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Introduction

PROLOGUE

Writing an introduction to a translation of Hegel’s Logic is an even more
formidable task than the translation itself. There are serious issues that
immediately confront the author, and it will not be amiss to indicate them
at the start, and also to declare how I have chosen to settle them. First,
there is the issue of defining the task that an introduction should perform.
An introduction cannot be a step-by-step guide for the neophyte across
the intricacies of the Logic. Fortunately, it need not be. There are already
guides of this kind available, some classic, others more recent, all good in
their different ways." An introduction may be a general statement about
the project of the Logic, its place in Hegel’s System, and the key concepts
that govern the progression of the categories. But general statements of this
kind, while of no use to those already in the know, do little in the way of
indicating why the Logic is at least an interesting, and as I believe also still
significant, philosophical product. It is not clear, in other words, whether
such statements do any work at all. They certainly do nothing to motivate
a reading of the Logic and may even simply reinforce well-established prej-
udices. For this reason, I have decided in this introduction to focus on the
Logic’s problematic nature as such. My claim is that the Logic is to be read as
still in line with Kant’s Transcendental Logic, though without being “tran-
scendental” in Kant’s sense. But once this determination is made, another
issue immediately arises. Of course, however philosophically important the
Logic might still be, the fact remains that it is a dated document. Why

' For instance, in chronological order: G. R. G. Mure, An Introduction to Hegel (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1940) and A Study of Hegel’s Logic (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1950); John Burbidge, Hegel’s
Logic: Fragments of a Commentary (Atantic Highlands, NJ: Humanities Press, 1981); Clark Budler,
Hegel’s Logic: Between Dialectic and History (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1996); John
Burbidge, The Logic of Hegel: An Introduction (Peterborough, Ont.: Broadview, 2006); David Gray
Carlson, A Commentary to Hegel’s Science of Logic (Basingstoke and New York: Palgrave Macmillan,
2007).

xi



xii Introduction

Hegel should ever have wanted to attempt it needs historical explanation.
And this I have done with as much detail as space allowed. But the problem
is that the moment one departs from a purely historical account and takes
a definite stand on the nature of the Logic, one is immediately faced with
a host of conflicting interpretations, both classic and recent, and, while
one cannot enter in an introduction into an extended polemical debate
with them, to ignore them would smack of dogmatism. I have tried to
negotiate my way out of this dilemma by bringing out the fault lines in the
Logic along which different and even contradictory readings are possible.
I neither ignore nor dismiss these readings, even though I perforce refer
to them globally. For the classic and more metaphysical of them there was
no problem singling out J. M. E. McTaggart as the representative figure.
But the state of the recent, in spirit more “hermeneutic” readings is still
much too fluid for singling out any representative figure. Hence, although
I shall mention the occasional name in footnotes, I shall refer to these more
recent developments only in general, without emblematic representation.
Between these two extremes, a host of more qualified readings are available
in the literature. I hope that, by motivating a study of the Logic, I also
motivate a study of all this literature.

Nothing is simple about Hegel’s Logic, not even the history of its pro-
duction. As we shall see, the text that we have represents a work in progress.
Hegel did not live to carry out the revision that he had planned for the
whole work but accomplished it only in part. There are good exegetical
reasons, therefore, for comparing the revised with the corresponding unre-
vised parts of the text, and also for asking what changes Hegel might have
brought to the parts never revised if he had lived to complete the revision.
But considerations of this kind demand an already close acquaintance with
the text or at least an immediate close perusal of it, and for this reason,
with two exceptions which will come up in due time, I relegate them to an

appendix.

THE PUBLICATION OF THE LOGIC

Hegel’s interest in the science of logic dates at least as far back as 1801
when he moved to Jena to assist Schelling, hoping to establish himself in
an academic career.” There, starting from the 1801/02 winter term, Hegel
offered a course on Logic and Metaphysics every year, with the exception

* Hegel assisted Schelling in producing the Kritisches Journal der Philosophie, in which he also published
his first essays. These essays are collected in GW 4.



Introduction xiii

of the 1805/06 winter term, after which time he left the city. We shall
return to these lecture courses in due course. Despite Hegel’s repeated
announcements during this Jena period of a forthcoming book on the
subject,’ his published work on logic came considerably later. The first
part of what was announced as the first volume of a planned two-volume
Science of Logic* was published only in 1812, when Hegel was professor
and rector at a gymnasium in Niirnberg. The second part of the same
volume came the year after, in 1813.° Both parts went under the subtitle of
Objective Logic, and the second carried the further subtitle “The Doctrine
of Essence.” The announced second volume was finally published in 1816,
still in Niirnberg, in one part and with the subtitle “The Doctrine of
the Concept.”® Another much-abbreviated Science of Logic appeared in
1817, as the first part of an Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Sciences in
Outline’ which Hegel, who in the meantime (1816) had been appointed as
professor at the university in Heidelberg, produced as the textbook for his
lecture courses. He published a second, heavily revised edition of this same
work in 1827, and yet a third, with minor revisions, in 1830.% These two
last editions of the Encyclopedia were still published in Heidelberg, even
though by that time Hegel had long since moved to Berlin. In this city
he had continued to lecture on the subject of logic.” We know, moreover,
that in 1826 he had begun to give some thought to a new edition of the
original Niirnberg work,' and in fact, in January of 1831, he submitted to
the publishers a heavily revised version of Part I of Volume One of that
first Science of Logic, that is, the part published in 1812. This new version,
now entitled “The Doctrine of Being,” came out in print the year after,

3 He first promised a textbook on the subject in connection with his announcement of a lecture
course on Logic and Metaphysics for the summer term of 1802: “secundum librum sub eodem titulo
proditurum.” GW 7, 361. He repeated the promise in the announcement for the winter of 1802.
Wissenschaft der Logik, erster Band, Die objektive Logik (Niirnberg, 1812). GW 11. This is the
counterpart of Book I in the 1833 edition and also the Lasson edition.

Wissenschaft der Logik, erster Band, Die objektive Logik; zweites Buch, “Die Lehre vom Wesen”
(Niirnberg, 1813). GW 11. This is Book II in the 1833 edition and also in the Lasson edition.
Wissenschaft der Logik oder die Lehre vom Begriff (Niirnberg, 1816). GW 12. This is Book III in the
1833 edition and also in the Lasson edition.

Encyclopiidie der philosophischen Wissenschafien im Grundrisse. Zum Gebrauch seiner Vorlesungen
(Heidelberg, 1817). GW 13.

GW 19 and 20.

Notes from the 1831 lectures taken by Hegel’s son Karl have been published in the series Vorlesungen,
Ausgewiihlte Nachschriften und Manuskripten, Vorlesungen iiber die Logik, Band 10, ed. Udo Rameil
and H.-Christian Lucast (Hamburg: Meiner, 2001). Notes from lectures on logic given at Heidelberg
in 1817 and taken by the student F. A. Good have been published in the same series, Vorlesungen
iiber Logik und Metaphysik, Band 11, ed. Karen Gloy (Hamburg: Meiner, 1992).

o Cf. GW 21, 400.

IS

=N

~

© oo



Xiv Introduction

in 1832" — posthumously, for in the meantime, on November 14, 1831,
Hegel had suddenly died. It was then republished in 1833 by Leopold von
Henning, together with Part II of the same Volume One from 1813 and
the Volume Two from 1816. In this form the Logic was part of a complete
edition of the philosopher’s works that his disciples had hastily arranged
after his death. It is this text that became the canonical version of Hegel’s
so-called Greater Logic.” It was re-edited by Georg Lasson in 1923, and
more recently again — now equipped with a detailed critical apparatus and
with Part I of Volume One in both its 1812 and 1832 versions — as Volumes
11, 12, and 21 of the Academy Edition of Hegel's Gesammelte Werke.

It is likely that Hegel, had he lived longer, would have revised the rest of
this Greater Logic."* But all changes apart, whether actual or possible, one
thing is certain. As of 1807 at least, and throughout the long subsequent
process of publication of The Science of Logic, the place of this science
as the first of a three-part System of Philosophy that comprises Logic,
Philosophy of Nature, and Philosophy of Spirit was clear and fixed in
Hegel’s mind. This, however, was not the case at the beginning of his
Jena period. In the first sketches of the System, the one extreme of Logic
tended at that time to fall into what he called “Logic and Metaphysics,”
and the other extreme of Philosophy of Spirit tended to fall into Ethics
and Religion. Historically and conceptually, therefore, of greater interest
than any changes later made to the Logic is precisely how Hegel ever came
to merge logic and metaphysics, and how this merger both reflected and
made a difference to his conception of both Logic and System. For this, we
must consider the earlier texts that have come down to us from the Jena
years.

THE GENESIS OF THE LOGIC

It is only recently, since the Academy Edition of the works of Hegel, that
we have a reliably complete picture of the development of Hegel’s thought

Wissenschaft der Logik, erster Teil, Die objektive Logik, erster Band, Die Lehre vom Sein (Stuttgart
und Tiibingen, 1832). GW 2r1.

Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel’s Werke. Vollstindige Ausgabe durch einen Verein von Freunden des
Verewigten. Binde III-V. Wissenschaft der Logic, ed. Leopold von Henning (Berlin, 1833). The 1832
edition of the “Doctrine of Being” was quickly forgotten, so much so that Georg Lasson, in 1932,
was not aware of its existence. He thought that Henning had derived the revised version of the 1812
Part One directly from a manuscript of Hegel intended for publication. For this, see GW 21, 399.
Siimtliche Werke, Band II1/TV (Leipzig, 1923 and 1932).

