechanism, is therefore a mechanistic view on Hegel's
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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 gquestion 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.other hand,
the mechanistic outlock is, for him, only really adequate for the consid-
eration of material bodies in the abstract. Heat, light and electricity
are beyond satisfactory comprehension in mechanical terms, and it is even
less satisfactory to try to vnderstand 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. 'he nerves and muscles of my arm move
mechanically to some extent, even though I rnove my arm as a whole; the
circulation of the blood is similarly mechanical up to a point. he point
is that the mechanical element here is subordinated to other factors and
appears only as-a secondary consideration. Indeed, when this mechanical
element predominates, it is usually a sign that something is wrong. When
I am ill and feeling weak, 1 become much more aware <f the weight of my
limbs, for example. The mechanical element is also present in the psycho-
logical and social spheres. 1t is essential to the ability to memorice
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 prodiction. However, the perform-—
ance of completely mechanical tasks such as arithmetical calculations is
still considered by Hegel as an alienation of intelligence.

The best existing model for the object of mechanism is, Hegel

says, the Leibnizian monad. He 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 wnich 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 =xist. This
is not an ideal model for Hegel, however, because Leibniz regarded the mo-
nad as essentially a simple substance, not a composite or externak unity.
1t contained a plurality of perceptions, but then perceptions were pre-
cisely peculiar to simple substances; they were not to be found, according
to Leibniz, in compounds or machines. Hegel, however, seems to think that

Leibniz had no right to call the monad simple, or an ‘'exclusive one',

since such a one presupcosed others which it ercluded, while 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 interacticn.

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
-biography; a view wnhich ne actually compares with Leibniz'szHe 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
world of each monad”}ﬁgnd 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 Scepe and Limits, wiere the

reader will recall that he argues that solipsism cannot be formulated by

the words "I alone exist" because "

+..1f other people and things do not

exist, the word '"myself" loses its meaning, for this is an exclusive and
11

delimiting word'". We must ratper say that certain data conctitute the

whole universe (or at least the whole u.iverse 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 their order in private
space, but not necessarily in pnysical space. The. order in physical space
can be inferred, but only if one assumes a tausal interaction betweem ev-
ents in the external world, and in our own experience. Hence, fussell re-
jects the notion that monads do not interact, and that nothing enters a
monad from without.

It is worth noting here that this view leads Russell to advoc—
ate a deterministic view &f perception, and of the universe in general.
This view is, for Hdegel, characteristic of the mechanistic standpoint.

Ffhe mechanical object is indifterent to 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 aspectis 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 indifferent 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. Mer nowhere in this ser-
ies will there be a principle of self-determination; determinism 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 1o 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 that 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 term
'explanation', used in relation to this reference of one event to another,
is "an empty word”.12mecnanistic explanation is in fact of the formal and
tautologous sort mentioned in chapter four, where the same content is mere-
ly expressed in two difierent 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 infiniie progression here is the expression of the contra
diction or conflict between the indifference 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 aout 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, thcn 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 waich is absolutely universal, such as, in the
spiritual sphere, laws, morals and rational principles in general, and in
the material sphere, 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




264

(ngxtign). 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-cout,.is in fact distribited between the two obj-
ects. Newton's Third Law of lotion says that the action of any force on a
body produces an equal and opposite reaction. ilegel 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. ?he result of
thid determining is that the individuality of both bodies is established,
and thoy return to a state of rest. This shows that the determinateness is
externalkto the body; tut rest, too, is external to the object nere, acce.
ording to Hegel, and can equally be regarded as produced by an external
cause; motion and rest here are merely contingent motion and restol3

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 meresly to be conceived as a quantitative one, as one of mass or
force, moreover, but as a genuine qualitative one. The two objects, how~ .
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).14
I am not sure that qualitative difference has to come: into congideration
here, however. Hegel himself regards the above as primarily examples of
something very feeble being unable to be penetrated by something dispropor-
tionately strong, and it seems to me that these uantitagyive determinations
are all thzt is really relevant here.

Hegel goes on to discuss the resistance that occurs when obj-
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ects that do conststute a single sphere are brought into contact. Resist-

ance, he says, is "the precise moment of the overpowering of the one obj-
ect by the otner"%Seven if we replace "is" with "takes place at", this -
still does not sound cuite 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
can resist, in which case "overpowering" (dor ﬁbgrwaliigung) is an unfort-
unate term toc use. Hegel goes on to say that resistance is itself overcome
where the object lacks the capacity for what is communicated, and is thus
disrupted or destroyed by it. In this latter case, tne force zcting on the
object is something completely alien to it, and therefore has the form of
violerice (@ewalt).lbfate, 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 nimself open to the influence of external forces beyond his
control.

The m=schanical process might in retrospect have been called
'finite' or 'relative' mechanism, in contrast to what follows, which iegel
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 philosorhy of nature, he is very critical of the New-
tonis attempt, which has-long been regarded as one of his majér contribu=
tions to science, to unite the science of terrectrial motion with that of
the motion of the celestial bodies. Lven here he points out that the rela-
tions of thrust and pressure which obtain bzstween the single bodies on the
surface of the earth do not obtain between those bodies and their centre
(the centre of the earth). instead of saying that a body was, drawn or att-
racted toward the centre of the earth 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 em or near

the surface of the earth.teward 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 this never happens 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 mist have a principle of self-det-
ermination, and_that this is the centre. He goes on to treat of the nature
of a mechznical 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 2
other two. for example, the centre, as universal gravitation, is what uni=
tes the planets and their satellites; the planets, as centres for the sat-
ellites, are 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 that the planets move relatively to the sun.

There are, then, three syllogisms (in Hegel's sense) present
here, having the respective forms, I-U-P, P-I2U, and 1-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 which obtain in Hegel's other c¢xample 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"lzf those individuals (the relative-centres). Here, firstly, the state
(the universal) acts as the middle term between the individuals and their
(particular) interests, insofar as it is only in the state that the indivs .
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 amd their private interests, which has
them related in the mannexr of the consfituents in the formal syllogism (I-
B-U), is a mere show, 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 agiregation 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 individuel citizens. They are
not merely related to it as to a centre outside themselves, but rather it

permeates them. lt 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 conformiyy with the laws discovered by Kepler.
The planets are not méfely attracted to the sun, nor do they merely strive
toward it, but rather follow certain definite paths around it in a lawlike
manner. Now Russell was aware of this conformity to law here, but not in
the practical sphere. The state,  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 Hussell to be the governmerst 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 cffered for such interference is the need
for order and organization in the modern world. Hussell failed to carry

the metaphysics behind the new mechanics over into his polatics.

(b) Chemism (Der 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
exampde, 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-

ject as the "inner totality of the two determinatenesses“,lsand the deter-
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minateness that constitutes the nature of the individual objects in their
external existence. Phe 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.

Chemism 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 idegel does not give many specific ex-
amples of other phenomena which 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"l?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. The reader would do.well to recall that Hegel is not just talking
about chemistry when, for example, he cemes acress statements «f his like
the one that the chemical ebject is at first an "indifferent base”Z?Basis).
This dees not mean that it is one of the basic oxides, but that it is cen-
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. ‘he 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 materiazl world, he says, this middle
term is water. 1A 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 very obscure. In
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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 here continuing to use the term 'Mitte'
where .it i$§ not really appropriate. One could be forgiven for thinking that
he believes ithat chemical substances combine through being placed in water,
or that people are literally united by language.

When chemical objects are united, degel 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. lthe 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 substances do when they unite; they do not disappe=zr.
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 cf three syllogisms, and has the form
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of the formal syllogism, l-P-U., Or at least, Hegel says it does%lactually
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 why these objects should be distinguished as individ-
ual and universail, nor why their neutral _roduct or medium (Hegel does not
make it clear which he thinie is their middle term) should be regarded as
a particular. The second syllogism, which (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 produst of de-
composition (and really there are two producgﬁ) as universal.

The third syllogism does.not even seem to ke intended to repe
resent the structure of any process as such, although the relation whose
form it is supposed to represent cam, 1 suppose, be fitted into its schema,
I1-U-P, For 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 #lement of externality
and immediacy present in that process must be transcerded. Thas 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.

i we'Eonsider,the,individual_objectﬁhQSvtne individual element‘heré, angd -
their preduct. as the particwlar element, om: the assumptionithai: the true. . -
universal is to be treated as universal, .we can fit this relation into ..,
the schema I-U-P, 1t is the conflict that i® 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 thcy have to be seen as changes brought about by some
intelligence in order to acnieve 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 stage what else’it 'could mean, becd#use this presupposes :the
further determination of the concept of:.the end, or purposiveness, which
is to be the result of the account .of teleology which is to follow. 1t
seems to me that what is bepind 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 ig determined’'by something external’ to

itself.

(&) Teleology (Telcologie)

"Where purposiveness (Zweckmissigkeit) 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. Peleology, he goes on to say, is especially contrasted with me-
chanism, since the mecnanical object is determined fron outside, whereas

in teleology there is an elememt of self-determination. ''he opposition be-
tween final and efficient causes, and the conflict between free will and

determinism, are difierent forms of the conflict tetween 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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either that such a world would have to be a thorougnly deteruinistic sys=-
tem, or that it weuld have to contain freedom. Kant showed that it was =
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, =nd 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 tform to teleology.

leleology has traditionally been favoured by the church as the
way of explaining events most suited to the religious point of view, since
it ascribes everything to the design of an intelligent being. However, to
the extent that it did thnis, Hegel argues, it departed from the truly phi-
losophical approach to things, which is to censider their properties as
stemning from their:universal nature, ratner than merely being put together
in it by the work of some designer. lnsofar as teleology had to assume the
effecacy of some principle external to the system of things, it is even in-
ferior to mechanism and cnemism, Hegel suggests, because tne 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 trieir 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 2 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, 1 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 reflecticn or the
pure understanding, and incorporates into his own account. External purpo-
siveness is basgically tne use-value of @n object as a means to another ob-
ject, e.g. the utility of rain for the farmer as a meuns of getting his
crops watered. Teleology is usually regarded as the science of this sort of
purposiveness, but this is odd, because tnings considered in respect of the
their external purposiveness are really considéred as means rather than
ends. # true teleological consideration would consider things in respect of
their internal purposiveness, that is, it would consider them as ends-in-
themselves.

1 will say more about internal purposiveness in the next chapter;
right now I want to look at what Hegel has to sa' about KLant's treatment
of the conflict between free-will and determinism in the Third Antinomy of

24
Pure Reason, and the conflict hetween mecnhanism and teleology in the Crit-

ique of Judgement. Actually, he says nething about the former th:t he has

not already said about the other antinomies; he basically just applies to
the Third Antinomy nis 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 the 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 want to consider
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more extensively.

Phis 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 micterial things

ned

is not possible on mere mechanical laws",”Kant evidently thought the proofs

of the antinomies in the Critigue of Pure Reason were superfluous too, be-

cause he does not supply any for the thesis and antithesis of this later
zntinomy. The palaver wnich went with the so-called 'sdlution' of the Ant-

inomies of the Critique of Pure HReason 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
possibility of things on mere empirical laws of nature"ibi.e. there might
be cases of mdterial things whose production is not possible .on mere mech-
anical laws, but any apparent example of this might equally turn out to be
an 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 imvestigation 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 mecnanical laws', and the em-

pirical discovery that "Some products of material nature cannot be esti-

mated as possible on mere mechanical laws”%7l say 'apparent conflict', be-
cause Kant goes on to say that there is no conflict here at all. 1 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 Kanti later asserts
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that all that is really being said here is that we ought always to try to
explain tnings mechanically as far as possible, wnile at the same time ad-
mitting that certain things might not be susceptible to this sort of exp-
lanation, moreover,2ﬁe 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 caenflict between mechanism and teleology

generally ignores the central philosophical question here, i.c. "which of
the two principles possess truth in and for itself"€9which 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 ilegel recognises the existence
of both._forms while at: the same tinie 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 thet he ergues 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 employmeni presents itself"?OThe possikil-
ity that, say, mechanical causation .is inseparable from teleological pro=
Qesses, does not seem to .occur to him.

Hegel commends Kant, however, for calling the teleological
judgement a reflective ratner than a determining judgement.s&ant thought
that by doing this, he was declaring it to be a highly subjective and in-
ferior sort of judgement, but this is certainly not how Hegel takes it.

He takes 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 iHegel, a
'reflective judgement', insofar as in if, the concept (or subject) "deter-
mines external objectivity absolutelyf, 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 theze
syllogisms, the universal concept is united with individuality throush the
middle term of particularity (our old friend, the schema l-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 degel's termindlo-
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 of pervading it. The particul-
arisation of the concept is at the same time an exclusion (Ausschliessen)
of certain features and an unlocking or an gpening-up (Aufschliescen) of
itself, literally, self-determination. This process appears in the social
or ethical sphere as the process of decision, and is dealt with in this

e
form by Hegel in the Philosopny of Right.

The self-determination of the coricept or subject, however, oi

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. Phe 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 ig fin-
ate, and theretore contingent. Hegel soes 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 geod reason for not paying too much attention to Hegel's schemas,
despite the fuss he makes 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. 1t 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. Lf
one suproses that such an intermediary.is necessary, then one alsoc has to
postulate a means between the end and that means, and so on to infinity;
and the imfinite progression, here as everywhere else, would only be the
expression of a contradiction. This lack of an intermediary can be seen in
the most common-place examples: when 1 move my arm in order to reach for
something, there are an indefinite number of mechanical movements involved
in this; but 1 do not perform an indefinite number of actions. 1 do not
first move this muscle, then that, or attend to any of my nerves; 1 simply
move my arm. lhe nerves and muscles come into play automatically in the

service of the end 41 have in view.
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If ihe activity 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
this 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 lignt of it‘ The appropriation of the means, and
the determination of another object t?rough it, says Hegel, can be regard-
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
cunnirg of reason.(der List der Vernunft). What Hegel seems to mean by this
is that if there were nothing to meduate 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 1 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, paradoxi-aily, that my freedom lies.

It is for this reason that rationality manifests itself in the
means., This is literally true. Human reason is manifcsted in the tools and
machines men invent and employ to achieve their ends, rather than tnose
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, imolement. for cooking and tools for farms
ing and for making clothes. This is why Hegel says that:

To this extent, the means is superior to the finite ends of
external purpo:iveness: — the plough is more honourahle tham are immediate-

ly the enjoyments which are procured by it, and which are ends. The tool
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lasts, while the immediate enjoymentc pass away and are forgotten. In nis
tools man posse§ses pqwer ove? ng%ure, while in tTecpect of his endz, on the
other hand, he is subject to it.

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 1t, insofar as its power over that object consists in the fact that
tie 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 the 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, ﬁegel 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 @2 end, and fulfil that end
only through being used up or worn away; that is, they fulfil the purgose
they were made for only tnrougn this 'negation' of their mechanico-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 stcnes and beams, or
wheels and.axles etces, which constitute the actuality of the end, fulfil
it only tnrough the pressure that they suffer, through the chewmical pro-
cesses with air, light and water to wnich they are abandoned, and that de-
prive man of them Ly their friction, etc. 36
The fact that any mechanical obgect wnich is an end in relation to >some=-
means, is,nevertheless a means in relation to some.other end, gives us a
final infinite.progressidn, the overcoming of which can only be achieved
by advancing beyond the sphere of external purposiveness, and considering

the notion of intrinsic purposiveness, or the ldea of life,
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Chapter Nine: The Idea of Life

The Idea in general, according to Hegel, is the "ad=quate con-
cept, that which is objectively true, or the true as such"% something "po~
ssesses truth only insofar as it _is Idea"g This means that the Idea is the
unity of the consept (or subjectivity) and objectivity, and that something
is true only inscfar 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 'vorstellungen'),
nor even with what he calls Eggzlgig.anegel's Idea is based. on'the Nantian,
notion of the Transcendental ldea or concept of reason. This was basically
a concept of the unconditioned (das Unbedingte), a word which, in Hegel's
time, was synonymous with the Absolute, and designated a necessagry concept
of reason to which no corresponding.object could ever be given in experi-
ence. The concept. of reason, said Kant, enables-us 16 tonceive or compre-
nend- (begeeifen) experience as a whadle, while the concepts of the under=‘..
standing, or tht categories, enable us to understand (verstehen). partic-
ular experiences.

Hegel is very critical of this last distinction, beczuce he
thinks that all concepts are products of reason,,and an understanding by
means of coneepts (Begriffe) must be a comprehension (Legreifen). What Kant
terms 'concepts of the unéderstanding' are not actually concepts at all, but
only representations, and 'understanding' here is eocually only the grasp-
ing of the rule underlying the particular experiences. He is even iore
critical of the view that 'the ldéa is to be taxken as something 'unreal'

(pur_Unwirkliches), that is, that it is 'only an idea'. Kant, too, argues

against this view,4but'on1y?witn respect to the ldea of practical reason,

5

which 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 mere Ideas, largely be-
cause tney transcend experience, and theretfore cannot be assigned a core
responding object in experience. Hegel argues against this that the object-
ivity of the Idea precisely depends on the fact that it encompasses more -
than just a single empirical particular.

Not even.the Kantiam Practical ldea, however, corresponded to
the Hegelian Idea. For the Hegelian Idea was not a standarg, an :deal 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. far 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 their concept. The reality that does not correspond to its concept is
mere appearance. A man is, only insofar as he corresponds to the human ar-—
chetype, and any features he may possess wnich do not conform to that arch-
etype are merely accidental. The Idea is not merely the unity of the con-
cept and reality, however, but also of subjectivity and onjectivity, and
can therefore be called (following §pnelling' the subject-object; and this
is not some curious. £ind of.object, but the very striving of a taing which
is itself its own end.toward its own.selfi~realisation. The Idea, says He-
gel, is essentially a process.

The simple unity of the concept or end with objectivity, or
the immediate Idea, is what tHegel called life. 1t 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 oi nature, or in relation to spirit or mind,
zccording to Hegel. 1t is not considered as’-a stage in the development oft'’
the concept of nature, and thereiore tegel does.not consider the various

natural forms of life, i.e. plant life, animal life, nor their particular
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life-processes. lt appears rather as a stage in the development of the un-
ity of subjectivity and objectivity, and is therefore considered in abstr-
action from any of its concrete forms. 1t is the subject, considered as the
soul (Secele) 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 imiaterial thing externally related
to the body of the organism).

It was séen in the last chapter that Hegel thought that the
Kantian distinction between external and internal purposiveness “unlocked"
the conecept of life; this was because it enabled one to distinguish bet-
ween mechanical objects and products of art or artefacts, and living
things, ‘such as animals or plants, wnich Kant grouped together under the
names 'physical end‘Yand 'organism'B(ngzniﬁmgﬂ). These 'organisms'
could be considered as art-products insofar as the existence and form of
their parts was possible only in relation to the wnole. However, they were
distinect from them insofar as they were, in two ways, both cause and efiect
of themselves; firstly, they reproduced themselves, throuzh the processes
of growth and nourishment, and secondly, thney reproduced others of the same

~.10
genus, through the process of sexual reproduction. In accordance witua the
£

first form of reproduction, taerefore, the parts of a thing do not merely

exist for the sake of one.ancther, as do the parts of .ancartefact like a

watch, but also prodqgg;one another, znd thus determine the whole,.se¢ that

the concept of the whole serves as the ground of our knowledge {(Erkenntnis-—
11
grund) of the connection of the parts.

degel agreed with Kant here, except on two points. Firstly, he
preférred to stress the negative side of the mutual reproduction of the
12
parts, arguing that each existed at the expense of the others, rather than

for their sake, and that the wnole existed at the expense of all. It is
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only as a self-reproductive being, as he puts it in the hhc;clopaedia%Btnat

the organism is, and ig preserved in existence. There is no particular ele-
ment which actually enduees throughout the life of the organism, which cau-
ses us to speak of it as the same organism. Self-preservation is self-rep-
roduction, and the i.ving being exists only insofar as it continues to make
itself what it is. 1t is 1ss own product, its own end and its own means.
This view, which Hegel sometimes expressed by saying that the organism is

an active sgyllogisu, or a process (rather than a mere lifeless object) can

be seen as the conclusion of a long-standing philosophiwal debate on the
identity of living things, the original pretagenists in which were locke

and Hume. Hegel.admits, with hume, that the matter ard external ferm 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 whole is only the ground of our knowledge of the connection of the
parts of the organicm. This is anyway a conceptual impossibility, since we
could have no knowledge of the connection of the paris of zne organism
througn the concept of the whole unless those parts were actuzlly 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. EKant, who cannot admit that th2 concept is a real ground, sinee the
only sort of ground he recognises is the external cause, must therefore =d-
mit that we can have no knowledge here, and I think he does this. 'Erkennt-
nis' is not meant to be knowledge in the strict sense, but only 'cogni:
tion', or rational schematization., Hegel cannot accept this sceptical con-

clusion, however, and insists that the concept or end is the real, internal

principie 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 Rife by looking at the mom-
ents of the concept of the living individual as such, considered as a tot-
ality which is indifferent to objectivity, that is, which exists in sepa-
ration from it. lhese 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. %t is mot comething outside of itself that

the sentient being is aware of, so much as its own simple,. ‘ir=galled’ im-
pressicns. Hegel does not explain what constitutes an impression here, but

in the mncyclopaedialﬂe seems to suggest that it could be an event in the

nervous system, which would make his view of sensibility rather like Huss-
ell's. Bertainly, it is like Hussell's view insofar as it suggests that we
only ever immediately experience ourselves. 1t is also like it in thet He-
gel secms to regard it as a contingent matter whether an impression has a
physical or a purely mental cause.

Particularity is represented by irritability, or the capacity
for being stimulated externally and for reacting to stimqli.lSThis 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,
.owever, for the external‘world =~ whnich here ineludes even one's own body -
only provides stinulus, 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 1 think iHegel means primarily the individual's rep-

roduction of itself through the processes of growth and nourishment, but




287

possibly sexual reproduction too. It is‘through the satisfaction of its
urges in response to external cttimulation that the individual reproduces
itself, and therefore makes itsélf what it is. Hegel says in the Encycle-
paedia tnat reproduction is the grounfi 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 oi
it from the outside as the process of the assimilation of the objective
world, which Hegel here calls the life-process (der Lebenprozess). The li-
ving individual here opproses itself to the external or objective world as
an absolute subject and end-in-itself (SglbgtzﬂggK), which can do as it
wants with objectivity, which it sees as lacKking any intrinsic purpose or
value. Its feeling of self constitutes the certainty of the individual that
what lies befcre it is nothing but a mere means for it, but nevertheless it
stil]l has. the urge to overcome tne appear-rce that the ooject has of being
sometning independent of it., The individual thereiore strives to assimilatas
the object to itself, wnile at the same time externalising and objectifying
itself. There are two form§ of the process of assimilation thentioned in: the
Encyclopaedia, of which the first is the ascimilation of the world through
the senses; it is only the second form, however, wnich Hegel concerns hir-
self with here, namely, what he calls the real or practical process.
. This process begins, he says, with need (Bedlirfnigse),iwhich
has two sides to it; firstly, the living being perceives objectivity as
being opposed to the ego, as 'non-1', This happens in ordinary empirical
cases of need, such as hunger, thirst, etc., where I am aware of myself as

a physical bteing having various physical needs which 1 must satisfy wheth-



er 1 like it or not: 1 am aware of my body as sometning distinct from my-
kgo; Bartre would probably say 1 am aware of my facticity, the extent to
which 1 am physically limited. Seecondly, however, the living being also
perceivesnthe .possibiljty of overcoming:cthe pafticular limjtations which
it suffers thrcugh interaction with the external world, and thereby at the

same time overcoming the alien nature of external objectiviiy

oo

and making
it '1', 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, Hegel
sometimes complains, neggects the fact that our limitations are able to be
transcended, and therefore retains the 'non-1' alongside his 'I', thus
failing, despite himself, to be a consistent Idealist.

Ihe fact that, where there is need, there is a limit, and at
the same time there is no limit (i.e. there is a limit which must be trans-
cenéed), is for i{egel a contradiction or conflict to be resolved in the
practical process. 1t is a centradiction that is actually feltuby the liv-
ing.individual, moreover, and.in the formiof feelihy, it is pain.(Schmerz)e
Of course, Hegel is extending the use of this~term beyond its-usual 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. Hegsl remarks here that '"Pain is therefaré the privilege:of
living natures”%bde seems ‘to tbiﬁk that this_is so because only the living
being can perceive a limitation as a lack, wnich 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 perceive). 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 gendition of the activity of living things in._the subordination
of the mechanico-chemical world to their purposes.

lhis world is able to' be mdde conformable- to'the:subject, or
to the end of the subject, says iegel, because it is indifierent to deter-
minateness, that is, because it i= rot an end-in-itself. '‘lhe living being
as such, on the otnher hand, cannot be acted en by the extermal world. That
is, it can be acted on - if a piano falls on my head it will certainly do
me a great deal of demage - but not in such a way that we can say that it
enters into relation with a living being us such - the piano damages me in-
sofar as 1 am a mere ballistic object, Ilhecexternal.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. ‘he pres—
ence of the deer cdoes not act mechanically on the lion in such a way as to
cause it to chasec atter 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 nunt deer is already
present in it.

This means efiectively that the external stimulus is only a
show of stimulus (as Hegel puts it in the gngxglgpggilafj 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 orgamism believes that the correct stimulus is present,
and not that it actually is, and so the external stimulus is doubly ex-
traneous. it is the drive or urge, the inner stimulus, wnhich is fundament-
al, and this is part of the nature of the organism. Hegel expresses his

.18
basic point best én the Ehcyclopaedlalwhen he says that:

...nothing whatever can have a positive rekation to the living
being, unless the 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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1t is only because it is part of the nature of the lion to chase deer that
the deer can enter into relation with it, for example. What is at issue
here is basically the nature of iustinctive behaviour. Hegel makes this

19

clear in the kncyclopaedia,”and although he does not mention it explicit-

ly in the Science of Logic, I think nis consideration of it in the former

is enlightening and highly relevant to an understanding of the treatment
of life in the lattex.

The instinctive behaviour of animals had been considered as
teleological from the time of Aristotle onwards, but became discredited
by the time of Vescartes. The difficulty was that regarding this sort of
behaviour as end-directed appedred to necessitate attributing & capacit;
for rerresentational thought to even the lowest species of animal, some-
thing whieh seemed unlikely on empirical or scientific grounds, and was
unpalatable on social and religious grounds. “onsequently, this view was
replaced by one umore suited to the materialistic outlook of the times; ani-
mals began to be regarded as mere complex macnines, and their instinctive
behavicur as accountable purely in terms of mechanical laws. lhere were
problems with this view too, however; besides the fact that animals did
not seem to benave like machines, for example, tney developed, reproduced
themselves, and appeared to.move spontaneously, certain types of behaviour
such as sizhting 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 llegel argues, in fact only
restored the viewpoint that nad already been taken up by Aristotle in his
treatment of life. Lne problem was that Aristotle had been misinterpreted;
it was thought that he had believed that animals consciously pursue their

oom ends in their instinctive benaviour, put this is not the case. He
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believed, according to “egel, that certain things act unconsciously in
pursuit of ends, and designated such things by the term 'phusis"..Kant

and flegel returned to this view, and Hegel consequently defines instinct
as ''purposive activity acting in an unconscious way”.ZOThe animal does not
recognise its ends as suchj; it does not reflect on them, or on the various
ways its acts may be described, and it d¢ertainly 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
any more ado.