4 But we have no definite indication to that effect. Cf. GW 21, 403. For actual and possible changes,
see the Appendix to the translation of the text.

o}



Introduction XV

during that formative period. From the beginning, the archaeological prob-
lem has been twofold. For one thing, the texts relating to the formation
of the Logic and the System have come to us in an unpublished and
fragmentary, in some cases extremely fragmentary, form. For another,
these texts were badly misdated by Karl Rosenkranz, the one who had
direct access to Hegel’s literary estate and was the first to report on them.”
This circumstance interfered with later editions of the surviving texts,®
even at a time when the editors had already begun to doubt the accuracy
of Rosenkranz’s dating. Old prejudices die hard. Fortunately these prob-
lems have been alleviated lately because of the recovery of hitherto lost
manuscripts and the painstaking work of the editors of the Gesammelze
Werke who have subjected to statistical analysis the progressive changes in
Hegel’s handwriting during the Jena period. Thus our current dating of
texts is as trustworthy as historical methods will allow, and it provides us
with a solid basis for a convincing reconstruction of the evolution of Hegel’s
thought to which the texts themselves give witness.”” For our purposes, the
relevant data are as follows.™

1801/02. In the Jena course catalogue of this winter term Hegel
announced a private seminar in “Logic and Metaphysics” and also, gratis,
an “Introduction to Philosophy.” As described in the announcement, the
seminar would expound a “general or transcendental Logic,” that is to
say, it would treat “the system of the forms of finitude, or a theory of
the objective understanding,” which is the source of the usual logical con-
structions of subjective reflection. But it would then let reason “destroy”
these finite forms and thereby move on to Metaphysics where the task
of philosophy is finally discharged in its various systematic forms and in

5 Karl Rosenkranz, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel’s Leben: Supplement zu Hegel’s Werke (Berlin, 1844;
reprinted, Darmstadt, 1967); “Hegels urspriingliches System 1798-1806. Aus Hegels Nachlass,”
Literarhistorisches Taschenbuch, ed. Robert Prutz, Leipzig, ii (1844). A reprint of the four volumes
of this journal is available (psc@periodicals.com).

6 G. W. F. Hegel: Hegels erstes System, ed. H. Eherenberg and H. Link (Heidelberg, 1915); Jenenser
Logik, Metaphysik und Naturphilosophie, ed. George Lasson (Leipzig, 1923); Jenenser Realphilosophie
1, ed. Johannes Hoffmeister (Leipzig, 1932).

7" Hermann Nohl was the first to subject Hegel’s handwriting to this analysis in connection with

his edition of Hegel’s early theological writings. Theologische Jugendschriften, ed. Hermann Nohl

(Ttibingen, 1987; reprinted 1968). For the chronology of the Jena period, see “Die Chronologie der

Manuskripten Hegels in den Biinden 4 bis 9 [of GW],” in the editorial apparatus of GW 8.348ft. Also:

Heinz Kimmerle, “Dokumente zu Hegels Jenaer Dozententitigkeit (1801-1807),” Hegel-Studien,

4 (1967), 21-99; Das Problem der Abgeschlossenbeit des Denkens, Hegel-Studien, Beiheft 8 (Bonn:

Bouvier, 1870). For a detailed, English-language study of the period based on the new chronology,

see H. S. Harris, Hegel’s Development: Night Thoughts: Jena 180r-1806 (Oxford: Clarendon Press,

1983).

This is a greatly abbreviated list of the documents we actually have. I list only those required for

the subsequent discussion.



xvi Introduction

accordance with human interests."” The brief fragments that we have from
these years are of notes that Hegel most likely intended for these announced
courses.*°

We can gather from these fragments that Hegel’s “Introduction” would
have aimed to make the same point which he was later to repeat in the
Phenomenology of Spirit, namely that philosophy is its own introduction.”
But, inasmuch as philosophy is an empirical product of history, it always
assumes a subjective shape which, when taken individually, can convey the
false impression of being absolute. There is room, therefore, for a critical
reflection that would dispel this impression. To perform this clarifying
task is precisely the task of an introduction to philosophy. It is simply a
matter of bringing to light an absolute content which is already at hand
in historically conditioned materials, and which, once brought to light,
would stand on its own without the need of historical support. This
content is none other than the life of the Absolute, at least as Schelling
conceived of the Absolute at the time.** Just as the absolute substance?
first gives a sketch of itself in the idea,** then realizes itself in nature by
giving itself an articulated body therein, and in spirit finally sums itself up
by recognizing itself in this process of externalization, so philosophy must
display the idea of the Absolute in cognition, and must then develop it into
a philosophy of nature, an ethical system, and finally into a religion that
recaptures the simplicity of the original idea. The assumption is that that
idea is originally present to the philosopher in intuition, that is, in a still
unarticulated immediate awareness. Here we have Hegel’s first outline of a
system: Idea (Logic and Metaphysics), Nature, Ethics, Religion. Philosophy
must re-enact conceptually the process which is the very life of the absolute
substance. As Hegel warns, philosophy’s main adversary in this task is
a spurious metaphysics, the product of bad reflection, which constantly
threatens to introduce rigid conceptual distinctions where there are in fact
none, and thus pre-empts the possibility of a truly organic grasp of reality.
Philosophy’s true intention ought to be none other than that “by it and
through it we learn how to live.”

9 For the text, see GW s, Schriften und Entwiirfe (1799-1808), ed. T. Ebert, M. Baum, and K. R. Meist

(Hamburg: Meiner, 1998), p. 654.

For the fragments, see GW s, 259—275.

Phenomenologie des Geistes (Bamberg & Wiirzburg, 1807); GW 5, 59-60.

See the second major fragment, GW s, 262—265.  » das absolute Wesen.

* “_..in der Idee sein Bild gleichsam entwirft.” Just how the Absolute accomplishes this, and what
“idea” means in this context, is of course one of the problems of Schelling’s pantheism.

GW's, 261.

20
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Introduction xvii

As for the announced “Logic and Metaphysics,”*® we learn from the same

fragments that the Logic would have played precisely the introductory role
of displaying the forms of finite (“bad”) reflection. It would show how this
reflection, which is the product of the understanding, apes the attempt of
reason to generate identity but only ends up with a formalistic counterfeit of
it. By overcoming this formalism, logic then makes possible the transition
to metaphysics, that is to say, it makes possible “the complete construction
of the principle of all philosophy”” on the basis of which we can then
“construct the possible systems of philosophy.” It is in this way, in the
medium of consciousness or in spirit, that for Hegel the reality of an
otherwise shifting world of appearances becomes a harmonious whole.*

1802/03. We have the fair copy of a System of Ethics obviously ready
for publication but in fact never published. It is complete, though the
final pages are sketchy, and there might be two lacunas in the text as it
has come down to us.’*® It was composed at a time when Hegel was busy
with a number of other projects, all dedicated to ethical issues. He was still
working on a manuscript concerning the German Constitution, a project
on which he had started even before moving to Jena.> He also published
an essay on natural law in the Critical Journal of Philosophy;** announced
courses on the same subject (summers of 1802 and 1803), and gave two of
three announced public lectures on a critique of Fichte’s concept of natural
law.?* All evidence leads one to believe that the text is the reworking of
notes prepared by Hegel for his announced lecture courses. The fact that
it starts quite abruptly makes it likely that it was intended as only one part
of a larger compendium of philosophy, and that it was never published
because the compendium itself was not ready. In the 1801/02 outline of
Hegel’s planned System, it would constitute the third part.

26 GW 5, 269—275. There is evidence that Hegel interrupted the seminar before its official end. Cf.
GW s, 659.

7 ... das Prinzip aller Philosophie vollstindig zu konstruiren.” GW s, 274.

2 .. wir uns die Méglichen Systeme der Philosophie konstruiren kénnen.” GW s, 274.

‘... aber diese sich bewegende Welt ist ohne Bewuf3tsein der Harmonie; sie ist nur im Geist des

Philosophen ein harmonisches.” GW s, 269.

GW 5, 660—-661. The text, which is now available in a critical edition in GW s, was edited and

translated by H. Harris and T. M. Knox on the basis of an earlier edition of Georg Lasson (Leipzig,

1913). Cf. G. W. F. Hegel: System of Ethical Life (1802/3) and First Philosophy of Spirit (1803/4)

(Albany: State University of New York Press, 1979). For a description of the historical and conceptual

context of the text, and an analysis of it, see H. S. Harris’s introduction to this translation.

3 GW's, 552-553.

3> “Uber die Wissenschaftlichen Behandlungsarten des Naturrechts, seine Stelle in der praktischen
Philosophie, und sein Verhiltnif§ zu den positiven Rechtswissenschaften.” GW 4, 415—464.

3 The third was never given because, as an unsalaried instructor (Privatdozent), he was not allowed
to hold lectures gratis, and a complaint was lodged against him to that effect. GW 5, 665-666.

29«
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xviii Introduction

The text is dense and intricate, but would not necessarily have been
obscure to those who, like Hegel’s prospective students, were familiar with
Schelling’s Identity Philosophy. For it is clear, even from its abrupt opening,
that at the time Hegel still shared his mentor’s basic assumptions regarding
experience.’* We read in the first lines:

Knowledge of the Idea of the absolute ethical order depends entirely on the
establishment of perfect adequacy between intuition and concept, because the
Idea is nothing other than the identity of the two. But if this identity is to be
actually known, it must be thought as a made adequacy. But because they are then
held apart from one another [as its two sides], they are afflicted with a difference.’

The intuition/concept connection is of course Kantian in origin. In
Schelling’s System, however, it acquires a specialized new meaning. Intu-
ition is no longer restricted to the senses but must be understood rather as
the immediate feeling of the totality of reality which is presumably at the
origin of consciousness and which conceptualization is then supposed to
bring to reflective consciousness. But in fulfilling this function, the concept
sets itself up against the intuition, as one particular form of consciousness
as against another, and the task thereby arises of regaining the unity of
reality as originally intuited. This is a task which is to be discharged in the
medium of ideas at different levels of experience. Hegel’s essay is an account
of how the unity is attained in the particularized context of ethical life.
The problem is to think how a people (Volk) can regain in the medium of
appropriate laws and institutions the natural feeling of self-identity which
made it a people originally but which is lost precisely in the attempt to
canonize it in reflective laws and institutions. The conclusion of the essay
is too sketchy to give any clear idea of how this recovery is finally to be
realized. However, if we take Hegel’s 1801/02 outline of a System as the
norm, the resulting new people (the absolute Volk) would be a religious
community. This is exactly what Hegel says in a text which we do not
have, but which Rosenkranz describes at length and which very likely dates
from around this time.3® Moreover, still taking the 1801/02 outline as the
norm, it appears that the interplay of intuition and concept which in this
essay Hegel documents only by reference to the life of a society would

3 This is in no way to imply that Hegel simply followed Schelling. On the contrary, while using
Schelling’s language, he subtly, and perhaps even inadvertently, gave it new meaning from the
beginning.

3% GW s, 279.2—6. I am using the Harris and Knox translation, pp. 99-100.

3¢ Rosenkranz, Leben, pp. 132—141. Harris gives a summary of this text in an Appendix to his translation
of the System of Ethics, pp. 178-186. According to Harris, it was likely the conclusion of the
Philosophi universe delineatio of 1803; see GW 6, 340, and Harris’s translation, p. 202, note 1.
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have to be detected by the philosopher in nature itself, inasmuch as nature
constitutes the antecedent of communal existence. It would consist in a
process by which the more organic forms of existence incorporate in their
internal unity the otherwise dispersed elements of the inanimate forms
that precede them. This is a process that ultimately leads to the creation
of a social organism, and it is the subject matter of the Philosophy of
Nature. Logic, for its part, would critically expose and overcome the type
of conceptualization that tends to absolutize the opposition of intuition
and concept, while Metaphysics would provide the basic ideal schemas of
a reconciliation of the two in real existence.

1803/04. Hegel continued to lecture on his projected system. He
announced a Philosophie universe delineatio for the 1803 summer term,”
and a lecture course again on the system of speculative philosophy for the
subsequent 1803/04 winter term.*® We do not know how extensive a use he
made for these courses of prior notes, but we do have two extensive though
fragmentary manuscripts that are clearly connected to them. One is a text,
in parts left incomplete by Hegel himself, of a Philosophy of Nature and a
Philosophy of Spirit.? The other is the manuscript of a Logic, Metaphysics,
and Philosophy of Nature, in fair copy but reworked in places, fragmentary
in parts and broken off by Hegel himself somewhere in the Philosophy of
Nature, just before the stage of “organic nature” would have begun.*® Both
texts are important for different but complementary reasons. Regarding the
first, its Philosophy of Spirit differs substantially from the earlier System of
Ethics in two significant respects. For one thing; it starts with consciousness
and not with Volk, as the earlier text does. The introduction of this extra
element provides a smooth transition from the Philosophy of Nature to
that of Spirit which would have been lacking in any intended prior com-
plete System. Consciousness is where organic nature acquires its highest
point of concentration by reflecting upon itself and where nature as such
thus becomes spirit. When this consciousness develops into language, and
language becomes in turn the language of a people, the social character
of spirit is then revealed. It is only at this point that Hegel returns in his

37 GW 6, 340.

38 “Philosophiae speculativae systema, complectens a) Logicam et Metaphysicam, sive Idealismus
transcendentalem, b) philosophiam naturae et ¢) mentis, ex dictatis exponet.” GW 6, 340.

39 Jenaer Systementwiirfe I, GW 6.

49 Jenaer Systementwiirfe I1, Logik, Metaphysik, Naturphilosophie (1804/05), GW 7. There is an English
translation of the Logic and Metaphysics by the Ontario Hegel Group, G. W. F. Hegel, The
Jena System, 1804—s: Logic and Metaphysics, translation edited by John W. Burbidge and George
di Giovanni, with an Introduction by H. S. Harris (Kingston and Montreal: McGill-Queen’s
University Press, 1986).
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manuscript to social existence, the subject matter of the earlier System of
Ethics. The manuscript breaks off at the point where this existence assumes
the form of labor. We do not know whether Hegel would have proceeded to
develop it into the social products of Art and Religion, thereby merging
the Ethics and Religion of the 1801/02 outline into one unit as is done in
the mature Philosophy of Spirit. But of greater consequence is the other
respect in which the text differs from the System of Ethics. In the latter
work, spirit is treated in the same vein as nature would be, that is, from
the speculative standpoint of an objective observer contemplating it at a
distance — from the outside, so to speak, as one must indeed do when
contemplating nature.# With the introduction of consciousness, however,
Hegel is now in a position to follow up the development of spirit from
within the subjective standpoint of spirit itself — to follow it internally as it
would appear to the subject matter itself under observation, namely spirit.
Here we have the beginning of a phenomenological analysis of spirit, an
especially significant innovation to which we shall return in a moment.
Regarding the other text, one can discern in it a parallel development.
Logic and Metaphysics still appear as two separate pieces, as they do in
the 1801/02 planned System. Presumably Logic is still intended to be the
introduction to Metaphysics.#* But the distinction between the two tends
in fact to disappear. Hegel still seems to think of dialectic in a negative,
basically still Kantian sense, as a movement that irrupts from within finite
thought revealing the contradictory nature of its determinations when
these are held absolutely apart. But this movement, instead of being elicited
under the pressure of external critical reflection as one would expect on
a purely negative conception of dialectic, now assumes the character of a
movement internal to thought as such, and extending to the categories of
the Metaphysics as well. It is a movement by which thought develops into
ever more complex forms and which can be traced from within thought
itself simply by pursuing its internal logic. The net result is that, de facto,
Logic loses its introductory function. It extends into Metaphysics, thus
turning the latter into Logic. The metaphysical constructions that should
have given objective expressions (in a kind of conceptual art in the style
of Schelling) to the unity of being otherwise only immediately felt in
intuition — a unity in which all differentiation is shown to be null — turn
instead into reflective conceptual elaborations of forms which the concept
itself takes on as concepr. The concept thus gains in subjective depth, just

41 This is the standpoint from which ethical matters are dealt with in Chapter s of the Phenomenology
of Spirit, as contrasted with the way they are treated in Chapter 6.
4 The first pages of the manuscript are missing.
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as spirit does in the text of the Philosophy of Spirit. Connecting the two,
formal thought and spirit, is the concept of the “infinite” which is now
understood as transcending the “finite,” not in the sense that it annuls
it, but in the sense that it provides the conceptual space within which
the finite can emerge in its multifarious forms and yet also be contained
by the infinite. As a concept, the “infinite” provides the abstract schema,
already attributed by Hegel to consciousness in 1801/02, for transforming
the otherwise shifting world of nature into a harmonious whole.”? What
we have, in other words, is a first adumbration of the mature Logic, and,
together with the other text, at least the materials for a System divided into
Logic, Philosophy of Nature, and Philosophy of Spirit. The fact that Hegel
did not complete his long since planned System at this time, even though
he had manuscripts for it apparently intended for publication, might well
indicate that his idea of System was then undergoing radical modifications.

1805/06/07. Two developments, which are the final ones we shall con-
sider here, occurred in these years. Hegel announced a lecture course on
Realphilosophie (that is, on nature and spirit) several times, but we have
secure evidence that he actually gave it only for the 1806 summer term.*
We also have from these years a manuscript which is also on the subject
of Realphilosophie, in fair copy but heavily reworked.# Of special inter-
est in this text is that in the third and final part of the section on spirit,
detailing the structure of a society such as the absolute Volk would create,
Hegel describes this process of social constitution as one in which nature
becomes certain of itself.#¢ In other words, while in 1803/04 Hegel provided
a smoother transition from nature to spirit by introducing the factor of
consciousness and thus adding to nature, so to speak, a new dimension
of depth, he now adds to it yet another dimension by conceiving spirit as
the place where nature becomes conscious of its being conscious, that is
to say, the place where it becomes deliberate about itself or, again, where
it becomes a product of spirit. This is a process which is completed in the
media of art, religion, and science, in each of which nature assumes a new
existence as the subject matter of spirit’s interests and activities. But now,
Logic is the science of the concept. What is therefore provided at the con-
clusion of the system is a smooth transition, not just from nature to spirit,
but from spirit, or the achieved system, back to the concept, that is to say,

4 See note 29 above. 4 Cf. GW 8, 318.

¥ Jenaer Systementwiirfe III, GW 8. There is an English translation of the part on the Philosophy of
Spirit. Leo Rauch, Hegel and the Human Spirit: A Translation of the Jena Lectures on the Philosophy
of Spirit (1805—6) with Commentary (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1983).

46 GW 8, 258.18—20. English trans., p. 155.
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back to the beginning of the System which is also its foundation. Logic thus
loses whatever vestige of a role it might still have had as an introduction to
the system, and regains instead, if one just ignores the “thing-in-itself” of
Kant, a function not unlike that of the latter’s Transcendental Logic. Just
as the categories define the concept of an object in general (ein Gegenstand
iiberhaupt) which is then to be given content in both theoretical and prac-
tical shape, now the Logic defines the structure of an original conceptual
space that makes possible both spirit’s interpretation of nature as its pre-
history and of itself as forging that same nature into a meaning-generating
community. Spirit, in other words, transforms nature into a harmonious
whole, and this transformative function is precisely what Hegel had from
the beginning declared philosophy’s purpose to be. That space is at the
origin of experience — is constitutive of it. But it becomes itself the object
of reflective awareness only as the ultimate work of spirit, in the medium of
the consciousness typical of the consummate community. The philosopher
is the one responsible for this Logic, and Logic itself now turns out to be
both the basis and the final product of the system.

This is the first development. The second has to do with Hegel’s publi-
cation plans in these years. We know that, in connection with his proposed
teaching for the summer terms of 1805 and 1806, Hegel announced the pub-
lication of a book that would contain the whole science of philosophy.*”
This promissory note was never honored — at least, not at face value. But
then, for the winter term of 1806/07, Hegel announced a course on “logic
and metaphysics, or speculative philosophy, premised by a phenomenology
of the mind based on the soon to be delivered first part of his book, 7%e
System of Science.”® And for the summer term of 1807, when Hegel did
not in fact lecture, this announced first part was indeed available at the
bookstore. We learn from Rosenkranz that Hegel had been developing, in
connection with his introduction to logic and metaphysics, the concept
of the experience that consciousness makes of itself. It is now this sci-
ence of experience, the Phenomenology of Spirit, which was given the role,
previously attributed to logic, of introducing speculative philosophy, logic
included.