The Aristotelian—cum-hantian—cum-gegelian view is also import=
ant from the point of view of modern issues. Firsily, Russell argues in his
autobiography that the so-called 'conditioned reflex' plays a prominent
role in the learning—proces;%lTnis 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 the animal can the food act as a
stimulus, and only through tneir connection witn the food can the colour-
of a tutton, say, act as a stimulus. The test of the consciousness of‘an -
animal is the number.of obstacles it can overcome to satisfy its natural
needs, because the connection with its natural or instinctive behaviour
becomes pore and more remote.

1his last point might also be expressed by scying that the test
of the consciousness of a living thing in general is its ability to adapt
to a foreign environment. 'ne 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 offi satisfying their basic ne=ds, even where
the environment is very hostile toward them. 'his means that they tend to
survive, whereas other, less’ intelligent and therefore less adaptable be-
ings, tend to be killed off by disturbances of the natural order. Here,
it must be noticed, ds a view wnich recognises ithe continuity between the
'minds' of human beings and other animals, or at least the Lehaviour of
human beings and other animals, wnile at the same time observing that there
is not merelyusa. 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
ell chooses mainly to stress the side of co%inuity.22

I said earlier that this instinctive behaviour of the living
being is part of ite life-process,:which is a process of assimilation. I
want now to lock at the various empirical forms this process takes, in or-

der to illustrate what liegel is saying, and also to skow how what he is

‘ , 23
saying fits the facts as he sees them. In the kncyclopaedia, ilegel dist-

inguishes between formal and real assimilation, the former involving the
organiem giving to parts of its environment an external form which accord-
ed with its burposes, while zt tiie same time leaving the objectivity of
the material untouched. ‘his form of assimilation is typically manifested
in the activity of the constructive instinct, for example, the building

of nests, dams, lairs, etc. "his is the highest form of assimilation, He-
gel says, because in this form, the living thing comes to express itself
in the external world, ratner than simply destroying it as it does in

real assimilation; at the end of the process, morcover, the organism con-
fronts an external expressiocn 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 seli--satisfection it obtains through satis-
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fying its hunger, it has a specific sort of satisfaction in its creation.

Real assimilation involves the consumption or destruction of
the speciiic features of inorganic matter. It is typically manifested in
the processes of digestion, breathibg 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. lt 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 -~nother (even in the chemical process
the compound formed by two substances is external to those substances).
wWrat 1 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 wnole interacting with others to reproduce
that whole. Uf course, ws could choose to say that there are no true organ-
isms, and that tne gov~calied process:of assimilation is therefore:only a
process between one mechanical ocject and another, but this is ancther mat-
ter.

The central feature of the process of cssimilation, then, Hegel
argies, is the immediate transformation of the inor ranic (or at least, re-
latively inorganic) matter into organic matter. 'he mechanical process,,

says ‘“egel in the Science of logic, "is imnediately broken off, and exter-
"2' 4:1!

nality transformed into internality his is made possible by th= fact
that, relative to the subject, the external object or inorganic matter is
not a substance, and therefore the end does not appear merely 2s an exter-—
nal form which is given to it, but as its essence, as the soul appears as

‘he essence or intrinsic form cf the body. it is only the transformed ob-

ject wnich then, goey on,.to play @ 1gyt in,the reproductive process of the
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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 riori,
Hegel mentions a great deal of empirical evidence in support of it in the

.. 25 .
Fncyclopaedia, dnd 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 Ilogic to go into what he says.

Hegel also deals with the second of the two ways in which the
organisn, according to Kant, is both cause and eftect of itself, i.e.
through the process of sexual reproduction, the propagation of the species.
Kant said that the living tning preserved itself generically in this pro-
cess,zgr to put it another way, that the process preserves the existence of
the kind. For Hegel, nowever, the 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 propagate 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 egetism which is implicit

in the sexual urge as tne 'deatn' 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. ‘he sense is literal
in a&ll eases 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. 1t also enables him to
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allude to the Christian belief in the Hereafter, in his remark that "The

27

death 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.

1t is perhaps appropriate to conclude here by saying something
about modern developments in the debate hetween mechanism and teleology.
1f we are to believe bavid iHull, the view that the science of mechanics,
narrowly defined as the science of matter in motion, provides an adeguate
explanatory base for biology, has long since been shown to have been -
‘"erudely mistaKen".28The 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-
istry.29This is not such an important difference from our point of view,
however, since mecnanism as Kant and Hegel understood it was broadly enough
conceived for the laws of physics and chemistry to be included under its
schema as 'uechanical', or at least, 'mechanico-chemical', laws, that is,
laws that account for the behaviour of the object insofar as it is oaly 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 guestion that can be settled by recourse to

empirical fect. 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 tneory of the molecular basis of heredity
has similarly done little to resolve matters, since theories 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 surport which point of view. Consequently, the debate still con-
tinues today in much the same way as i1t did in Hegel's day. This is because
it has roughly the nature of one of those metaphysical debates described

by Kant, whicn are capable oif carrying on forever without ever being sétt-
led one way or another.

Hull 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'.5oﬂe seems to think that the problem of teleology consists in estab-
lishing a set of necessary and sufficient conditions for something's being,

5l

for example, an organism.” We need to know, in other words, what distin-

guishes organisms as a group from non-organisms. This search for the ess-
ence of teleology has so far proved to be a failure, he says.rﬂe 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-
acteristics constituting the clusters, only to conclude eventually that

they are all inadequate. 1t seems to me, however, that by looking for such

definitions, Hull is making precisely tne error which eeastitutes the rezl

barrier to progress nere. These definitions would be essentialist defini-

tions, winich Popper has argued have np role in science, along with corres-
ponding questions such as '"What is life?”;iéven 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.

Hegel - thougi Fopper 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 mecnanism and chemism presuppose a principle of self
determination which is to be found in external teleology, while this pre-
supjoses a self-determining being, i.e. one wnich has itself for its own
end; and then calls this being an 'organism'., his is more like what Popper
calls a"nominelist definition than an essentialist one. It does not tell us
what all things which are intultively acknowledged to be organisms nave in
common, but it does tell us the sort of thing which Hegel zefewss 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 seme-
thing which is its own end, and which reproduces itself in the afore-men-
tioned dual sense. 1t 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 itselt, and that Hegel would nave to call
sucnh a machine an 'organism'. But I do not think this is really a problem
for tHegel; for such a machine would surely differ in a very important way
from an ordinary macnine sucn as a stea—engine or a type-writer, winich
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-
ganigatien of a teleological system is something 'over and above' the arr-

angement of the elements that 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. 1t 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 lock upon the living being firstly as a machine, and then ask what
mystery ingredient has to be added in< 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. 1t 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 tnings, wnich nowadays most scientists are
loth to do. We ought really to say that 'Hedgehogs have spines with which
they defend themselves'", and “Rain is tne 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 ldea of cognition is also referred to by Hegel as the
ldea of spirit, and spirit is taken to be synonymous with thought and self-
consciousness. iegel makes a point of distinguishing between his view of
spirit and that of Rantian and pre-fantian philosophy, and it is indéed
necessary to grasp tnis distinction if one is to fully grasp this section.
Pre-Kantian metaphysics was concerned with spirit as 33ul, tanat is, as a
thing (ein Ding) whose properties it tried to determine a priori from the
general 1dea (der allgemeinen Vorstellung) of the soul. These properties,
if the inquiry was truly a priori, would not be given in experience, but
would be essentizl 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, accordin; to Hegel,
exhibited quite contradictory characteristics. On the basis of experience,
one could argue egually convincingly. that the sewl was not composite, or
that it had to be composite. Hence, pre-Kantimn metaphysics was in princi-
ple unzblie to establish any doctrine of the soul for certain.

Kant argued, therefore, that the true rational or metaphysical
doctrine of the soul would strip the idea of the soul of all empirical con=-
tent. (whicn for Kant meant all content?} and consider only the bare rep-
resentation of the ego or self which accompanies @&l concepts, but cannot
itdelf be called a concept, the representation of the 'I' (or even the
'1t') which tninks.zThis '1' is the transcendental subject, a thing-in-
itself, which is xnown only through its predicates; that is, its existence
as the substratum of thoce predicatess is inferred from the existence of
those predimates, although we are otnerwise unacquainted "with it.3More—

over, any pudgement which had it as subject, that is, whi.ch tried to say
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something about it, would be circular, since it would already have made use

of its representation, as Kant puts it. This incoinvenience (Unbequeniich-

keit) pertains to it becaude this consciousness ic not itself tne repres-
entation of an object or siate of affairs which may or may not pertain in
the world, but rather the general form of representation, insofar as this
cans be called cogniition.

It was, in other words, impossivle to know anything off the
soltl because it was not an object of experience, and couvld net therefore
be united with another object in accordance with some category of the un-
derstanding. lletaphysics hitherto had tried to predicate concepts of the
understanding of the soul, e.t. by asserting that the soul ic a substance,
but this was illegitimate,,because these concepts were only legitimately
applied to intuitions. It was not possible, then, to derive anytning ex-~
cept for merely analytical propositions from the analysis of the idea of
the soul. One could say that *he soul always had to be regarded 2s sub-
ject, and never as predicate, but tuis was not sufficient grouid for call-
ing it a substance, with all tne other consideraticns that entails, e.g.
persistence througn chan_ es of its accidents. It is invalid to infer any-
thing about reality from what is necessitated by grammar; the fact that
the latter forcee us to spea< of the soul as if it is a substance does not
mean that it is one.

Hegel believes that Kant's criticism here is essentially Hume—
an.SThe philosophical psychology which Kant had especially in mind was
susceptible to a radical empiricist critique because it treated of some-
thing which was supposed to lie hicden behind mental phenomens. lhe emp-
iricist critic simply had to reiuse to recognise tne possibility off <now-
ledge of a myster.ous supersensible essence. lnis approach is less succ-

essful when aprlied to ancient doctrines of the soul, however, such as
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those of Plato and Aristotle. The soul is not conceived by them as an in-
visible, intangible thing, but, for example, =s the principle gf life,
something of a diitferent logical order entirely. The ancient doctriines
are immune to Hume's brand of criticism because they c.ntain the concept,
rather than the mere abstract idsa of the soul, that is, they treat the
soul as the universal ground of its empirical determinations ra*her than
an airy residue wnich remains when they are taken away. iegel is ready to
concede that if one takes %he empirical idea of the self, and then strips
from it everytning empirical, ore is left witn no idea ot the self at all.
but the concept is not merely an idea from which everything empirical or
determinate has been strippe. .

Hegel is also very critical of XKant's argument that any judge-
ment which purported to be about the subject, would be circular, because
it would already have 'made use of its representztion'. He is wide of the
mark at first, because he takes Kant to be saying that a judgement about
the subject would be circular because one has to make use. of the self in .
judgirig of itz but it seems to me that he iswcorrect in questioning the
viciousness of the circularity involved,here. Kant's argument is bhasically
that khowledge of the truth of a- jidgement presupposes knowledge of the
subject of that judgement, and that since the subject is not an object of
acquaintance, tnis 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 ovject of acquaintance in
any sense. 4t might not be an object of intuition, but this does not mean
it cannot be an object of knowledge at «l1l; it might re 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 & judgement is ta-
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ken to have the form 'l think P', and the 'I' is ti. sabject, 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 tuis view is that it involves the same unjustifizd equa-
tion of sensuousness and objective rezlity 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 becoime 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. Indeedy far from self-xnowledge 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

e .. 8 !
the phenomenology of spirit in the kncyclopaediz. Kant, he explains, reg-

arded spirit merely as consciousness, and therefore had only a phenomeno-
logy, not a philosophy.of spirit. Consciousness, however, is only the app-
earance of spirit; spirit proper is self-consciousness. It ic true that
the subject , considered as a mere referent of perceptions, cannot occur
as an object of euter 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 'l think P'. Really, subject and object are
just different aspectz or momcnts of that one fact, wnich 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-corisc-
iousness, although when it is irerely intuitive, the object is not the self

as such, but only & 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, that spirit as it appears in logic is
different from spirit as it appears in the rhilosophy 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 iorm as the free subject
which has itself for otject, 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 anc objectivity,
and il obtains it by transforming the object into a determination of it«
self, by assimilating it to itself. 1t 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 worid, the fundamental laws and principles, and its
activity consists in showing that the non-essential features conform to
those fundamental laws and principles.,

degel's division ol cognition is based on Scnelling's divi-
sion of Transcendental philosopny in a .cordance witn ‘he fundamental con--
victions it is suprosed to vincicate, into thneoretical philosorhy, which
vindicates the belief that our ideas correspond to reality, and practical
philocsophy, which vindicates the beiief that our ideas arise freely in us,

9

and 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 se~ms to iwuply, that our representations can determine external real-io

ity, and therefore that the wocld of ftnought dominates the world of sense.

degel is to show that tne former belief actually manifests just as much
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the determination of external reality by subjectivity, #md therefore the
dominion of the self over t.e not-self, arm~ that the latier belief actual-
ly manifests Just as much the determination of thc subect by the external
world, and theretore the dominion of the not-self over the self.

If uegel is right. in. arguing tht thf view . whica ingisis that
in the process o1 cognition one must set -out_trom-the; external world nas
as its result iks conclusion that what we call knowledge is really only
subjectively valid, then Hussell is placing himself iu just such a scep-

tical position when, in the Problems of ﬁhilosophy,l%e declares bimself

to be against the view that the enlargement of Self wihich he says charac-
terises the acquigition of kiowledge is obtained by showingz that the world
is so similar to the (Given) self, that knowledge of it is possible with-
out the admnission of anytning foreign to it (a view which hoth he and Pop=
perlgLfribute to negel), and suggests instead that we must start out from
the not-Self, @n" treat that as determining the Self. Russell thinks he

is arguing against the views ol #ant and :idegel, hut Hegel su.gests that
the assumption Hussell makes is in lfact the very presupposition which lead:
to the sort of 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 ldea of the True (Die ldee des Wahren)

The first side of the ldea 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.
1nis content is to come from the external world. et at tne same time,
the self also seeks to see itself retlected in the matericl wnich it be-

lieves itself to be passively receiving from an external reality; that is,
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it wants to ses thne material orderea in accordancc with its own categor-
ies. The facht that these categories are applied to the data of experience
as an external form, nhowever, na<es the connection of the phenomens 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 conformigy with the ideas and experiences
of others, that is, mere rectitude (Richtiskeit). This is because the
synthetie proposition is still a datum (eines gegeben) of experience, a
contingent fact; we have to go beyond data to get at the truth. ''his does
not involve acquiring more data, but giving some sort of foundation to
to what we nave.