Such are the relevant data. An answer to the question of why this shift
of perspectives occurred, how phenomenology replaced logic and how this
change made a difference to Hegel’s conception of logic, cannot avoid an

47 “...totam philosophiz scientiam, i.c. philosophiam speculativam (logicam et metaphysicam)
naturz et mentis, ex libro per statem prodituro...” GW 9, 427.
48« . logicam et metaphysicam s. philosophiam speculativam, prazmissa Phaznomenologia mentis

ex libri sui, System der Wissenschaft, proxime proditura parte prima.” GW 9, 427.
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element of interpretation. But there can be little doubt that the shift was
associated with the distance that Hegel gradually assumed with respect
to Schelling (who, incidentally, left Jena in 1803), or, perhaps more to the
point, with his gradual recognition that the supposed intuition of the Abso-
lute on which Schelling’s system was based no longer served any function
in his own system as this had developed in his hands. And it is at least
not unlikely that Fichte’s subjectivity (which Hegel had severely criticized
in 1801, though not for its being “subjective” but for being “abstractly”
subjective)® is what provided the extra conceptual factor that cemented
his developing system — even though, it must immediately be added,
in transcending Schelling Hegel was at the same time also transcending
Fichte. The point is that in both Fichte’s Wissenschafislehre (or Science of
Knowledge, as Fichte named his philosophy), and Hegel’s just published
Phenomenology of Spirit, there are, to use Fichte’s early language, two series
of representations: (1) those which are the products of a subject of expe-
rience who is engaged in the process of conceptualization, and (2) those
of a subject (the philosopher) who reflects upon the representations of the
other series and explicates what they truly are the representations of.*® And
for both Fichte and Hegel the upshot of this second reflective series is the
same, namely that whatever the experience a subject is engaged in, and
whatever the representational medium in which that experience is realized,
the theme underlying it or the motivation urging it on is the overarching
interest on the part of the subject to construe a world for himself within
which he can attain self-identity. This is of course still a play on Kant’s
transcendental unity of apperception. With reference to Schelling, how-
ever, the net result is that truth no longer requires “the establishment of
perfect adequacy between intuition and concept,” as Hegel himself still
thought in the 1802/03 System of Ethics — where intuition would entail
transcending the realm of conceptualization and thus rejoining the unity
of the Absolute. This is a unity in which all distinctions, including that
of subject and object that makes consciousness possible, are dissolved.”

¥ Differenz des Fichte’schen und Schelling'schen System der Philosophie, Journal of Critical Philosophy
(1801). GW 4, 6.23—7.21; English trans. The Difference Between Fichte’s and Schelling’s System of
Philosophy, trans. H. S. Harris and W. Cerf (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1977),
cf. pp. 81-82.

5 GW 9, 60.33-61.27. ]. G. Fichte, [Zweite] Einleitung in der Wissenschafislehre (1797). GA 1.4.200.
English trans., Daniel Breazeale, /. G. Fichte: Introduction to the Wissenschafislehre and Other Writings
(Indianapolis: Hackett, 1994), pp. 37-38.

' G. E. Schulze (the author of Aenesidemus, the first skeptical attack on Kant) was very likely an
important catalyst in this distancing process. In 1801 Schulze had published a two-volume opus
under the title of Critique of Theoretical Philosophy in which he again defended the standpoint of
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There is no longer any need to invoke such cosmogonic imagery as that
of the Absolute giving a sketch of itself in the idea (“in der Idee sein
Bild gleichsam entwirft”), as Hegel invoked in 1801/02. Issues of truth are
to be resolved within experience itself, on the basis of the adequacy of
any given construal of reality for satisfying certain presupposed subjective
interests. It is this subjective deepening of experience, clearly reminiscent
of Fichte’s Wissenschafislehre, that made possible for Hegel the transition
from logic, as a negative dialectical exercise externally applied to experi-
ence, to a phenomenology of experience. This was Fichte’s contribution
to Hegel — “Fichtes Verdienst,” as Hegel said in an aphorism dating to the
Jena period.’?

But Hegel had gone beyond Fichte as well. The difference lies in how
Hegel conceives the subject on whose series of representations the philoso-
pher applies his reflection. For Fichte, that subject is presumed to be a

common sense and of theoretical skepticism. Hegel reviewed it in 1802, and Schulze responded to
his review in the subsequent year with an anonymous essay entitled “Aphorisms Concerning the
Absolute.” In the essay Schulze skillfully parodied the Identity Philosophy of Schelling to which
Hegel still clearly adhered at the time of the review. He pretended to be a disciple of Schelling and
pretended to rely on Schellingian principles to criticize what was in fact his own skepticism. He
argued, quite consequentially, that since in intuition there is no distinction between subject and
object, and yet consciousness requires this distinction, the aim of the philosopher is to achieve a
kind of semi-consciousness, a dreamy state so to speak, in which all distinctions are overcome and
all doubts therefore disappear. This is the state of mind which Hegel himself was later to deride in
the Preface to his Phenomenology of Spirit (1807). Using language strongly reminiscent of Schulze’s,
Hegel described it as a “night in which all cows are black” (GW 9, 17.28-29). Among the many
factors that contributed to Hegel’s becoming deliberately aware that he was parting company with
Schelling, this anonymous publication of Schulze might well have been the most decisive.

For the relevant texts, see the following: G. E. Schulze, Kritik der theoretischen Philosophie, 2 vols.
(Hamburg, 1801); [G. W. E Hegel], “Verhiltnif§ des Skepticismus zur Philosophie, Darstellung
seiner verschiedenen Modificationen, und Vergleichung des neuesten mit dem alten,” Kritisches
Journal der Philosophie (1802), GW 4. English trans. in Between Kant and Hegel: Texts in the
Development of Post-Kantian Idealism, translated with introductory studies by G. di Giovanni
and H. S. Harris; revised edition, G. di Giovanni (Indianapolis and Cambridge: Hackett, 2000);
[G. E. Schulze], “Aphorismen iiber das Absolute, als das alleinige Prinzip der wahren Philosophie,
iiber die einzige mégliche Art es zu erkennen, wie auch tiber das Verhilenif§ aller Dinge in der Welt
zu demselben,” Neues Museum der Philosophie und Litteratur, ed. Friedrich Bouterwek, 1.2 (1803),
110-148. Reproduced in Transzendentalphilosophie und Spekulation: Der Streit um die Gestalt einer
Ersten Philosophie (1799—1807), Quellenband, ed. Walter Jaeschke (Hamburg: Meiner, 1993).

For a discussion of the episode and further relevant materials, see Kurt Reiner Meist, “‘Sich
vollbringende Skeptizismus’: G. E. Schulzes Replik auf Hegel und Schelling,” in Transzendental-
philosophie und Spekulation: Der Streit um die Gestalt einer Ersten Philosophie (1799—1807), ed. Walter
Jaeschke (Hamburg: Meiner, 1993), pp. 192—230.

5 It is only in the recent past that this aphorism, jotted down by Hegel in a scrapbook which
Rosenkranz entitled “Hegel’s Wastebook,” was recovered. It reads in full: “Only after the history
of consciousness does one know through the concept [durch den Begriffl what one has in these
abstractions: Fichte’s contribution [Fichtes Verdienst].” For the aphorism and how it was lost, see
Friedhelm Nicolin, “Unbekannte Aphorismen Hegels aus der Jenaer Periode,” Hegel-Studien, 4
(1967), 9-19. For a description of the “Wastebook,” see Karl Rosenkranz, Hegels Leben, pp. 198—201.



Introduction XXV

pure “I,” that is to say, a cogito whose whole substance consists precisely in
a thought thinking itself, and the sole interest motivating it (inasmuch as
one can speak of “motivation” at all in this context) is self-expression. It
is an act of unlimited freedom. But any such act, no less than Schelling’s
Absolute, would escape reflective comprehension. The only evidence for
it is the immediate self-awareness that an individual subject presumably
gains of himself inasmuch as he agrees to collude with Fichte in the thought
experiment which is the Wissenschafislehre. But this self-awareness is unex-
pressible and therefore ultimately ambiguous. It is an “interest in freedom”
alone, therefore, that motivates Fichte’s Science and also ought to moti-
vate the commitment of every moral individual to interpret experience
as a manifestation of a pure act of freedom.” Where Schelling relies on
artistic intuition to bring his system to a close, Fichte relies on moral faith.
Of course, that supposed freedom never becomes visibly incarnate. Nev-
ertheless, experience is for Fichte not just a matter of mere appearance;
its objects are not mere semblances of being, as they would have to be in
Schelling’s system of identity. In Fichte’s system, the objects gain depth pre-
cisely by being failed attempts to attain the intended pure freedom. They
are the products of a freedom manqué,* and they find their substantiality
in precisely this missed goal. It is a negative substantiality, so to speak, but
a substantiality just the same, and to this extent the source of a sort of
self-satisfaction.

This last is the aspect of Fichte that Hegel could not accept and chided
as a form of abstract subjectivism. Hegel’s crucial move beyond Fichte is
that he takes the subject on whose representations the philosopher exercises
his reflection as a historical entity. The task of phenomenology is not to
trace in experience the manifestation of freedom ideologically, that is to
say, by virtue of a commitment to it in faith, but to do it historically —
where by “freedom” Hegel now means nothing transcendent but, in a
more transcendental vein, the power that reason demonstrates over nature
by transforming what would otherwise be just something physical into
an object, by humanizing it through labor, and ultimately by making it
re-exist, as Hegel says in the 1805/06 System, as the object of art, religion,
and science. Of course, Fichte too recognized this power of reason, but
only in its negative aspect. He did not see that this is a power that bears
positive effects, and that it attains its total goal in principle the moment

53 J. G. Fichte, [Erste] Einleitung in der Wissenschafislebre (1797). GA 1.4.193-195. English trans.,
[First] Introduction to the WL, Breazeale, J. G. Fichte: Introduction to the Wissenschafislehre and
Other Writings, pp. 17-20.

54 T am shifting into French to allude to the obvious similarities between Jean-Paul Sartre and Fichte.
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reason comes on the scene. Like an a priori, spirit is either present from
the beginning 77 toto or not at all. All that is to be added to its presence —
but this is precisely the substance of experience — is for the historical subject
to become explicitly aware of it, in effect, of recognizing that the social
structures that he might have presumed to be the products of nature,
and the accounts that he gives of nature, are in fact from the start the
creative productions of reason. It might seem that Hegel is thereby totally
devaluing nature. In point of fact, the opposite is the case. It is true that by
interpreting nature as its pre-history, spirit invests it with a meaning which
it would not otherwise have. But spirit’s own content, or the determination
of its various meaning-constituting activities, is itself determined by what
that same nature happens to be before it is thus implicated in the life of
spirit. Issues of truth are no longer, therefore, just a matter of telling a tale
that satisfies spirit’s subjective interests in spite of nature’s apparent witness
to the contrary, and even because of it — as it would be the case for Fichte.
The satisfaction must be consummated in nature itself, albeit transformed
by spirit. This means that the tale, while dictated by spirit, must be shown
also to map onto nature as what is given.” Hegel’s interest in nature was
certainly fueled by the examples of Goethe and Schelling. But it acquired
in his System a significance specific to him.

History is in Hegel’s system the area where spirit and nature overlap.
The Phenomenology is an account of this history from the standpoint of
the historical subject’s increasingly explicit consciousness of the work that
spirit has already accomplished in nature. This is a progress that culminates
with philosophy, as the idea that spirit has of itself. The book that Hegel
finally published in 1807 thus answers to Hegel’s 1801/02 definition of an
introduction to philosophy. Philosophy is its own introduction because
reason, which is its subject matter, is self-justifying. But, as an “empirical”
(read: historical) product, philosophy is affected by a subjective (read:
contingent) element which can obscure its nature to its own eyes and which
therefore needs dissipating. The Phenomenology of Spirit is an account of
philosophy as the latter came to the explicit consciousness of itself within
the confines of that historical episode which we call Western Culture.’®
Its content covers in historical mode the content of the whole system,

55 Thus prestige is to be gained at the price of risking death, and death is redeemed, not by denying
it as a mere transition to another life, but by humanizing it by means of religious ritual. Cf.
Phenomenology of Spirit, GW 9, 111.18-112.2; 224.141F.

The Phenomenology of Spirit has, and must have, a historical content. Whether one can map its
course on to the actual course of the history of the Western world, or whether one should rather
treat the book as historical fiction with a philosophical intent, is of course an issue of critical
discussion.

56
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and one can see how Hegel could have used the materials of its first three
chapters in connection with his lectures on Logic in 1804, as Rosenkranz
tells us.’” In this respect, since the work is governed throughout by the idea
of spirit, it also constitutes the First Part of the System of Science, as Hegel
surnamed it in 1807. This is a title which was dropped in the second edition
of 1832, because it no longer corresponded to the subsequent publication
history of the then planned System, and because Hegel later incorporated
a much abbreviated version of the Phenomenology in the Encyclopedia
as part of the Philosophy of Spirit.”® It is a title nevertheless appropriate
to it, because the Phenomenology of Spirit does presuppose as its a priori
the very idea which it is supposed to bring to explicit consciousness. In
principle at least, therefore, it is already science. How the work can be both
historical in nature and yet be governed  priori is a problem that has vexed
its interpreters but need not concern us here. What does concern us here
is the converse problem, namely how the Logic which the Phenomenology
of Spirit presupposes can at once be logic and yet, as logic, require a history.
Or again, restated in terms of the structure of Hegel’s System, the question
is how the Logic can be both the starting point of the System and its result.

THE IDEA OF THE LOGIC

Hegel’s Logic has been interpreted in radically different ways. We shall
turn to the more typical of these interpretations in the next section. As I
have already indicated, I shall suggest here a way of reading it which is not
uncontroversial but, precisely for that reason, will serve to highlight where
the fault lines in the history of interpretation lie. On the face of it, Hegel’s
Logic has all the markings of a classical, pre-critical metaphysics. But this
is a false impression, and our first task is to understand in what sense it
in fact still falls within the compass of Kant’s critical project. For this, we
must further elaborate on themes already adumbrated.

The context

Kant’s critical move was to approach experience from the standpoint of a
subject who is engaged in it, and to take the mental space that this subject
brings to it as the originative factor in the whole process of experience.

57 Hegels Leben, p. 202.
58 See the Preface (dated November 1831) to the 1832 edition of “The Logic of Being.” GW 21, 9,
Hegel’s footnote.
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It is its @ priori. “Mental space” is of course only a metaphor, but an
apt one. Just as physical space, as we normally picture it, makes possible
the orderly juxtaposition of physical things, so the mind’s representational
activities, be they imaginative or conceptual, make possible the presence
of these same things to the mind as objects. In this extended sense, they
constitute a sort of space sui generis — a subjective a priori, according to
Kant. Moreover, the metaphor aptly alludes to a number of other metaphors
that Kant himself constantly uses, as for instance “the realm of empirical
objects,” or “the kingdom of ends.” Now Kant distinguished types of this
mental space. One is the space generated by the senses, a sort of bodily
a priori in the medium of which objects are immediately or intuitively
present to the subject of experience. Another is of a logical character, the
product of a thought-reflection that defines the concept of an object in
general. It defines the minimum that one must be able to say of an object
(Gegenstand) if it is to be recognized sufficiently as object when intuitively
given to the senses (if ever given) in the space generated by the latter.
Kant’s categories are the determinations of this concept.’” The test of
whether together they adequately define a recognizable object is whether,
in deploying them as a means for sorting out and connecting together the
otherwise undifferentiated content of sense intuition, a subject can retain
in the course of experience a sense of self-identity — or again, whether the
subject can retain a clear distinction between itself and what is given to
it. This self-identity can be taken both abstractly as that of an “I think”
in general, and more concretely as of a singular individual that makes his
way across a fleld of experience and therein differentiates between his self
and what is given to him. It can therefore also differentiate between the
only apparently or merely subjectively given and the truly or objectively
given. In either case, whether taken abstractly or concretely, the self can
also be more than just an observer. It can be a doer as well, a generator
of values, and its identity, therefore, is also a moral one. Here is where a
third kind of space comes into play. This is the space of reason,’® where
one can think of what might be, or would have to be, and even ought to

59 Cf. “Our cognition springs from two fundamental sources of the mind; the first is the receiving
of representations (receptivity of impressions), the second is the power to [re]cognize an object
through these representations (spontaneity of the concepts); through the first an object is given
to us, through the second the object is thought with reference to that representation (as mere
determination of the mind).” Aso/B74. “[The categories] are concepts of an object in general” (Sze
sind Begriffe von einem Gegenstande iiberhaupt). B128.

“Space of reason” comes from Wilfrid Sellars’s “Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind,” Minnesota
Studies in the Philosophy of Science, ed. Herbert Feigl and Michael Scriven (Minneapolis: University
of Minnesota Press, 1956), pp. 298—299.

6o
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be, as contrasted with what is given in sense experience de facto. It is the
space where one can project the moral idea of a “kingdom of ends” and
also the idea of what is for Kant the unknowable “thing-in-itself.” This
last idea is the one which his contemporaries found especially troublesome
from the beginning, but which nevertheless played an indispensable role
in Kant’s system at all levels. This it did first of all at the theoretical
level. The presence of the “thing-in-itself,” as a presumed, empty yet fixed,
external point of reference, allowed the experiencing subject to do both:
gain the required subjective distance from his own experiences to recognize
their subjective character while maintaining a sufficiently robust objective
sense of “givenness” for their content by referring to it. The sense of
“givenness” is made possible precisely by distinguishing between what are
merely subjective impressions and what are, or can at least be interpreted
to be, appearances originating in that irreducibly transcendent “other”
which is the “thing-in-itself.” Phenomenal objectivity might be limited
objectivity, but it is objectivity nonetheless.

This is a minimalist account of Kant’s critical project. But it is sufficient
to understand how and why Fichte would feel obliged to reform it, and why
Hegel found Kant’s original project as well as Fichte’s reform objectionable.
For this, we must return to Fichte’s cogito, or more accurately, to the thought
experiment that Fichte urged on his auditors in order to gain entrance into
his system.®” The immediate occasion for the experiment was Fichte’s
desire to explain why in experience, in determining our objects, we feel
constrained to abide by certain rules; in other words, why there is an «
priori governing our experiences. As he asks, “But what is the basis of the
system of those representations accompanied by a feeling of necessity, and
what is the basis of this feeling of necessity itself?” And he immediately
adds, “Another name for [this system] is ‘experience’ — whether inner or
outer.”®* Whether one explains this “feeling of necessity” as originating in
us because of the external influence of a “thing-in-itself,” or as an internal
a priori product of the cogito itself, marks the difference according to
Fichte between those whom he calls “dogmatists” and the “idealists.” To
elaborate on this difference is Fichte’s main preoccupation. But whether
one follows one line of explanation or the other also makes a difference in
how one interprets the sense of “being merely given,” or of mere facticity,
that characterizes in experience the first presence of its objects.® This is a

O [First] Introduction to the WL, pp. 7-8; GA 1.4.186-187.

62 [First] Introduction to the WL, p. 8; GA 1.4.186.

6 1am borrowing the term “facticity,” Faktizitit, from the Fichte of 1810. For instance: “Wenn wir
bis zur Erklirung dieser Fakticitit selbst uns emporschwingen werden, dann werden wir vollendet
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feature which we tend to attribute to these objects in abstraction from the
subject experiencing them but which in fact implicates the latter from the
start, for it denotes a dissatisfaction on the subject’s part regarding their
presence. It is as if this presence constituted a check on the subject’s attempt
at controlling a priori the space of experience. It therefore generates for the
subject both a sense of irreducible “otherness” with respect to the objects
and equally the need to transcend this sense — to explain it away.®+ This
is the point of Fichte’s claim that in experience “form and content are
not two separate elements.”® Now Fichte strenuously wanted to believe
that this was also Kant’s position.®® But he was very well aware that when
defining the meaning of “being given” — of phenomenal dara — Kant
had relied on the then universally accepted scholastic model of the mind,
connecting it with sense impressions whose character was presumed to be
essentially passive. But the model provided at best a psychological rather
than a critical explanation of “impressions,” and it had the unfortunate
side-effect of making Kant’s theory vulnerable to dogmatic interpretations.
His notorious “thing-in-itself,” instead of being understood as an ideal
term of reference that generates a universal space of reason and is itself
a function of the cogito, could be taken instead — as in fact it was by
many contemporaries — as a sort of hyper-physical entity that externally
inflicts on the subject of experience effects over which the latter has no
control. In a critical context, however, any appeal to causality, besides being
inconsistent with Kant’s critical restriction of it to the realm of phenomena
(as Aenesidemus had stridently argued),”” would have had to fall on the