Finite cognition is basically a cognition of the particular.
It always aims at selving specifiic problems, at resolving specific doubts,
or at filling in particuiar gaps in human knowlddge. It does not attempt
to say anything about the world asa whole. This is partly what is meant by
calling such cognition finite. Poppefigéems 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 eaterprise as sugh is not able to be demon-
strated by finite cognition. THe presuppositions of science, however,
have to be grounied 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 oif the world, jn order trit we can truly be said to xnow any
of its particular features. Tnis means tnat tfinite cognition, if it is
truly cognition at all, must be subordinate to a more general form of
inguiry, which Hegel called speculative cognition, or philogophy.

Hegel argues, in the Science of Logic, that finite cognition

has both ar analytic and a synthetic side. 'he former is to be distin-



307

guished from the latter b, the fact that it does not contain any element
of mediation, wnile the otner does. lt is, in other words, intuitive as
distinct from demonstrative cognition; thnough 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 sometning about analytic and synthetic cognition,
it does not tell us what tney are. idegel assumes tnat tne reader is al-
ready familiar witn nis use of the terms 'analysis' and 'syntnesis'. No
doubt his orizinal pnilosopnical audience were, but it would be a mis-
take for me to assume such familiarity today. [Modern philosophers appear
to have lost sight of the origins of the analytic-synthetic distinction,
and often assume that tney are to be found in Kant's distiaction between
analytic and synthetic propositions. This, however, is an error, since
the distinction between the anclytic and synthetic methods predates
8gnt's critical writings by more tnan a nundred years.

In fact, it was Descartes, in his Rules for the Direction of

the ilind (written c.1628), who first distinguished tetween analytic cog-
nition and synthetic cognitioﬁ (though he did not use those terms in the

text, but only later in his Replies tn the Second Set of Objections).

Descartes, having argued that there are only two mental operations by

which knowledge can ve agyuired, l.e. intuition and deductlonfiana that it

depends on our viewpoint wnicn one is appropriate, goes on to declare that

it one is to discover tne truth by either of these means, one has to have

6
a method, a set of guideliies on now to proceedk ‘he metnod of ancient ge-
ometry and zlgebra is the most certain, ne ar. ues, although tne objects of

hoth these sciences are very impoverished. Consequently, he decides to em-—

) &7
ploy this mathematical method in philosophy. It consists in reducing com-

plex or confused propositions step by step to propositions whica are sim=-

14
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pler, and then, beginning with the intuitive apprehension of all those that
are absolutely cimple.(relative to a given context), to ascend to knowledge
of all the rest%BThe first half of this process is termed 'analysis', and
snows a_priori how a taing is derived or discovered; it is the best method
of instruction. The second nall{ is termed 'synthesis', and is the opposite

procedure, tne a posteriori demonstration of a fact.

This distinction became more firmly established in philoso-

phy aiger Arnauld included a version of it in his Port-Ro,al Logic of
1662. This version was based on the account in Descartes' Rules, of which
Arnauld possessed a manuscript copy. (it wes not published until 1761). It
contains some important adaitions to taat =ccount, however, important be-
cause they were taker up by later writers, and became part of all subse-
quent accounts. For example, Arnauld says that anclysis is a method for
the discovery of truth, while syntnesis is only used to make one understand
a truth; Descartes had only said that analysis snowed how a thing was dis-
covered, not that it was the method of discovery - indeed, he thought it
waz tnc best method of instruction. Agein, Arnauld argues that the synthe-
tic method is the most important of the two§2&bscartes gives no grounds
for saying this. le is also the first to state explicitly that in analysis,
one proceeds from the more speciiic to tne more general, wnile ii synthe-
sis, one proceeds from the more :general (and simple) to the less general
(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 wnich we descend from the mountain to the valley.

The same streteh of land is traversed in each case, but it is not merely

arbitrary whetner we go up or down, for tuis is determined by our start-

ing-point.
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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 Lo.ic. Leibniz expressed his version

of it in characteristically mathematical terms, but really added nothing

to it. He writes in his essay 0f Universal Synthesis and Analysis (c.1683)

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 formulse, in which the answers to what ari-
ses later cen be discovered. Analysis, however, goes back to principles
solely for the sake of a given prcblem, just as if noﬁging had been dis-
covered previously, either by ourselves or by others.

The most important thing to note nere is that Leibniz quite obviously does
not agree witn the view that analysis is the method of discovery. In fact,
he contends that some sorts off discoveries are made more in accordance
with the analytic procedure, others more in accordance witn the syntheiic
procedure; one proceeds more synthetically when 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 zlready in existence can serve as a
means to a pre-existing end, znd in tnis case, the Ieibnizian distinction
breaks down.

This distinction was so popular by the beginiing of the eight-
eenth century that Wewton even included his version of it 37 the following
passage trom the end of his Optic«s (1704), uuoted by Schwarz in his in-
troduction to nis translation ot fLant's lLogic, which is partly concerned
with the develcpment of this distinction:

As in tMathematicks, so in Natural rhilosophy, the investigat-
ion of difficult tnings by the mMethod of Analysis, ought ever to precede
the viethod of Composition. This Analysis consists in making experiments
and Observations, and in drawing _cneral Conclusions from them by Induct-
ion... By this way of Analysis we may proceed from Compounds to lngredi-

ents, and from Motionr to ‘he Forces producing tiem; 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 i the most general. This is the method of Anas
lysis; and the Synthesis consists in assuming the Causes discover'd and

establish{d as Princip}es, and by theu expl&%ning the Phenomena proceed-
ing from them and proving tne Explanations.

This is probably the clearest statement of the distinction so far, but it
only really apylies to analysis and synthesis in natural philosophy (i.e.
natural science), rather than analysis and s,nthesis in general. ‘'he main
feature Wewton has rastened onto from previous formulations of the distin-
ction is the cnaracterisation of analysis as that wnicn proceeds from the
more specitfic to the more general, and synthesis as that wnich proceéds
from the more general to the more particular. This is to be the central
featuire of formulations of the distinction from now on. Note the rat:ier
obvious connection here between analysis and syntnesis and induction and
deduction, which are the more specific terms for what Hewton describes.

The account of the distinction which appears in Aant's Logic
provides a final, neat summary of the salient points of the previous acc—
ounts. Kant writes as follows:

The analytic metnod is opposed to the synthetic method. '‘he
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 irom the simple to the composite. As the first coudd

be called the re§¥essive method, so the latter could be cal'ed the pro-
gressive metnod.

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-
covery'%sa fact which woudd indicate a very casual treatment of bhe 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 methrd is more suitable 'for the pur-
pose. of popularity', wnile the synthetic method is more suitable “feor the
purpose of the scientiiic and systematic el@boration of coxnition',zgs

probably based on Uescertes' remark in the Replies tha% people find the

analytic method of instruction more satistying. This, then, is the basic
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course of the development of the analysis-syntnesis di~tinction up to the
time of Schelling and Hegel.

The distinction between analytic and synthetic propositions
developed independently of the distinction between analytic and synthetie
metnod, 1t has its roots in lcibriz's distinction between truths of rea-

N 30 the of | . .
gon #nd truths of fact. Truths of reason were primary truths, for wnich no

) i, ) . .

reason could be glven? They were necessary truths: either identical prop-
ositions, or propositions wanich could be reduced to identical propositions
by & finite analysis. %hls 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-
cate-term in the definition of the subject-term, is revealed. Truths of
fact are not aosolutely primary, tnough some are primary for us, i.e.
those derived from immediate experience, which, for Leibniz, as for Kant
after him, meant more than just experience of the empirical self. All
truths of fact, however, are contingent, because their analysis cannot be

58, . . e . : .
performed. This is presumably beczuse they concern concrete objects which

can be regarded trom infinitely many different pointe of view.

A careful study of Kant's accounts of the distinction tetween

analytic and synthetic poopositions in the Critigue of Pure Reason and the

Logic reveals that it is really little more than tnis Leibnizian distinct-

36

tion under another name. In the Logic, Kant defines analytic propositions

as propositions wnose certainty rests on the identity of subject and pred-

icate, and opposes tnem to synthetic propositions, wnose certainty, he

suggests in the Gritique of Pure Reason, rests on experience. The identity
.38

of concepts in analytic propositions, he continues, is either explicit, as

in the tautology 'Man is man', or implicit, ia 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 detf'inition of the subject-term, or of the predicate-concept among the
gset of ideas which make up the complex idea of the subject. Kant does not
explicitly mention inclusion, but we know that he too thought tnis 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 wnich pertains to the concept of body (a+b), there
also pertains extension (b), is an example of an analytic proposition.

To every x whicn pertains to the concept of body (a+b), thegg
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

riori, rather than an analytit proposition, i.=. 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 the fact
that it contains no element ol mediation, i.e. it is not derived or demon-
strated knowledge. It is usually_thought that tne analytical method pro-
ceeds by taking up an object or problem, and resolving it into its various
elements, which are then reised up into the form of abstract ideas: but
such a procedure, degel contends, would not lead to the cognition (Erken-
nen) of tne object, buteconly a-closer acquaintance (eine ninere Kgnnjnjs)-
with it. What I think he means by tnis is that analysis does not really
produce knowledge, but only clear and distinct ideas. ''his proposition is
generaliy accepted, and was in fegel's time too; but Hegel rcea en to sug-
gest that this sort of analysis is not tnerefore, true analysis. True ana-
lysis has as its products, not mere ideas, but concept-determinations (@E—
griffsbestimmungen) imiediately contained in the otject, Ior example,

determinate being, being-for-self, whole, part, cause, effect, simplicity,
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complexity, or any of the otner determinations considered in the Lopic so
far.

Prior tu Hegel, the production of these determinations, or
categories, had been regarded 1in one of two ways: either it was considered
as a mere tagting-up of these categories from experience, as the ideas of
red, sguare, hard, soft, are simply taken 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 tne criticism of Locke and Hdure,
which, although it sought to trace such concepts back to their roots in
experience, and thus vindicate the empiricidt standpoint, in fact suuceed-
ed in showing tnat they could not be accounted for solely in terms of ex-
perience. Consequently, ine latter view had come dnto vogue; but tiegel is
equally unhappy with that: it is just as one-sided, he says, to represent
analysis as though there were nothing in the obLject that is not inserted
into it, as it is to suppose that the resulting determinations are merely
extracied 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
degel 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 meke it out to be the whole. The true account must
mention bota sides of the process and say that they are both appearances
of a single reality: for analytic cognition, which is nothing but the
transformation of the given material into concept-determinations such as
those mentioned zbove, is both a positing or a setting down of the con-

cept by the mind, and a presupposing that it is objectively valid, and




its result tnerefore appears on the one hand, as the product of a merely
subjective aéfivity, and on the other, as sometaing which is objectively
re.l. The concept is not, of course, given in experience in tne absttact
form in which it appears in cognition - substantiality is not. able to be
perceived. by. the senses among -the particulars of experience where Hume
thouzht to loox for it - but for all that it still underpins it and con-
stitutes the objectively real element in it. 1t is only ior the mind, but
it is not theretore purely mental.

Enalytic cognition, as a form of cognition, is cupposed to
involve some sort of progress, argues Hegel, but in fact, it does not seem
to do so. Ur rather, it does seem to do so insofifr as it berins with a con-
crete ¢ complex thought-determination which is subsecuently 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 difierent determinations, each
of which is taken as concrete or complex; and in each case, what we begin
with has a greater content than that wnich we end up with. Consequently,
we learn nothing. inis is not Just true of analysis in the sense Hegel is
speaking about it here, moreover, but also of matnematical anal;sis, and
the method of anzlysis as it is employed in natural science; we learn no-
thing by transiorming pnenomecns into forces etc. All we do is distinguish
eroups of phenomena, and generally simplify the complex data which we are
initially presented with.

This seems to suggest that analvtic cognition is a very im-
perfect form of cognition, and therefore tha? there is a need for a high-
sar form, involving some sort of mediztion, and therefore some sort of pro-
sress. This is syntnetic cognition. negel notes that Kant's deductien of

the pure categoriés is not, in fact, the genuinely synthnetic progress, that
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it ought to be. Kant merely buses his list of categories on his table of
the logical. functions‘of judgementa; which is itselfonly the prodﬁct‘of :
an aﬁélysis”of empirical judgements. Kant might just as well have taken
them from a direct analysis of the mind, «s far as ilegel is concerned; and
in fact there is evidence that he mignt actually have done tnis, the table
of logical functions of judgements being a red nerring. for the deduction
takes place in the Transcendental Analytic, whizh verins 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 tnis faculty”?orhe true deduction
of the categories would have 10 progress synthetically, however, and would
be the presentation (Darstellung) of the transition of the simple unity

of self-consciousness into its determinaticns which Hegel attempts in the

Science of Logic.