haben” [“If we soar upwards to the explanation of this facticity, then we have come to the end”],
WL — 1810, GA IL11: 309.19—20. For a fuller discussion of this aspect of Fichte, which becomes
even more prominent after 1800, cf. George di Giovanni “Sacramentalizing the World: On Fichte’s
Wissenschaftslehre of 1810,” in Grund- und Methodenfragen in Fichtes Spiitwerk, Fichte-Studien,
31, ed. Giinter Zéller and Hans Georg von Mainz (Amsterdam and New York: Rodopi, 2007),
219-233.
64 Cf.: “Indeed, something becomes contingent for someone precisely insofar as he inquires concerning
its basis. To seek a basis or reason for something contingent, one has to look towards something
else, something determinate, whose determinacy explains why what is based upon it is determined
precisely the way itis...” [First] Introduction to the WL, p. 95 GA 1.4.187, S2.
[First] Introduction to the WL, p. 28; GA 1.4.202.
Ct. [Second] Introduction to the WL, p. 71; GA 1.4.486. But perhaps in this whole passage Fichte is
protesting too much for one who professes to believe in Kant unreservedly.
Schulze, G. E. [anonymous], Enesidemus, oder iiber der vom Herrn Prof- Reinhold in Jena gelieferten
Elementarphilosophie, nebst einer Verteidigung gegen die Anmassungen der Venunfikritik (1792), p. 155;
English trans. in Giovanni and Harris, Between Kant and Hegel, p. 122. Jacobi is generally believed to
have been the first to have raised this objection in his Appendix to the dialogue David Hume (1787).
But in fact his position is much more sophisticated, for Jacobi does not object to the categories being
applied to the “thing-in-itself,” provided that they remain non-schematized. His point is rather that,
because they remain non-schematized, and “thing-in-itself” thus remains a mere idea, Kant cannot
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side of a physiological pre-history of experience. It did not explain the
phenomenon of brute presence precisely as phenomenon, that is, as an
experiential fact of consciousness.

It was to remedy this failure that Fichte undertook his thought experi-
ment, asking his auditors to think simply for the sake of thinking and to
reflect on the result. The attempt was intended as an expression of pure
freedom. But the result, as reflectively apprehended, had to be a failure —
not just because, as a matter of fact, one cannot think without actually
thinking something in particular, but because the difference between the
intended infinite thought and the thought (now an object) de facto finitely
apprehended is precisely what creates the distance between the subject of
experience and his object that makes the experience a conscious one. With-
out that distance, there is no consciousness. The failure was not, therefore,
an unqualified one. For on the assumption that the expression of freedom is
the interest motivating all experience, or in more concrete terms, provided
that one sees one’s own existence in experience as a protracted attempt at
self-contained activity, then the fact that in these activities one cannot but
take into consideration what at least appears as extraneous circumstances is
felt indeed as a constraint, but a constraint which, no less than the formal
rules that govern the experience of those circumstances, is itself the product
of the original cogito. Without the original attempt at purely autonomous
activity, there would be no sense of “being constrained.” The net result is
that the whole realm of experience becomes colored with a moral tinge,
exactly what Fichte had of course intended from the start. Experience is a
call to transform the otherwise merely brute facts of experience into prod-
ucts of freedom, a call to re-do nature after the image of the Absolute. And
this is a process that requires remembering that the “bruteness” of those
facts is itself the first product of freedom.

escape absolute subjectivism. On this point, see Birgit Sandkaulen, “Das ‘leidige Ding an sich’:
Kant — Jacobi — Fichte,” in Kant und der Friihidealismus, ed. Jiirgen Stolzenberg (Hamburg: Meiner,
2007), 175—201. For an English translation of Jacobi’s dialogue, see Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi: The
Main Philosophical Writings and the Novel Allwill, translated with an Introductory Study, Notes,
and Bibliography by George di Giovanni (Kingston and Montreal: McGill-Queen’s Press, 1994);
includes G. di Giovanni, The Unfinished Philosophy of Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi, pp. 1-167.
“Nature must gradually be resolved into a condition in which her regular actions bear a fixed and
definite relation to that which is destined to govern it — that of man ... Thus shall Nature ever
become more and more intelligible and transparent. . .” Die Bestimmung des Menschen, dargestellt
von Johann Gottlieb Fichte (Betlin: Voss, 1800), pp. 182-183. English translation, The Vocation of
Man, trans., ed. Roderick M. Chisholm (New York: Bobbs-Merrill, 1956), pp. 103-104. For an
extended discussion of this work, see George di Giovanni, Freedom and Religion in Kant and His
Immediate Successors: The Vocation of Humankind, 1774-1800 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2005), Chapter 8.
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Fichte accomplishes this work conceptually, in accordance with his voca-
tion as a philosopher. In an important sense, the work still falls within the
compass of Kant’s Transcendental Logic, namely inasmuch as its intent is
still to produce « priori the concept of an object in general or of generat-
ing a priori the conceptual space that makes the recognition of an object
possible. But there is also an equally important difference. In Fichte’s Wis-
senschafislehre, Kant’s need to validate the categories by demonstrating that
they are found realized in sense experience — the need of a Transcendental
Deduction, in other words — no longer arises. To make the point in Kant’s
terms, Fichte had relativized the distinction, which for Kant was absolute,
between understanding and reason.®” He had extended to the whole realm
of experience the claim that for Kant applied unqualifiedly only to the
moral realm, namely that conceptualization is essentially a norm-setting
function, and that it is therefore wrong to try to validate its products by
measuring them against any given state of affairs. Or again, Fichte was
taking seriously Kant’s own theoretical claim that nature is an idea, and
that one must approach experience with questions in hand, coercing it
to yield already well-rehearsed answers. The idea of construing objects of
experience by applying categories to a presupposed given content loses all
meaning, except perhaps in some artificially restricted context. One must
rather interprer experience by making sense of its otherwise merely given
content in terms of a priori conceptual constructs which, though evok-
ing actual situations, draw the only possible content appropriate to them
from their place in a system of such constructs, or from experience itself
as already idealized. What Kant had said of “respect for the [moral] law,”
namely that it is the only case of a feeling which is determined a priori by
reason,’® now applies across the whole realm of experience.

Starting from his opening interpretation of the meaning of facticity,
Fichte proceeds methodically in his Wissenschafislehre to deduce a whole
system of the said constructs, both theoretical and practical. But because
of the nature itself of the overall project, the interpretation of experience
that they provide at each step must remain to the end only interpretation,
never totally absorbing the factual content it interprets, that is to say, never
quite dissolving its facticity. This is of course the price to be paid for
setting as the norm of truth the attainment of a freedom which, if ever

69 “For a full-blown idealism, 2 priori and a posteriori are not two different things, but are one and

the same thing, simply looked at from two different sides, and they can be distinguished from
cach other only in terms of the different means one employs in order to arrive at each.” [First]
Introduction to the WL, p. 32; GA 1.4.206.

7° AK V.76.16-17.
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attained, would transcend consciousness altogether — the price for making
the abstractive power of reflection a wider and prior mental space than the
physical one of being. The phenomenon of facticity is the net result of
precisely this abstractive move. There is, therefore, as we said earlier, a kind
of moral satisfaction in the dissatisfaction with any given situation which
is felt at the level of individual immediate experience. In a Fichtean moral
context, that dissatisfaction is itself an indirect witness to the seriousness of
one’s moral commitment to absolute freedom.” And there is yet another
price to be paid for the same abstractive move, also at the individual
level of experience. At that level, the gap between interpretation and de
Jacto experience is ultimately to be filled by pragmatics. It is done with
the needs of the moment as the final determining ground — though with
one’s professed interest in freedom as the subjective guarantee that one
is acting rightly. The consequence for Fichte’s project as a whole is that,
although the Wissenschafislehre is a work of conceptualization and therefore
of logic, even as logic it is dependent on a phenomenology of the historical
individual responsible for it. To use an expression of Fichte, it is dependent
on “pragmatic history”: at the beginning, where reflection is the moving
force, on the individual’s self-expression in a free but abstract “I”; and at
the end, where action is the issue, on the freedom-inspired rhetoric that
finally fills the gap between interpretation and singular moral judgment.
It is not by chance that Fichte repeatedly lapses into sermonizing.”* In the
end, the logic of his Science naturally gives way to rhetoric.”?

We are back to the theme of abstract formalism and subjectivism that
preoccupied Hegel in the Jena years. On Hegel’s analysis of both Kant
and Fichte, the problem is that the “I” that figures so prominently in their
theories is too abstract a product of conceptualization. It means to say much
but in fact says nothing. Therefore, according to Hegel, it lets the content
of experience for which it is supposed to provide the unifying space, its
conceptual a priori, escape from it and fall, so to speak, on the side of a
beyond from which it is retrievable only by means of such non-conceptual
means as intuition. But intuition, whether of the Kantian or the Fichtean
type, is ultimately inexpressible and therefore a source of irrationality. This
is not to say that Hegel does not recognize that facticity is an irreducible

7' Kant had said something not dissimilar. “Hence we can see  priori that the moral law, as the
determining ground of the will, must by thwarting all our inclinations produce a feeling that can
be called pain; and here we have the first and perhaps the only case in which we can determine 2
priori from concepts the relation of a cognition (here the cognition of a pure practical reason) to
the feeling of pleasure or displeasure.” AK 5.73.

7> Cf. note 68 above.

73 On this ground, Fichte might indeed deserve indeed the title of being the first post-modernist.
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element of experience. This is the lesson that he had indeed learned from
Fichte. Hegel’s canonical term for it, about which more in just a moment,
is “immediacy.” But the point is that such a facticity, this immediacy of
experience, ought to be absorbed conceptually even s facticity. It has to be
comprehended positively. To avoid Fichte’s inevitable slide from logic into
rhetoric, one needs a kind of conceptualization that permeates that facticity.
And if Hegel did not want to travel the way of Schelling, which would
have taken him to a pre-Kantian Spinozism, then the only avenue still
open to him was to comprehend facticity discursively, without intuition or
myth-making. How this is to be done is the problem of the beginning of
the Logic.