(bb) Synthesis

Synthetic cognition, then, involves tne element of mediation
missing from analytic cognition. It aims at the necessary connection of
that which is diverse. It must begin, however, byitaxking up objects from
experience’' and then relating tnem in accordance with its general princi-
ples. This given element, liegel seems to suggest, means that this form of
cognition is conditioned from outside, and is tnerefore imperfect. ‘‘he
ideal form of cognition ought to ve self-determining (which means however
that it will never toucn experience and be ef direct nelp 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

tning in and for itself, but rather only their necessity for the cognizing
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subject. 1 think ﬂegel'is referring 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 dem3-
onstration being relative, therefore, to the presuppositions of the sub-
ject, the latter to his or ner experience. le contrasts this to the de-
rivation of the determinations of thought in the course of the Logic, in
which all presuprositions are groundedy forming a- circle’of necessary
thoughts.

Hegel distinguishes three sides to the notion i’ synthetic
cognition, of which the 1irst is tne side of definition. The first thing
to notice about Hegel'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 definitioas in these terms is only a con-
trivance to save the labour of enumerating the several simple ideas which

41

constituted the proximate genus, and Leibniz, for the most part, agreed

42

with him. Kent thought it was necessary with regard to what he called nom-
inal definitions in a comparison, but not otherwise?5ﬂegel, however, dist-—

inguishes between definition and description; description is for represent-
ation, he writes,44meaning that the enumeration of ideas which Locke men-

tions is not a part of cugnition, like the analysis of ideas is not a part
of cognition, but only serves to give us a more or. less precise conception
of something. A description of Fraris might make us more familiar with that
city, but it gives us a lot of extraneous material aleng with what is ess-
ential; a definition does away with tnat material, and _ust gives us the

simple thought. 1t is this that is requisite for the beginning of the pro-

cess of synthetic cognition.

it might appear from this that Hegel is aitout to put forward



317

what Poprer has qalled an essentialist view of definitionésthat is, that
a definition states the essence of a thing, but tanis is not the case. ifle-
gel in tzct goes on ta say that tnere is no way of distinguishing the
essential properties ot *a tning, or at least, any concrete natural or
mental object. e states quite clearly that:

Since individuality, as that which is determined in and for
itself, liec 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 us belonging to the determination of its con-
cept, and which only to the external reality. This constitutes a difficul-

ty in rengct of definitions, which at tnis level of cognition cannot be
overcome.

There are exceptions to this rule, however; ii does not apply, says ie-
gel, either to geometrical objects or to the products »f self-conscious,
end-directed activity (Xant said it did not apply to 'arbitrarily invented
ggncepts';4§t ig characteristic of him to speak of defining concepts rath-
er than objects). It is easy to say wnat #he essence of one of either of
these two soats of object is, vecause tney are both essentially human in-
ventions. A triangle is essentially a rectilineal ifigure with three sides,
because the term 'triangle' is reserved for figures of that type, instan-
ces of wh.ch may or may not be found in experience; and a watch Is essen-
tially a device for telling the time, insofar as tnis is the purposs it
was invented tc cserve. We =y conceive of a watch, even though there are
none in existence.

ln the case of what negel called the concrete objects of mit—:
ure znd 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)?bthe objects are not man-made, and have infin-
itely many aspects wnicn could be iastened onto and used fo detine LA
''here is no way of deciding between them. One might favour a particular
property on the grounds that it 1. common to every individual of the

type in wuestion, or because it is relatively permanent, but these are
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property on the grounds that it is common to every individual of the type
in question, or because it is relatively permanent, but thegs zre not
sufficient conditions of essentiality. There is one test of the essential-
ity of the predicate, which is that it cen be derived from the other prop-
erties of the thing; but if it is precented 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. ‘I't'is means, however, that
the content of the definition 1s merely contingent, and that the defini-
tion itself 1s not to be taken aa a statement of the essence:
Definition...does away with tne peculizr determinations of the
concept, which would essentially be the principles of the object, and con-
tents itself with marks (Mer<ualen), i.e. determinations whose essential-
ity to the object itsc¢lf is a matter of indifference, and which are rathner

only intendﬁg to be distinguisning marks (.lerkzeichen) for an external
reflection.

Hegel goes on to make the important point that, precisely
because definiiions 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 sozething else:

«e.0n tne contrary, an obscure feeling, an indeiinite, but
deeper sence, a presentiment of what is essential, has preceded the disco-

very of the genera in nature and in spirit, and only aitergards nas a spec-
ific externality been sought to satisfy the understanding.

This is important, because aeccording to Porper,ihanv philoserhers, inclu--
ding Hegel, nave thought that «nowledge 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, wnich is common to every
indigidual of a single type. Hdegel argues in opposition tc this that there
are no such properties, because whatever pr.perty we choose, there is al-

ways the possibility that an individual will be discovered, wnich one

wants to regard as e member of a certain species, but which does not poss-



319

ess its deiining cnaracteristic: ' _
: ’ ' ' ' VErAed

...while the definition ought to give the determinateness of
the concept in an imuediate property, there is no property against which
an instance canuot be brought im wnich the entire nabitus allows cne to
discern the concrete thing wnich is to be deftined, but the propefty which

is taken as its cha raCteréSth snows itcelf to be elther not yet fully de~
_‘ A l(

veloped, er wasted” aWay « -

: Hegely, tnen would' agree with répper in condemning what the
latter calis tne 'essentialist' view of definitions. ile believes that the
way we define a tning is quite arbitrary, so that roughly any of its gen-
eral characteriptics can serve te distinguish it. Definitions are not
statkements of the essential principles of an ob ect, and science does not
begin wit:n them. 1t is possivle ta@ arrive at the essential principles of
an ohject, but only as a resull. of scientific awtivity, =nd not prior to
it, and these principles will thereiore not be immediate properties of the
object, but ornes wnica have been deduced from those imiediate properties.
The idea of a philosophical anelysis which clarifies thoughts and provides
logical  definitions as a preliminary to scientific activity is therefore
an empty one as far as tegel is concerned; it is related to the doctrine

‘ _ 53
of immediate knowledge wnich he criticises in the kncyclopaedia, and can

only lead to dogmatism, as Fopper points out in nhis own onslaucht on the
essentidlist view of definitions and the doctrine of inteliectual intui-
tion (whicn 1s really the doctrine of iumediate knowledge and is not to be
confused with Ficnte, Schelling or Hegel's 'intellectual intuition').
Hegel next considers-the concept of division. Since there are
no a_priori grounds for tne division of thiugs, this can only greceed by
a proces:c of trial and error. Une fastens onto an attribute of things, for
example, colour, and tnen proceeds to divide tnings up in accordance with
their different colours. 1f the objects wanich are grouped together by this
principle appear to have very little else in common, then this is a sign
that our principle is inadeguate aznd needs to be replaced. If w- proceed

in accordance witn tnis method, then we are just as likely to light upon
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artificial clessifications as we are natural ones, and it is impossible
for us to be certain that a j?rticular classification is truly nataral
even 1f it is, because no matter now closely the &n#-widuals wnich are
grouped together in accorcance with a particular principle resemble one
another, there is always the possibility that our sround of division:is.a
superficial one, .and that we are excluding Ifroum:a species.individuals that
really ougnht to be meubers of it.

The se-called 'laws' of division are therefore, according to
Hegel, nothing but a set of 'tormal, empty rules'?4ie gives the example
of the rule that division must 'exhaust the concept'. ln fact, every mem-
beér of the divided species 'exhausts the congept', in the sense that each,
insofar as it conforms to its concept has all the general features belong-
ing te & thing of its type, but this is not what is meant. What is meant is
thast 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. 1t eften happens, of course, that new species are discovered whéch
do not fit in with the chosen definition of the genus, in which case eith-
er we must modify our definitiom, 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 otber chows, says Hegel, the
unsystematic nature of the procedure of this sort of division.

1t iz to bLe attributed to an instinct of reason (einem Instin-

kKte der Vepnunft) therefore, rather than the method of synthetic cogni-

tion, when it so happens that, in following tnis method, we select grounds
of division which closely approximate to natural grounds. for example,
when zoologists distinguish-’species of animal by their teeth and claws,

that is, by the animal's weapons, this shows a certain intuitive srasping
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of wnat is essential to the very nature of the animal, since it is through
these weapons that tne animal establishes and preserves itself as an indep-
endent existence, tnat it diotinguisnes itself irom otuer animals; their
nature determines the sort of tood it eats, the sort of territory it inhab-
its, and so forth, and as such an important indication of the entire habit-—
us of the animal, censtitutes a very natural ground of division. L'ne 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.(der Lehrsatz; in the FEnc-

yclopaedia, der Theorem). The detailed gognition of the.objecty. of its var-

ious aspects and their relations to one another, is expressed in theorems
er propositions. Wnereas definitions omit details and merely contain the
abgstract idea, in theorems, the object is known 'in the conditions and
forms of its real existence'?5The theormm is therefore a synthetic propo-
sition, which means that its terms do not merely spell out tne same con-
tent in different iforms, but have « distinct content, and «re only united
in virtue of some mediating term, or necessary conr ection. It is wrong to
suppose, says Hegel, that tneorems 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. iy
statement might be wrong, theretore, but my reasoning cannot be challenged,
because there is none involved here. I have only made z statement asserting
what 1 believe to be thercase, 1 have not advinced a theorem on the streng-
th of &« reason.

1t might be asked how we are to distinguis@ those predicates

of the subject wnich are to ve included in the definition from those which

are merely to be attributed to it in theorems. In fact, tnis is the same
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question Hegel tackled in his treatment of definition, only seen from a
different percpective; and consistently with the answer ne gave there, he
says here that there is, at th#s level of cognition, no principle availa-
ble for making this distinction. There appears to be such a principle im-
plicit in the fact that the jmuediate attribites 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 stwted as velonging to the object rather
than being deduced. The definitions contained in any finite science, -and
the axioms too, insofar as they are not mere tautolozies, are gimply theo-
rems of another science which appear as presuppositions in the science in
question.

Hegel believed, incidentally, that nere was to be found tne
solution to the problem of Kkuclid's parallel axiom, wnich by 1800 had come
to be labelled 'the scandal of geometry'?6This said basically that there
passes through a point F, not on a line L, one and only one line [1, 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 those who believed that Euclid's
definitions and axioms warranted sccepta .ce 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 ol a pair of lines, we never even see parallel
lines in the region of space wnich immediately surrounds us. Consequently,
many mathematicians thougnt that tnis deiinition stood in need of proof,
and attempted either to deduce it irom other axioms, or find a substitute
for it. Hggel. however, saw that there was nothiug special about this def-
inition. None of the otners were able to be corroborated Ly sense-experi-
ence either; we do not meet witn mathematical lines and points in our

daily lives. All Euclid's definitions and axioms are merely assumptions,
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which cannot be proved in geometry itself, but only appear as thneorems in
a higher science: the ocanly h.gher science being philosophy itself, however.

Part of this view has, of course, since been vindicated. The
notion that the detinitions and axioms of Euclidean geometry are only ass—
umptions, and not incontrovertible truths, has bécome mathematical dogma
since the recognition of the existence of non-tuclidean geometries, tnough
the notion that tnose assumptions are demonstrated or otherwise irn philoso-
phy, or that the demonstration or otherwise ~1f those assumptions is philo-
sophy, has by no means been accepted. Nevertneless, it is fair to say that
Hegel shows nimself here to have = far reater grasp of the nature of sci-
ence, and a far greater relevance to modern scientific developments, than
is usually accredited him, lloreover, in this case it is interesting to see
how his view on this matter is no inere isolated insight, but proceeds from
the moct fundamental doctrines of his philosophy, i.e. his neo-Aristoteli-
anism, 2nd nis (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 this reliance on sense--experience alone in or-
der to take up a truly scientifie standpoint.

There 2re two clascses of tneorem, according to Hegel; those
which express a relation which is only incidental, that is, wnich repres-
ent just one sspect of the whole, and tnose which express a relation which
is fundamental, and definitive of the whole thing. The latter can indeed
be regarded as definitions, but tney are not definitions which are immedi-
ately taken up by a subject and which trnerefore appear as presuprositions
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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ficiality of the view that "assigns an equal value to all propositions on
the ground that in general eacn contains a trutn and is equally essential
in the formal progress, in the context oif tne proof“?ytnus efiectively say-
ing that Wittgenstein's remark in the Tractatus that "All propositions are
of egual value“?adoes not even nold good for all scientiiic propositions.
In fact, 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 Buclidean geometry is the principle that ev-
ery proposition which is neither an axiom or a definition, and which enters
into the proof of ancther proposition, shall be proven prior to the assert-—
ion of that proposition; in other words, that we adveonce from the known to
the unknown. li this was the cese, however, iegel seems tc say, then this
arrangement would merely be a matter o! conveniemne; but, in fact, it has
its own internal logic, based on tae principle that the sequence as a whole
strives to represent the un.ty of concept and reality. ‘'he early tneorems,
the reader will recall, show 10w the 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 discovar the lengths of the remaining side and .the.
other angles. Now 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 tne intellect, and the real element, tnat which is left over,
and nas to be deduced. The distinction of these twe elements, however, pre-
supposes their original unity, and it is the implicit aim of the first

book of kuclid's Elements to arrive back at that unity, and to express it

in the form of a proposition, or more precisely, an eguatigg.(Gleicnung),
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since unity in the matanematical speere takes the form of equality.

This equation is Pythagoras's theorem that in sny right-angled
triangle, the square of tne length of the hypotenuse is equai to the sum of
the squares ofi the lengths of the other two sides. Hegel says that Euclid
closes the first book of his Elements with this theorem, "fér in it, a
perfect determinateness is achieved”?9in fact, Buclid’ does not .close 'the
first book-with this theerem, 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 triangle?obut far from showing up Hegel's lack of familiarity
with kuclid, 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 poseszibility, 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 rezl 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 kuclid; although he
dare not say so explicitly ata time when Euclid was still generally the
by-word for scientific perfection, truth and certainty, it is obvious that
Hegel, like the great meathematicians 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 Buclidean geometry had in fact been
practically admitted in mathematical circles for at least two centuries,

since the advance of science and technology had produced a meed 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 syntheiic geometry, from Hegel's point
of view, was thét in the former, tne selution to the problem is contained
in the problem itself, while in the latter, it is necessary to bring in
naterial irom outside. This is construction, by which the problem is sol-
ved, or by wnich the material for demonstration is provided, and it is ther
tnerefore ap ropriate to say sometning here about Hegel's view of this pro-
cedure.

The construction, Hegel argues, first.dcouires its sense in
the context of the proof; in itself, it is 'blind and unthinking'?lThe
construction tells us, for example, te draw a line AB through a peint C,
and we simply obey, in the faith that this will assist us i3 the demon-—
stration of the theorem; it is only when the theorem nas been proven in
this way tnat we see why it was necessary to draw that line. We then be-
come aware ol the end wrich that action served, an end which was not ini-
tially apparent, but waich was revealed in the course of the proof. The
rroof itself, by which the connection asserted in tite theorem first comés
to appear as something necessary, is, however, lacking as much in object-
ivity as construction is lacking 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 tiiing 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.

Kant, in the Critique of Pure Reason§2went 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 frem cancepts", which, for
Hegel, was the same as saying tnat matnematics did not really deal with
concepts at all, but only with "abstract determinations of sensuous intui-
63

tion". 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, tiie classificat-
ion of the objects of science and philosophy in accordance with some pre-
supposed ccnema based on empirical concepts. Schelling, for example, class-
ified the planets in accordance with an analogy witn the series of metals,
so that Venus was the copper planet, rlercury the planet of quicksilver, and
the kEarth, the planet of iron, etc. This procedure, Hegel thought, added
nothing to our krowledge 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 it application to geometry is the
abstract nature of the objects of geometry. Geometry is a science of mag-
nitude, ne saye, i abstracts from the qualitative aspect of things, and
concerns itself mainly with their quantitative features. LU is therefore
capable of being given a wurely formal treatment, while other sciences,
which are less concerned with the ‘uantitative features of things are not.
The element of the sublime wnich it seems to possess is also due to the
fact that it contains nothing concrete enough to stir up men's passions in
coniroversy. 'his point was also noted by Hobbes, who remarked that he had
no doubt that "if it had been & thing centrary 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 beer:, if not disputed, yet by the burn-
ing of books oi geometry suppressed, as far a: he whom it concerned was
able“?4

Hegel goes on to ccll geometry 'a simple science of the fin-—
ite"?SNow it is true that, as Kline remarks?éﬂuclidean geometry has often
been described as ‘‘closed and finite’, i.e. because it is restricted to
theorems drawn fromn a finite set of axioms, and hecause it 'avoids the in-
finite' (actnally it does'nt, but some people, apparently including Prof-
essor Kline, nevertheless tnink it does); but it is not usual to refer to
georetry as such in these terms. What Hegel means here is simply that it
is cont'ined to the consideration of things gua quantitative, and there-
fore in a very limited aspect. Geomctry, therefore, soon reveals its 1liiiit-
ations. In the course of the science, one comes across irrational or inco-
mnensurable magnitudes (the former being regarded zs a misnomer by Hegel,
gince it is precisely irrational numbers which reveal the inadequety of the

merely formal, verstidndigen treatment) whicn indicate the cualitative in-

equality or specific difference of figures, The grasping of this gqualita-
tive aspect requires a material or philoscphical inquiry, rather than a
formal, deductive one, and its theorems will no longer be grounded on mere
intuition.

If the synthetic or deductive method show: itrelf to be inade-
jquate nere, then, it is even more so with respect te ether sciences, the
objects of which are more concrete. 1t has already been seen that definit-
jon and division in the empirical sciences are very arobitrary, and stand
in need of proof; a further provlem for such sciences, if they wish to give
themselves the form of strict synthetic or deductive sciences, is that the
laws and forces wuaich the; deal with, whicn are the result of zeneralisz-

tions from experience, would have to be placed at the nead (an die Spitze)
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of the scicice, in order to supply a set of flundamental propositi ns from
wnich the rest are deduced. Tnis is the same reversal that was noted earl-
ier (p.;gé); 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, this approacn can lead to dogmatism, if the definitions and ax-
ioms of the science are taken as absolute and incontrovertible, so that n:
empirical counter-examples can be adaitted.

Hegel's answer to tnis dogmatic approach is that one must first
turn the whole process upside-down, so that it becomes evident that i1, in
phenomens which provide tne ground for our jeneralisations, laws and forces
etc., and not vice-versa.- here again, de ecl's battle-cry is 'Let the phen-
omena speak for tliemselves!' — and tnat it is possible therefore that we
might nave 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, which ought initially to be accepted in order that
one may efiect an entrance (jin_sie hineinkoumen - 1 am using 'liller's
translation of this pnrase because 1 like it) into the sciences t~ 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 deronstrated to niic or ner beiore comnencing the study of a
science — or perhaps even one who argues tnat this ic not possible, and
therefore that certainty in tne sciences is not possible eitner, a sort of
Kantian - will, for one rs¢sson or anotn.r, not advance beyond the starting-
point.

The synthetic or deductive method on its own.’s most inade-
cyate off all, however, in philosophy. It ought not to surprise people to

find Hegel saying this; after all, he nas just argued that the deductive
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method is inadequate with regard to the empirical sciences - which are
strictly speaking inductive or analytic sciences - and it has already beem
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 seem.te follow that this method issnot adecuate ®n philodophy either.
Nevertheless, it is a very comumon belief that degel's method. s deductive.
‘‘he 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 naving made ‘“the outrageous claim of having deduced
everything ®v the magical force of the principle of contradiction alone“é.)7
Those who remain uncnnvinced, and insist on seeing an explicit denial by

degel 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 study of positive law, as of mathematics
and any other science of the understanding, but this deductive method of
the understanding has nothing whatever to do witn the satisfaction of the
demands of reason or philosopnical science.

Rationalism, or the belief that trutnh 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 deaxth-blow in the Critiyue of
Pure Keason, wien he snowed that deductive reasoning from conflicting pre-
mises could lead to antimomies irresolvaodle on that level of reasoning.
Heg#l has already peointed out, nowever, that Kant went on to make the arror
of concluding that therefore numan 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 imppoved on Kant, insofar as

he saw that it was deductive reasoning that was limited, rather tham the
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human mind. He erred too, nowever, if we are to believe degel, since he
concluded that all we cen do is to retreat beck into immediate or intuit-
ive knowled_ e, wnich he identified with numean belief, and whicn, there=
fore, is not really knowledge at all. The fact is, according to Hegel, that
if we are to grasp the truth, we need « higher sort of method altogether,
one which enables us to ground all the presuppositions of a acgepce 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 wnich dad not stand opposed to freedom. ''he necessity
of the synthetic nethod does stand so opposed, since what determines the
thing (i.e. the truth of « proposition) is something external to it (i.e.
the truth of another proposition). In what is to be ealled 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 propcsition 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 «nd procee”s from that to other thoughts, with-
out ever asserting or presupposing anytihi g about the external world. ‘he
subject here moves only in its own element, and is therefore akzelutely

free in its procedure.

(b) The Idea of the Good

The subject which is its own object.is first considered,: ncw=
J J )
ever, as anfingividual.subjegﬁvwnlch confronts the external world in the _

belief thei it is an end-in-itself, wnile that external world is only a
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means for it, and therefore of no intrinsic value. The subject has here,a-
particular end 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 conseguently one ought net 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

69

"tnis 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 this 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 rrior to action, as
an absolutely or intrinsically valuable end.

The difference between iegel'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. Now the end here may also be semething 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 awey. 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 aobstract, it might conflict wdth otner finite goods
in reality. doreover, it mignt not even be able to be realised. sant and
tichte had asserted that the good as such could not be realised, tnough
they only mesnt by this an ideal state, wnich is, of course, only another
finite object, and therefore tnere are really no strictly a priori grounds
why it cannot be realised.(thcugh 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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imate, ad infinitum, to a freedom he can never, in principle, attain”,

writes Fichte); for as Kant rightly says, ougnht implies can.

If the good id taxen to be something finite, then, it is mere-
ly something which.ought—~to-be (ein Sollen), and’an-.oppo&ition.opens up.
between -a Kantian Kingdoa of Ends and a Kingdow of tleans. Hegel 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-

rlains why the section on the ldea 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 materizl from
elsewnere. I do not intend to say much about this material, since Hegel
omits it, but 1 would remind the reader that Hegel argues in the Phendém-
enology that the subject that tries to realise some very abstract end is
destined to be maric sware of tne limitations imposed upon him by the ex-—
ternal world. The person who thinks that the external world is entirely
without intrinsic value or even the possibility of value, will cease to
realise it.

1t is in the nasure of the will tnat is considerzd in sepa-
ration from cognition to presupiose the intrinsic worthlessness of the
world, however, and it is this very presujposition which pre.ents it from
achieving its end. No matter what the state of reality is, it will always
Le wothhless from tae point of view of the will. The process of the will
must therefore be completed ty the process of cognition, in which the ex-
ternal world is presupposed as valuable. 1he process therefore works as
follows: i1 the action, 1 alter tne external world wrich nhas been pre-
sup osed as wortihless, and give it some value; consequently, 1 am no lon-
~er confronted by a world which is wortnless, but ny, ovn end in the form

of external reality. 1 may not have realised my own imnediate end, but
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I have nevertheless externalised my will, and therefore spiritualised the
world of sence. Iin thnis way 1 nave at least achieved the universal end of
dastroying the opposition between the world of sense and the world of spi-
rit, even if not in my own particular cuse.

The point is that 1 will only perceive myself as limited by
the external world irsofar 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. 1f{ 1 take this wider view, and see my deed as the reflec-
tion o~ my ireedom, then 1 begin also to perceive myself as a wi.versal or
transcendental suvject. 1 must theretore reflect on my actions and try to
recognise in tnem and their eflects, the presence of myself as a free sub-
ject. 1f 1 only see tne imperiections in reality, the ways in which it does
not conform to my subjective ideas as to now taiugs ought-to-be, then 1
will act again; and 1 will always be able to perceive imperfections, be-
cause whatever 1 establish in the external world will only be a transient
existence., Nevertnelesc, in my changin; of the world, 1 will always be con-
fronted woth 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; und tnis, Hegel says, is the absolute ldes.
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Chapter Eleven: Tne Absolute ldea

Thz Absolute ldea is said by Hegel to hHe the identity of the
theoretical and practical ldeas. kach of these by itself has been seen to
consist in a mere striving afier the union of Self and Not-Self which 1s
destined always to be unsuccessful; finite coonition is not true knowledre,
and the pursuit of onc'c desires does not constitute true freedom. 'he
problei with these ldeas is that subject and object in them are conceived
as escentially separate, as "he abstract #go and the egually abstract ex-
ternal, sensyous ovject. “'he true subject, however, nas itself for its
obiecct, and the true object is the self. ‘his self-xnowinz Self is the
Absolute Idea, wnose ki.owledge is true knowledge, and who is really free.
Its knowtedge iz true xnowledee, because it is iree ‘rom the predjudices
of sense-experience and the 'received' wisdom of the aze, and concerns
only that abstract knowledge which is above sucn things; and its ireedom
is true freedom, bacause in its occupation with such abstract knowled-e,
it is free fron the selfish desires which previously determined it, and
actively determnines itself.

‘'he Absolute ldea has been compared to Aristotle's Prime vo-
ver, and indeed, iejel nimself says in his lectures that the two are
pasically the samne. i'ne Abso ute ldea, he says, "“is the. no-sis noesegs
that Aristotle long ago teried the supreme form of the ldea”? However,
Aristotle's concept is of no clear r~levznce to us today, and since it
“is also very obscure, couparisons with it are not likely to be fruitful.
Fortunately, tnere are otner cooparisons that can be made witix much more
recent, and also mucn more lucid material. Bussell, in his Problems of
Philosojhy, sreaks or Knowledge as<a fiern of union.of Self and’ Nos-Selfi,.

2
dndiarcues that-such,a union *is impaired'by"do:inion".- e is -attacking

he view whiceh says thot knowledge.comdists in making the Not-Self
c J & o
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conform to the Self, a view which he (and Popper for that matter? attribute
to both Kant and Hegel, but his Self is clearly only the individual or
personal Self, not the Kantian Uranscendental Subject, or the Hegelian
universal subject. He says that:

Everytning in contemplation, that is personal or private,
everything that depends upon habit, self-interest, or desire, distorts the
object, and hence impairs tne union which the intellect seeke. By thus
making a barrier between subjecti and otject, such personal and private
things become & prison to the intellect. 4

This is Hegel's arzument too, as 1 understand it. Russell goes on to

contrast the intellect which is preoccupied witn its own desires and opin-
ions to what he c¢zlls the 'free intellect' which is engaged: in philosophic
contemplation.

The free intellect will see as God might see, without a here
and noe, without hopes and fears, without the tramnmels of customary be-
liefs and traditional predjudices, calmly, dispassionately, in the sole
and exclusive desire of knowledge ~ krowledge 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 rersonal point oi view and a body whose -sense-organs distort as wmuch
as they reveal.'s

Russell's view of philosophy mignt be difierent from Hegel's in many res-
pects, but his description of the free, philosophising intellect could
quite easily be a description of the Absclute ldea.

Russell's free intellect appears only to be that which contem-
plates. however. The Absolute ldea, on the other hand, is regarded by He-

-
i1

gel not merely as.a knew~r, but al<oc as the

“6

thilosophy". 1t is reason as subject in the act of comprehending reason as

9

"sole object and content of

object. 1t must be its own object, in order to *ruly know and to be truly
free; for if it has something alien for its object, then either it is det-
ermined fron cutside, or it only gives an external form to what is outside
it., It Joss not merely contemplate itself in the abstract, however, but in

the whole range of its concrete forms. lt contemplates, in other words, its
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own d:velopment through the host of pure concepts previously considered,
which constitute its entire content, insofar as it is considered in its
cwn pure escence 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 (Allsserung) of the content of tih: Absolute Idea,

the Idea as the original Word (das urspriinsliche Wort) or Logos.