The beginning

Nothing seems as simple, as irrefutable, and yet as unconvincing, as Hegel’s
opening argument about the concepts of “being” and “nothing” — that they
shift into one another, and that their play of mutual replacement is finally
resolved into a third concept of “becoming.” In the context just defined,
however, these moves do make sense. The problem is still that of Kant’s
Transcendental Logic, namely that of determining the least that must be
said of an object (Gegenstand) in order to recognize it sufficiently as such.
But Kant and Fichte had begun by saying too much — Kant, by introducing
a schema of ready-made categories which he had neither derived nor would
further develop; and Fichte, by promoting freedom as an avowedly extra-
conceptual cause. And for this reason, as we have just seen, they incurred
the formalism and the subjectivism that Hegel decried in them. Most of all,
they failed to see that the truth of an object (Gegenstand) is only to be found
in the discourse about it, so that any opaqueness as to what that object is, or
whether it is at all, must be resolved from within the original discourse itself
by developing it according to rules internal to it.”* There is no exit from
language. This is the central point of Hegel’s position and the meaning of
his repeated claim that the content of discourse is generated by its form.”

74 Of course, “discourse” and “saying” are to be understood here in alogical context, that s, as meaning-
generating performances in which the flautus vocis, though never dissolved, is nevertheless absorbed
into the meaningful intentions that language conveys. This is not to say that it is not appropriate
to distinguish between verbal sounds and concepts, or between “speaking” and “thinking,” or to
enquire how the two are interconnected. But these are psychological reflections that belong to logic,
if they belong to it at all, only accidentally.

This is also the meaning of Hegel’s repeated claim in the Phenomenology that much of the language
that we ordinarily believe to be descriptive statements about things is in fact already reflective, that
is to say, implicitly contains a judgment about how, and to what extent, we truly apprehend a

7
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Any judgment regarding a subject matter contains a comment on what
has already been said or has been left unsaid about it. The subject matter
of the Logic is not the “thing-in-itself” or its phenomenal manifestations,
whether one conceives its “in-itself” as a substance or as freedom, but is
discourse itself. Hegel’s thesis is that, starting from the least that one can
say about an object in general while still making sense, one can proceed to
identify sets of predicates, namely the categories, each of which defines the
limits of a type of discourse suited to a certain subject matter. Each set is
arrived at by virtue of a reflection upon the prior, a reflection that makes
explicit and formally introduces into a new type of discourse the logical
determinacy that was still missing in the one preceding it and therefore
made its subject matter still unintelligible (or, more precisely, relatively
unintelligible). The Logic itself is a discourse about discourse — the only
discourse which, because of its subject matter, can attain perfect completion
and which, therefore, defines the norm of intelligibility against which all
other types of discourse, all of them more or less open-ended in their own
spheres, are to be measured.

I shall say more about how the Logic unfolds. The important point right
now is that Hegel’s Logic does not proceed from the formal to the real,
where the “real” is the “given” as in Kant’s Transcendental Analytic; nor
does it proceed from the theoretical to the practical, where the “practical”
arises from the challenge that the facticity of experience, as interpreted in
Fichte’s Wissenschafislehre, poses to freedom. On the contrary, the progres-
sion is from the abstract to the concrete, or more graphically, from a first
delineation of the intelligible space of reason to a full discourse about it.
There is never an exit from either the logically formal or the theoretical.
Accordingly, the notes of “givenness” and “facticity” lose in Hegel’s Logic
the systematic significance that they respectively had for Kant and Fichte
(though they may well still retain limited applicability in limited contexts).
“Immediacy” is the note that replaces them. Immediacy is a feature that
affects logical discourse at every stage of its development. It is a measure
of the indeterminacy that that discourse still harbors at any particular
stage because of the limitations of the specific set of categories that define
it at that stage; it is “das Rest” of those categories, their still unintelligi-
ble residue that the next set will have to absorb by reintroducing it as a
moment of the form governing the following type of discourse. These,
such distinctions as those between “abstract” and “concrete,” “immediate”

supposed thing. For instance: “It is clear that the dialectic of sense-certainty is nothing else but the
simple history of its movement or of its experience, and sense-certainty itself is nothing else but
just this history.” GW 9, 68.34-36.
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and “reflective,” “material” and “formal,” are the factors that govern the
movement of Hegel’s Logic essentially. And they are all implicated in
a further distinction that Hegel introduces unobtrusively, and one that
tends to be lost in English translation, but which in fact controls the
development of the Logic from beginning to end. This is the distinction
between Gegenstand and Objekt, and between their derived abstract nouns
Gegenstiindlichkeit and Objecktivitit — a translator’s nightmare, since the
dictionary translation of both terms and the derived abstract nouns are the
same: “object” and “objectivity.” The distinction between Gegenstand and
Objekrt coincides roughly with the scholastic distinction between “material”
and “formal” object or, in an ordinary epistemological context, between a
“subject matter” as merely intended or merely representable’® and as actu-
ally made present in representation. As actually made present, the “subject
matter” is of course made intelligible (that is, it is made to exist for an
intellect),”” and it is so made intelligible by being represented from the
special formal standpoint of some discourse or other (as when we speak,
for instance, of the subject matter specific to a science).”® In the language
of Hegel’s Phenomenology, the Objektivitiit of a Gegenstand is its truth, its
intelligible content. In the Logic, the Gegenstand or the subject matter is
the Objektivitit itself of any Gegenstand, or the possibility of intelligibility
in general. Yet a distinction still emerges between the two because of the
immediacy just noted that affects the logical discourse at its various stages
and still constitutes an area of the “unsaid” within what is actually “said.” It
is only at the end, when the logical process turns upon itself and its various
stages are explicitly determined as constituting the particularized content
of the “idea,” that “subject matter” and “object,” Gegenstand and Objekt,
formally coincide.

We are getting ahead of ourselves, since it is with the beginning of
the Logic that we are concerned here. Yet another general point is also
to be made. As Hegel takes us systematically across the content of his
Logic, he tacitly assumes and makes use of a psychological model which
he borrows from Kant and Fichte and which these had borrowed in turn
from a long-standing scholastic tradition. The transition from the first to

76 Vorstellbar. Here “representation” must be taken in its wide sense and not as opposed to “concept.”
See the discussion of the term below under “Issues of translation.”

77 In the late scholastic language of Cajetanus and John of St. Thomas, the object would be the ratio
quod of the subject matter. Cf. Johannes a sancto Thoma, Cursus Philosophicus, ed. B. Reiser (Turin:
Marietti, 1930), Quastio 27, art. 1. English trans.: The Material Logic of John of St. Thomas, trans. Y.
Simon, J. J. Glanville, and G. D. Hollenhorst (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1955), especially

. 555.
78 This standpoint is the object’s ratio formalis sub qua of late scholasticism.
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the second and third part of the Logic is a progression from the things
of the senses to those of the understanding, and finally to those of reason.
These are distinctions on which Hegel openly relies. However, as used in
the Logic, such terms as “senses,” “understanding,” and “reason,” must be
understood in a wide sense to mean degrees of intelligibility, or as denoting
types of objectivity possible in a subject matter. Any psychological or even
phenomenological connotations that they may carry are strictly accidental.
Also to be understood is that each forward move in the progression of
the Logic is just as much a regression — in the sense that what is being
determinedly explicated at any stage are the conditions of intelligibility
that were already implicitly at work at a prior stage and that de facto made
its specific type of objectivity possible. It follows that at the end, when all
these conditions are fully explicated in the “idea of the idea,” what is being
logically comprehended is the mental attitude, the rationality, that must
be at work in experience from the beginning. It has to be at work if even as
simple a judgment as Hegel subjects to critical reflection at the beginning
of the Phenomenology, if even as simple as a “There it is!,” is to make any
sense. Either rationality is present from the beginning iz roto, or it is not
present at all. And this is another way of repeating that for Hegel there is
no exiting from discursiveness.””

One can understand, therefore, Hegel’s opening moves in the Logic.
They are simple and yet profoundly programmatic. They are simple moves
because in the two concepts that are expressed by saying “being” and
“nothing,” Hegel says all that we could possibly say of whatever we would
apprehend in intuition, whether the intuition is of the senses or (if there is
one) of a pure thought,80 namely that it is nothing determinate. Whether
we interpret that “whatever” as “being” in the positive spirit of a Spinoza
or a Schelling, or as “nothing” in the negative spirit of a Fichte who
required that we step outside “being” in order to begin science, the result
amounts to the same: “being” empty of content and therefore determined
as “nothing,” and “nothing” determined as “being” (empty being) in order
to have meaning even as “nothing.” The two shift into one another. And
the moves are also profoundly programmatic because it is not with a
mere void that they leave us, as we would be left by any intuition, a
void for which we would then be required to import a conceptual content
from outside. The resulting indeterminacy is contained within “being” and
“nothing”; it is zheir determinacy, or the first determination of the subject

79 Except in death, of course, whether of an individual or of a community.
8 Perhaps we do have “intellectual intuition,” though I do not believe that we do. But the point is
that it has no purchase unless it is put into words.
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matter of the Logic as originatively adumbrated in these first moves. Since
we are dealing here with the simplest of all possible expressions, it is of
course difficult to avoid overt metaphors in order to speak about them,
and Hegel’s own advice is, accordingly, not to say much at all. An apt
metaphor nevertheless, especially if we remember that Bestimmung means
in German both “determination” and “vocation,” is to say that “being”
and “nothing” are a call for determination: zhat call is their determinacy.
Or to revert to the image of a space of reason, “being” and “nothing”
define together a space of discovery. There is nothing irrational about the
immediacy of their content, or better of their “non-content”; nothing in
principle refractory to conceptualization but the first delineation, rather, of
how to set in motion the process of conceptualization that will fill in their
indeterminacy.