This content has already been considered, however, and =o all
that remains to be consider-d here is the £orin _of the development of the
system of logic, which is the samne as philosorhical method. This is not
merely sometning left over here, however, as if the true content of this
chapter was the content aforementioned, and Hegel merely omits it in order
t6 avoid repeatin, himself..In fact, Hegel believes, as has been seen, that
in ;hilosogphy, as in art and religion, the true content is the form. Now
this argument is usually applied +o the Kantiau habit of regsarding thought
as the form of snowledge, and sensec as its content, and means that the
true content of knowledge is the pure concepts; here, however, Hdegel is
saying that the true content of philosophy ig not the pure 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 develo;ment itself, philosophical method, which is the power
behind the concepts, that both gives birth to them, and overcomes them.

'he notionr that the true content of philosophy, or a philoso-
phy, is not so much system as method, is oneé that Hdegel would have found
relzatively easy to Jjustify nistorically. 1t is nardly contentious to state
that from Descartes onwards, phii:cophers have been preoccupied with the
question . of the most adequate metiiod, whetner for philosophy alone, or
for cognition as a wnole. The British Empiricists Stressed the importance

of the method of analysis, the Hationalists the.importance of the synthe-
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tic method.(see chapter ten). Kant tried to put an end to the controversy
between the two by introducing a third metacd, whhch he called the crit-
ical method. Always it is the method which is the focus oi attention,
rather than the particular theses supposedly; proven or discovered by it.
Anyone can put forward the propositions contained in Descartes' Principles

of Philosophy, Spinoza's Ethics or Kant's lletaphysical Elements of Natural

Science; what makes these works philosophically interesting is the form
which is given to those projycsitions.
'etnod' in Hei.el's sense, however, is not merely the species

or mode of cogmnition (die blosse Art und Weige des irkennens), which would

effectively mean thet it is only an external form which is given to an ali-
en content, but the process of development of the Absolute ldea itself. It
is as such "the soul of all ohqectivity”z 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 jrevious determinations. this has been demons
strated in the course of the logic, in which ever? other determination has
been shown to be inzdequate, so that, instead of the gziven 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
foundation and ultimate truth“?‘rhe method, in other words, is the pure
activity of the pure subject, the thinking 'of the jure subject, and that
subject is, obly insofar as it ié active in this way, that is, only inso-
far as it tainks.

Thies gctivity of the suvject is no mere subjective or~privaie
and personal activity, however, but “univeraal absolute activity”9(dlg

alloeneine absolute THtio eit), andl is' to be recognised, according to, Hegel,

as "the unrestrictedly universal, internal and external mcoc (liy stress -

P.J), and as the absolutely infinite force, which no object, insofar as
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it presents itself as sometning external, remote from and independent of
reason, can resist, maint:ining itz own peculiar nature in opposition to
10
it, and not being penetrated by it¢. in other words, it is not only the
form or activity of the mind, but alsc of things, thht is, "of concepts,
insofar as they appear initialliy to representation and reflection ag
11

others'. It is not only tne soul but also the substantiality of thirngs.
The demand that the method pghilosophy seexs mnust be universal, says Hegel,
is usually taken as a demand that it be a method for everything, i.e. all
cognition, but réeglly it means taat it must be the form of both thought
and things.

1t is this thesig, above all, which nas been rejected by
philosophers since Hegel. Everm in his own lifetime, philosophers such as
derbart and Schileiermacrier were dismissive of it. Ueberweg, in his System
of Lozic, distinguishes between the 'subjectivel;-formal' logic of Kant
and dercart, which he says "puts the forms of thoight out of all relation

'‘metaphysical’ locic of Hegel, which

to the forms of existence”,lgnd the
"jdentifies the two kinds of forms, and thinks it can recognise in the

elf-development of rure thought the self-production of existence". Ueber-
weg himself, who was such a mzjor infiuence on the English Hegelians,
adorts the view of Schleiermacner, nemely, that the forms of thought co-

14

rrespond to the forms of reality, but are not identical with them. This
view is by no meansg peculizr to Schleiermacher, of, course; it is the
natural or pre-philosopnical belief of anyone who has ever engaged in
thouzht; everybbdy who reflects ima ines that by doing so they can arrive
at the truth about the external world.

X

The problem with this assumption is that it can only ever be
an assumption, because there is no conceivahble way in which it can be

justified. Any justification would nave to presuppose precisely what it




332

was trying to prove, i.e. the correspondence of dhe logic of our thouzht
wvith 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. 1f we are going to justify the objective validity of the formg of
thinking, therefore, we ourht first to abandon the rreswpposition of the
absolute =eparation between thought and vez2lity, that is, the conception

S,
of thousht as mere subjective presentaticn and reality as externzl exist-
ence (see introductiom, 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 wnich we do not «now
if we know or not, .and only then will the problem become scolublc. lndeed,

it will disappear.

This is bas:cally the samne argument which degel introduced in

the Introduction and the Second Preface to the Science of Logic in the
form of a preliminary ref.ection. The uetnod, in Schleiermacher's view,
functions merely as the iunstrument and means of cognitier. ELertainly it has
this function, according to Hegel, but it is not imerely 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 lice the terws in the formal s 1llogism (I-P-U), but rather only
moments or aspects of a single concert. ihe subject <nows itself, through
iteelf. This is the circle which fant said vas involved in self-knowledge
(see previous chapter, p.303); we see here th:t, as Hegel observed earlier

.15

on in" %ees Logic, rather than being + vicious circle, it is the true form
of knowledge and freedoin. +ne moments of this form or method are not there-
fore merely taken up empiricaliy, but are the moments of the concept in

the forin of moaients of the metnod.

degel goes on to consider the det rminations of the concept
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in their signifidéation as determination. ~f tne method, beginiing (logic-
ally enough) with the concept oi the beginning. This concept or deter-
mination hasg, of course, alread, been mentioned at the beginiing of the
Logic in a series of lengthy remarks, but this, for Hegel, 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 uuconscicusness', can appezr to present various diffi-
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culties, but it is in fact relatively unproblemz=tic. Whatsoever the
inning be made with, ne continues, it ougnt always to be made with some-
thing inmediate., Tuis ds.really an analytic proposition,.since if we con-
sider sometning througn the mediation of =notner, we consider it as a re-
sult, not as a begin:ing. Since it is immediate, tnis object must also be
an ob, ect of acquaintance; not an objiesct of sense, however (i{or this is
what we beyin with ia art), nor an object of sensuous representation (for
this is what we begin with in reli.ion), but one of thought, which Hegel
also calls here 'supersensuous inner iatuitioen'. . ..o

1 Thig_ 'supersensuous inger -tintuition'.is .0t the same as ths
Intellectual Intuition which Popper criticises. “he latter is an infalli-
hle mental vision of the truth of certain propositions, or more typically,
6f -the. cerrectness, of definitions supposedly expressing the essences of
things. This faculty is a fiction, as Popper rightly says; but this is
not the intuition which #degel has in wmind, because tnis is not an intuit-
ion of the correctness of definitions, but an intuition of pure concepts.
‘‘he ditierence is thut a definition picdicates somethin, of a subject
which is assumed to exist i.u reality, so that it may be either true or
false. Yhe trutn of the definition would thén either be known varocugh its
correspondence or non-correspondence with reality, in wnich case it would

not be known a yriori, or througn another rroposition, in which case it

3
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would not be known im:ediately, and begides, the proposition it was known
through would either have to be grounded in experience, or .nediated by
another proposition, and so on to infinity. The pure concept, on the other
hand, is more like the predicule of the definition; it presupposes nothning
in reality, and cannot be true or false. VUur intuition of it caniot be in-
correct, but only beczuse it cannot be correct.

The concept we begln witn in loiic can have no other content
tesides the merely formal characteristics of simplicity and universality;
but it is tnis very simplicity and universality, this lack of deterininate
content, wnich necessitates our advence from it. The necessity of the ad-
vance from.the begin.ing must be.inherent in the beginning itself, for if
it ig merely done for the sazke 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 methcd is mere-
ly formal and deductive. 1t has to involve the d:.ficiency of that which we
beyin witn, for if we begin with whet is perfect or absolute, there is no
neszd to advance, or the advance is a mere superfluity. 1t is true th:t what
we begin with isg potentially the abuoolute, but this is far from saying that
it is actually the absolute. 'ne absolute actualises itself throughout the
entire course ol the logic; in the beginning it is no more than a drive or
urge to realise itself.

‘the expansion of thes point wnich ifegel goes on to undertake
is misleading. Tis -ssential point here, according to Hegel, is that the
Absolute .lethod, i.e. the universal subject in its cognizing azctivity,
finds the determinateness of the concept within Lhe concept itself. In
finite cosrnition, he says, the intellect which seeks to make its concept
more determinate merely takes up again the material which it left out in

its creaticn of the universal in the first place Uy a process of abstract-
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ion (sc¢2 chapter seven, p.221), but in absolute cognition or philozcray,
ona. niust locate déterminaleness in the.concept. Hegel compares this demand
wit aat he regards as Plato's demand that philosopners "ought to consider

17

things in and for themselves', !

by which 1 presuine that he refers to FPlato's
frequent warnings, throush Socrates, that one ought not to allow oneself to
be distracted by particulars, but ccncentrate on the concept in hand; Soc-
rates is often mede to say, "Don‘t give me an example of X, tell me what
X is%,

Wnat is misleading in all this is that what Hegel means by the
determinateness of the concept is difierent in one case to what he mesns
b, it in the otner. Tn the first place, he is referring to determinateness
or particularity in theicoumnon sense, sensory particulars as opposed to
universals, or simply universals which are closer to such particulars.
This leads one to think that he &s wmerely criticising the View thut we . -
gragp awconcept through'its instances, and advocating instead the analy-
sig of a conce i into its constituent ideas. This seems to be wnat he
means by locating determinateness witnin the concept. This is not the
case, however, because here ne is introducing hic own peculiar notion of
determinateness or particularity, i.e. particularity as relatidn-to-ano-
ther. The deterninateness of the concept turns out to be the fact thut it
is related to anotner concept, or ruiner, initially, that it is oprosed to
another concept. tnis moment of the advarice, the transition of the concept
into its opposite, is what degel calls its dialectical roment.

Dialectic, suys ‘e_el, is a very ancient science founded by
Plato, and nas been mucn malizned and misunderstood. It is often regarded
as an art, but in fact it is more than tnat,_uecauss it is not sometiing
which only -cicain telented individuals can master, but a univercal and

necessary feature of rezson or the mind. 1n nodern tiues, we have Kant to
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thank for reviving this conception of dialectic, though the conclusion he
draws from the dialectical nature of reason is unduly pessimistic. Fartly
responsible for leading him to tnis conclusion is the form in which he
18
considers exanples of dialectic, a foru which has become custonary, but
which Hegel thinks is superfluous and misleading. 'nis 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 ohject, . a-geometrical
point, #tc., and shows that a particular predicate must belong to it, e.g«
finitude in space and time, presence zt point A, spetizlity; then one
shows that the orpocite predicate:, e.g. infinitude in space and time,-
non-presence at point A, non-spatiality, must equally belons to it.

the dialectical element in reason is exrressed here, then, in
the forn o1 a conflict of reason, or paradox. Ixpressed in such a form, j«&
i.e. as a problem or puzrle tnat needs to be resolved, it prompte the gen-
erz]l conclusion that the assertions made are contradictory and null. ‘he
reason for their contraaid¢tory nzture and their nullity i: considered to
lie gither with the xznowing subject, or with the oLject itself, i.e. either
our thinking is &2ia to be defective in some wwy, or the object is @ garded
as a mere fiction, it is said that there is no world independent of my Tepz
resentations (Kant), no motion (Zeno, Hume, and also, effectively, Russell)
and n6' mathematical point (Hume and Russell). These three examples are the
only ones fegel mentions at this point in the Logic, but there are many
others whicn can be culled from the study of the history of philosophy,
and degel thinks it is theoretically possible to put together a paradox
based on the determinations of any concept in the Logic. Obviously, how-
ever, he does not thinxk it is desirable to form sucn paradoxes.

Hesel says of the view that merely attributes the conclusicns

of dialectic to intellectual trickery that it is 'the usual view of so-
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called sound common sense (pesunden lenschenverstandes) which takes its

19

stand on the evidence of the senses and ordinary idees and sayings", and

mentions as & typical example of this attitude, the response of Diogenes
the Cynic to “4eno's paradoxes on motion: ne simply walks up and down. The
history of ph.losophy is full of examples of this sort of response to un-
likely philosophical theses; Doctor Johason's 'refutation' of Berkeley
by the kicking of a stone is another obvious example, and Moore's dogm:-
tic insistence on the truth and certainty of a whole host of 'common
sense' statements is a furtner, 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 reason and z clinging to pre-reflective unperturbedness. At the
same time, however, Hde_el recognises that the true solution of the para-
dox must be a validation ol tnose pre-reflective beliefs.

1t wwust be said here, however, that the responses dealt withn
above are not rezlly genuinz responses to paradoxes, but rather responses
to one of the sort of solutions {o the paradoxes ne outlines, namely,
the denial of the existence of the object. Diogenss walked up and down %o
show the absurdity of the thesis that there is no motion,,not the absurd-
ity of saying that the: ¢ing object must both be here and not here at the
same instant, which ic Zeno's paradox, as crposed to Zeno's conclusion.
Doctor Joanson, si ilarly, <ic«ed the stone to refute the thesis that there
is no matter, not to solve the pai.dox that we both perceive, and do not
perceive, matter; and ioore ingisted that he knew thati the world had ex-
isted for millions of years in order to counter scepticismn zsbout the ex-
iztence of the external world, not in order to solve the parzdox that what
we perceive is, and is not, outcide 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 somewheree

Scepticism and Transcendental ldealism insist, on the contrary,
that there is nothing wrong with our reasoning, but that reeson 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, co it is
not necessary to o into it deeply here. 1 merely note th.ut while degel
agrees that reason is necescarily dialectical, he does not therefore des=—
pair of it, but argues that this: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 grorrn?-concept, that’'is,
the more fundamental co .cept of which the opposed é.nerminations are only
moments. The trouble with scepticism and lranscendental ldealism is thot
they stop at the stace of contradiction, and are content {o admit our ig-
norance of the truth. Hegel is not, and therefore guestions 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
arcues, is that it concentrates our attention on the knowing subject and
its object, and leaves the concepts of the predicates attached to the lat-
ter out of zccount, or rather assumes them to be walid. 1lf the problem is
considered to be one of assigning predicates to an object, and it seems
that only contradictor; predicates can be ascsigned to it, then it is ob-
viocusly going to appear as if toc zroblem lies with eit.aer the subject or
the object. but in fact, argues negel, subject and object here are nothing
apart irom the catejories whicn perimeate them, anddtherefore the latter
cannot be brought into contradiction merely through them. lt is not sim-
ply that the world (e.g.) must be said to be both finits and infinite,

whatever is finite is Jjust as much infinite because the concepts are in-
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separable. 1t is therefore these concepts (ori wiee prop rly, these deter-
minations, wiich we ought to be concentrating on. it is the great merit of
the Kantian philosophy, says Hegel, to have drawn attention to the former
uncritical procedure - in1s 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 themselves\.

lhece determinations of thought are in and for themselves a
transiti m, however; that is, the determinations considered in the logic
presuppose tneir opposites: being presupposes nothing, finite presupposes
infinite, individual presupposes universal etc. (though 4+ am worried about
tnat last example; they do not seem to be strict opposites, and besides,
llegel tends to treat them as part of a trio). 1f one tries to separate
them, and treat them as indifferent to one anotner, 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 paradioxes. 1f
one says, fo xamnple, thet there =sre continuous magnitudes and there are
discrete magnitudes (like there are Indian elepnants and Alrican elephe
ants), then the former beccte infinitely . reat, and the latter infinitely
small, and both thereby coniradict the notion of magnitude. One cannot
thin: continuity except within certain limits; but tiaen it becomes contin-
uity in the context o1 the discrete unit.

1he generation of tne second term th:ough tne internal dias
lectic of the first means that the first term is no longer considered as
immediate, but -5 mediated, thzt is, as related to another. 1t is this

relation to another whicn Hegel regards as the particularity of the initial

concept or determination. ‘the second term here i: tie negative ol the
first, and in thz course of tire method as a wnole, the first negative.

1t does not merely cancel out the first term, however, as is comunonly
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believed, but ratner, as its other, contains or presupposes it. It is not,
in otner words, its contrzdictory opposite, but 1ts polar opposite. The
one presupposes the olher, as tne positive presuproses the negative, and
at the samne time, what is taken to be tne positive is Just as much nsga-
tive in-itself, and vice-verca. I'nis is Hegel's first great discovery,
that far from these so-callied contradictory predicates cancelling each

e

other out, they are in fact quite inseparable, and he expresces this in-

gizht in the following way:

To hold firm to the positive in its negative, to the content
oI the presugiosition in the result, tliis is the most important thing in
rational cognition; at the same time, it takes only the simplest reflectd
ion to prove to oneself the absolute trutn and necessity of this require-
ment, and as for examples of this proof, tne whole logic consists of such .22

it could be ar sed that Kant thought that determinations such

finite and infinite were not contradictories, but he certainly did not

n

go so far as Hegel and say that tne two determinations were inseparable.

Hey

o

el thought that his point in respect of each pair of delerainations in

the logic could be expres:ed in the forum of a proposition, for exanple,

'"The finite is infinite), 'One is many', 'The individ iz the universal'.

m

This form of expression was inadecuate, lhiowever; the negative propositionss
'"The finite is not infinite;, 'One is not many', 'The individual is not the
universal' would al:c heve to pe added to make a closer approx@émation to
the truth. This is because these propositions are not meant to be state-
ments of abstract identity, i.e. they do not.assert thet the teriis mean the
same thing, but stateuments of 'speculative identity, i.e. they assert that
the concepts involved are distinct elements wnhich are united in one rela-

tion, and exist only as moments of tnat relation. In Hegel's terminolo.y,

the two determinations are moments of a singl: concept.

'he second, negative or determinure determination is, ac-ord-

ing to H-el, contradictory in its self. This is presunably beczuse this
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notion, e.g. the infinite, many, the universal, is explicitl; deteruined
s the opposite or other of the first determination, and yel at the szme

time as presupprosing it or containing it. The infinite, for example, is

4 e

the non-finite, but there is no non-finite without a f.nite; 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 Hde-
&el thinks the same point applies in every case. Again, then, the deter-

mination ilself shows its inseparability froimn its other, it is not merely

p 8

bro rat iito con‘radiciion witn it by our subjective thinking. On the con-

trary; if their mutual presupposition is not evident,
«e.it is only the fault of the tninking which doecs not bring
its thoughts together. For the material, i.e. the opposed determinaticns
in one relation, is already posited and ready to riand for thought. Formal
thinking, however, makes identity its law, znd allows the contradictory
content which it has befores it to descend into the sphere of representat-
ion, into space snd time, where the contradictories ¢re held outside one
another, one next to the other or one following upon the other, and thus
come before consciousness without any mutual contect. Furthermore, it spec-
ifically lays down the principle that contradiction is unthinkable; but in
fact the thinking of contradiction is the essential monent of the concept.
tormal t ought things 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 contr~dictorily opposed predicates meet in one and
the samne otject, namely, one ziter the other", said Kant in the Clritigue

24

of Pure Reason. G.H, von Wright points out in his Time, Change and Con-

tradiction that this is not strictly true, since spatial differ>.ce also
dissolves the contradiction. Hegel argues, however, that by focussing on
the use of polar concepts in tne finite or spatio-temporal realm, we only

avoid confronting the inseparakility of the opyosed determinations. for

>ation ol the determinations of

examnple, il we concentrate on the app
cause and efiect 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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essioen. Since y is a cause in a different respect, and at a different time
te when it is efiect, tnis disguises the fact that y is in itself beth
cause and efiect, or tnat whatsoever is cause is just as much effect. The
infinite regression of causes and pregression of eftects which we meet with

in experience is the expressien ef tnis contradiction.

The contradiction here is net, as has been seen, a formal con-
tradiction, but the unity ef oppesed cencepts. Lach centradiction in the
logic is Jjust ene ferm of the general contradiction between the Self. zad
Non-Self, that is, the unity of the twe in the living erganism or thinking
subject. ‘hus Hegel says that the contradiction is:

«.othe simple peint ef the negative relation-te-self, the in-
nermost source of all activity, animal and spiritual self-movement, the
dialectical soul which everything true has within itself, through which
alone it is true; for on this sunjectivity alone rests the transcendence
of the oppocition betweem cencept and reality, and the unity which is
truth. 25
It was seen in chapter nine that the Nen-Self appears as a limitation to
the Self; similarly, the Belf for whom the finite is semething pesitive
or abselute sees the non-finite exr (bad) infinite as a limitation, as some-
thing unattainable. And in both cases there results the urge te transcend
the limitation. This is achieved threugh the negation ef the Nen-Self er
pen-finite, which is at the same time the negation ef the Self and the
finite, and the establishment ef a higher Self exr a higher concept (in this
case the true infinite), in which Self and Nen-Self, finite and (bad) in-
finite, are only moments. It is the transcendence of tnis epposition bet-

ween Self and Nen-Self that censtitutes self-censcious freedem. It is

..+.the innermost, most objective moment ef life and spirit,
through which a subject, a persen, a free being is. 26

The negation eof this negative determination resteres the posi-
tivity of the first determination, though net the determination itself,

sinee it is not merely its fermal but its real negation. 1t 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 insisis on counting" (Wenn man z4hlen will).

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~55) 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 Reason, the Critique of Judgement, and the

Logic. Kant says in a footnote to the introduction to the Critique of

Judgement :

It has always beem thought somewhat 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 priori, 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, (1) 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 Logic, he says similarly that division out of the princi-
ple of a priori synthesis is threefold, consisting of (1) 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

table of categories in the Critique of Pure Reason.29Kant 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 (Allheit) is plu-
rality combined with unity, limitation is reality combined with negation;
and fant aleo says, less pleusibly, that community is subst-ntizlity com-
bined with causation, and necessity, posgibility combineéd with existence
There are similar exn ples elsewhere in the fantian corpus.

I'nis clearly does not explain a great decal; 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. 1 think a clue to what he means
is to be fo.nd in his famous principle that ther: can be no analysis s with-
out z prior synthesis. lne division of the first and second concepts is an
analytic or logical division, and this presupp.oses the prior synthetic un-—
ity of those concepts in a third, funddmental concept fiom which they are
abstracted as moments or elements. Such concepts are the truly primary
conicepts in ezch class, the nignest concepts of i1he transcendental unity
of self-consciousness. tant does not say tnis, but then he says little or
or nothing in general to explain and Jjustify those coun ents of his which
I considerer =ztove., Consecuently, 1 feel justified in sug esting *nis in-
terrretation, which at least fits in witn his general position and gives

some intellisibility to his com:ients in tne above passages.

It was Fichte who extended this position into something more
obviously foreshadowing degel's method, or rather Hegel's view of the pro-

cedure of the absolute subject. Ficnte thought not only tnat there could
be no anzlysis yor in nis terminology, antithesis) withoul a synthesis,
but also that there could be no synthesis without wuntithesis; both were

'insep

ar-ly united', and could only be distinguished hy an erternal ref-

31
lection. Further, he went on to construct the entire theoretical part of

his system by indicating oppositions or antitheses whicn he then went on

[SVAS]
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to recoricile, until finally he reached a oint where the given opposites
could no longer be reconciled. %ue whele procedure is supposed to be based

on the principle that in the self, a divisible Not-Self (the external

H

world) is opposed toia divisible Self (t.. w.pirical subject), which in

tupm is based on the principle that there is a Self, and the .second prin-

ciple that there is a Non-Pelf oppésed.to it. §ichte argued that these
ideas were implicit in Kant's pailoso hy, though Kant dissociated nimself

34

from them.

Hegel appears to have b ‘ichtean exten-
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sion of nantianism, though he makes many inportant changes in his version

of it. in the first place, he operates with concepts instead of proposi-

tions, the concept of being replacing Fichie's starting—point, &=4 (or
I=I, or again, 'l a;'). Fichte's opposition- t:.en become opposed deter-:

of thought,.which are nct merely brought together into the ex-—

nation

6]

[

ternal unity of a syntnesis based on an absolute postulate (the Self),
but are ratner shown to be mere moments of a more fundamental unity or
concept. oinilarly, Fichte's infinite progression of oppositions becomes
a completed system in the for» of a c¢ircle of concepts, and ends with the
absolute unity he only postulates as soiiething 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 trenscend the opposition of self
and Noi-Self, because his Celf remains a mere postulate, and therefore an
external given.

it is also worth mentioning here, in the hope of burying the
gquestion once and for all, that besides the fact that he does not euploy
these terms, it is inadmissable to call tne three terms of idegel's method
'thesis', 'antithesis' and 'synthesis', because the first term is not @
thesis, i.e. a proposition, the second term is not an antithesis, i.e. an

h 1 o -
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opposing proposition, and the third term 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 spneres; the beginning,
for example, may be the living embryo (in the sphere of life), or the
subjective end (in the spnere of teleological action). lncidentally, it
is equally incerrect to ascribe the myth of the dialectic of thesis-anti-
thesis-synthesis to licnte; 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, eacn containing three different concepts. Tnis is a distortion,
however. The tnird term of each movement, for degel, 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 exaumple, that the third to being and nothing
is becomimg, and yet we do not begin again with it, vut with a different
determination, determinate being. 1 am still not sure myself how iHegel
would explain thisj; pexrhaps becoming.is not the true third to being and
nothing, but only a transitional concept, but tnen he does seem to regard
it as their third, as the quotation on page twenty-five shows. VYeterminate
being itself goes through various transmutations before it finds an 'oth-

er'; it becomes guality, then something. I suspect that the method iegel

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. ‘he advance of the logic, which appears to be taking us
further away from the beginning, is actually aprroaching it once more,
at least insofar as it is in tne form of a result. “he progressive deter-
mination of the be:inning, which constitutes the synthetic side of the
method, coincides with its regressive grounding, which is the analytic
side of the metnod. lnitially, the course of the logic appears to be a
mere advance through concepts wnich are progre:ssively richer and more
concrete in content, but in fact, each extension of content.is a further
determination of the Absolute Subject, which thereby individuates it and
makes it into a simple subject or pure personality which embraces all
content within itself, and which is therefore practically indistinguish-
able from the abstract Self we began with.

This is fine so far as it goes, but it has very little relation
to what goes on in the text. The reality is guite chaotic in comparison
to tnis smootn-flowing stream of divine thought. 1 have already mentioned
that it is difficult to trace any clear examples of results of logical
movements being used to make fresh beginnings. There are other diffi-
culties too: the Logic appears to consist of a four-tier system of triads,
the first consisting of the major spneres, being, essence, and the concept,
the second of the subordinate spheres, e.g. quality, quantity, measure,
etc. Now i: 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? 1f, on the other hand, it is not, then why.the

triads? And at what 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 lLogic does not correspond e:actly to his ideal of philo-
sophical form, however, that therefore the form of the Lozic 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 toocl, 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. FPhilosophers 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 itéelf, 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 sciencej; 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.scienzes 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 arsue that Hegel fought
against the dogmatic spirit of his time, which clung to Newton in its phy-
sics, Euclid in its geomctry, 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 comuunity in general can profit from them.

It is my hope that this thesis at least gzts this process under way.
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