For yet another reason, therefore, these first moves are profoundly pro-
grammatic. The first and simplest expression of this determinacy which
the indeterminacy of both “being” and “nothing” together constitute is
“becoming.” Hegel introduces this category at this point. But in thus
advancing to it, he is at the same time also taking a first step backward in
recovering a more concrete delineation of the eventual full logical discourse
of which “being” and “nothing” are but ephemeral moments. “Becoming”
is the first self-contained category, of which “being” and “nothing” are only
abstractive moments. In assuming this position, Hegel is in fact taking a
stand against the whole tradition of Western metaphysics, a tradition that
dates at least as far back as Parmenides, and of which Spinoza was at the
time the latest, most obvious representative. Hegel privileges “becoming”
over “being.” It is not “becoming” which is the source of irrationality, but
the attempt rather to treat “being” by itself, in abstraction from “nothing”
and from the “becoming” which is the matrix of both. It is only inas-
much as “being” is conceived as being whatever it is by becoming it that
it retains identity, while at the same time remaining open to a number of
possible determinations which it nonetheless contains within according to
a rule internal to it. But this is the formula for rationality. And indeed,
the best instance of “becoming,” the one against which we in fact measure
the internal adequacy of other processes of becoming and from which all
our language of becoming is drawn, is precisely the discursiveness of our
discourse — as when a theme, though perhaps declared abstractly at the
beginning of a story, finds its content only in the details of that same
story which it controls, and it truly develops by returning at the end to its
beginning in the form of a full story. But the perfect discourse, according
to Hegel, is that of the Logic. Hegel is orienting himself to this conclusion
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even with his first moves. We must now consider some of the details on
the way to that conclusion.

The development

(1) T have been deliberately using “discourse” and “discursiveness” instead
of “dialectic” (a term, incidentally, that Hegel uses sparsely in the Logic)
in an attempt to demystify the latter term. But it should be clear that
the meaning is the same.* Now, taken precisely “in becoming,” being
can first be determined as what it is rhapsodically, that is, qualitatively, in
one “what,” then in another, and so on, each “what” never constituting
anything definitive. The logical problem is to hold these “whats” together,
to make a discourse of them — in effect, to give a first, better delineated
definition of the unity which is possible in becoming. Here is where Hegel
makes several conceptual moves, introducing among others the concepts
of “finitude,” “limitation,” and “infinity.” With this last, with “infinity,”
a turning point is reached. As conceived by Hegel, the “infinite” is being
inasmuch as, in being whatever it is (and this could be an indefinite series
of “whats” — a “bad infinite,” as Hegel calls it), it remains by itself, or
is now definable, in Hegel’s terminology, as “being-for-itself.” The turn
consists in the fact that, from now on, the conceptual stress is no longer on
“what” a being happens to be but on its retaining unity (in its abiding with
itself) regardless of what it might otherwise be as a “what.” This “abiding
with itself” can of course acquire both the meaning of “continuity” and
“discreteness.” The further move from the categories of “quality” to those
of “quantity” is thereby secured. Even though our most elementary talk
about things is unreflectively carried out in qualitative terms, the truth of
that discourse, or the more determinate concept of the being which is its
subject matter, is defined by the categories of “quantity.”

(2) These categories divide into “quantity” as such, “quantum,” and
“measure.” As quantified, being is said to be constituted of parts that can
be taken as both continuous and discrete, and there is in principle no
end to how many such parts can be generated by reflection. These parts
are “quanta.” Now, something analogous was also already said of being
as qualitatively determined, except that instead of “guanta” one had to
speak of “gualia,” of “whats.” The play between quantitative parts which,
as such, can both run into one another and yet also fall apart, was also

B Etymologically, “discourse” does not derive from 81&Ae€is, which has the more specific meaning of
“dialogue” or of disputatio. But “dialogue” is a type of “discourse.”
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already played out in terms of the “some” and the “some other,” the “one”
and the “many,” their reciprocal connection ultimately one of “attraction”
and “repulsion.” It was precisely this qualitative play that made possible
the transition to “quantity.” But the difference is that what counts most
in “quantity” for the determination of a being is the rule by which this
play is carried out. True: the “quanta” that make up that being, inasmuch
as they are taken as single terms subject to external calculation, still have
to be qualitatively determined in order to be individually picked out for
the calculation. That is to say, they must be immediately presupposed. As
thus presupposed, however, they are from the start already in principle
relegated — to anticipate now a category that comes into its own only
as a result of the dialectic of “quantity” — to the “unessential.” Only as
implicated in a referential play of terms carried out according to a rule,
and deriving their magnitude from this play, do they denote the new
unity of formal determination that “being” has now acquired. Progress
in the development of quantity is measured precisely by the extent that
the rules determining the play, rather than just presupposing its terms
globally and/or singly, also determine the range within which they can
enter into that play, to the point that the play itself generates the terms that
enter into it. Such are the mathematical ratios. Hegel takes them in order:
direct ratio, y /¥ = k; inverse ratio, Xy = R; and the ratio of powers, x> or
x* =k

Here is where Hegel introduces the new category of “measure” which
explicitly expresses the de facto situation that has just developed and is
fully realized in the ratio of powers. Reflected in his treatment of this
category, and in the terminology that he uses for this purpose, is the
discussion on the nature of calculus, and its place in the study of the
sciences of nature, that had gripped the attention of the learned world
in the eighteenth century and which was also the object of Hegel’s own
reflection throughout his intellectual development. Hegel’s point, in brief,
is this. In a ratio, the terms that enter into it are measured against each
other. As single terms, they do indeed still carry immediate qualitative
determination — and to this extent, therefore, they are still open as objects
to external determination. But the important point is that, whatever the
qualitative determination of such single terms, their stipulated measure
persists, internally resistant to any external manipulation. Because of this
resistance, their objectivity (originatively defined as “being”) acquires yet
another level of formal self-containment, another “for-itselfness.” Hegel can
say, accordingly, that with “measure” there is a return to “quality.” But the
return is with a crucial difference, for the net result of the internal resistance
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posed by “measure” is that the qualitative differentiation of the terms that
enter into it — an immediate differentiation that belongs to “quality” in
general as a first immediate determination of “being” — becomes to it a
matter of indifference. In the form of “measure,” in other words, “quantity”
has absorbed the indeterminateness that was the determinateness of “being”
as “quality,” and “being” itself, therefore, has acquired a depth that it did
not have before. “Quality,” as it now comes into play again, signifies this
new depth — this enhanced self-containment — that the logical object has
achieved. It has begun explicitly to contain the immediacy of its becoming,
and with this the forward transition to “essence” has in principle already
been made.

(3) This is the place to consider two additions made to the 1832 edition
of the Logic. They are the exceptions to which we alluded in the Prologue.
The first is the much longer discussion (now in three Remarks as con-
trasted to the earlier one) which immediately follows upon the treatment
of “quantum,” and which anticipates the point that Hegel will then for-
mally develop in the sections on “ratio” and “measure.” These Remarks
also contain Hegel’s criticism of how mathematicians and philosophers,
past as well as current, and including even those who had contributed to
the creation of this new form of calculation, had in fact misunderstood
the nature of their own creation. For this reason, they had been unable to
explain the peculiar advantage that it offered over other forms of calcu-
lation, namely that on the basis of admittedly indefinite quantities it can
achieve very definite results. What they had failed to notice was precisely
the extra qualitative character that “quantity” assumes in the course of
its internal conceptual development and of which calculus, as Hegel now
argues, gives a perfect illustration. Central to his argument is a repeated
reflection on the nature of the “true infinite” already defined in connection
with the category of the “for-itself.”

In brief, this is his argument.82 There are actual infinites, that is, magni-
tudes that cannot be numerically exhausted but of which we nevertheless
have clear and distinct concepts. Spinoza, to whom Hegel duly refers, had

82 GW 21.236ff. I must acknowledge in this connection a number of studies on Hegel’s reflections on
mathematics and calculus that I have found especially instructive: David Gray Carlson, “Hegel’s
Theory of Quantity,” Cardozo Law Review, 23.6 (2002), 2027-2155; “Hegel’s Theory of Measure,”
Cardozo Law Review, 25.1 (2003), 129—213; Antonio Moretto, Hegel e la “Matematica dell’infinito”
(Trento: Verifiche, 1984); Questioni di filosofia della matematica nella “Scienza della Logica” di Hegel
(Trento: Verifiche, 1988); Filosofia della matematica e della meccanica nel sistema hegeliano (Padua:
il Poligrafo, 2004). A deflationary view of Hegel’s Remarks on calculus is that of Clark Butler
who suspects “Hegel of wishing in part to demonstrate his mastery of mathematics and science to
contemporaries and colleagues.” Between Dialectic and History, pp. 110111
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already made this point.® Take two unequal circles, the smaller contained
within the larger without touching it and the two non-concentric. Of
the segments generated by the two circumferences intercepting the lines
drawn from the center of the smaller circle to the outer circumference of
the larger circle (and contained in the space between the smaller and larger
circle), there is a longest and a shortest (where the two centers lie on the
same diameter). For each segment lying between these two limits, however,
there is another next to it unequal to it by an infinitesimally ever smaller
or greater magnitude, though never exceeding in the direction of either
smaller or greater the difference between the two set limits, and there is
no number that can express #// the inequalities thus generated. We are
confronted here with an “all” for which the usual concept of quantifiability
by means of number no longer applies, but which is clearly and distinctly
definable. The “all” is the actual infinitude of the inequalities of the seg-
ments contained between the two stated limits within the space generated
by the two circumferences — an “all” which, as so defined, though infinite
is nonetheless actual and perfectly identifiable. This a perfect figurative
illustration of what Hegel means by a true infinite as contrasted with a
“bad” or indefinite infinite.

In Spinoza’s illustration, this infinite is represented figuratively, still in
the manner of classic Euclidean geometry. But suppose that we try to
represent it analytically as it is done in calculus, visually charting on a
graph the course of the increments or decrements of the segments one by
one, granted the stipulated limits. The infinitesimal change in magnitude
between increments or decrements is neither a null nor a definite quan-
tum: “dx” and “dy” cannot be named. But this does not mean that the
course of the graph cannot be accurately charted or any point within it
not precisely calculated, for although “dx” and “dy” cannot be named,
“dx/dy” can. That is to say, although the infinitude of the terms charted
by the graph cannot be exhaustively enumerated (and would give rise to a
bad infinite if one tried), given any of them as chosen at random on the
basis of external considerations, any other can be exactly determined as
measured against it according to the rule governing the graph. The numer-
ical, quantitative indeterminateness is determinedly contained by that rule.
This is exactly the point that Hegel develops in connection with “ratio”
and “measure,” which he introduces following the three Remarks, and
sums up by claiming that “measure” marks a return to “quality” (though a

8 Cf. GW 21, 247.24fF,, and Spinoza, Epistole, Nr XXXIX, Nr XII in the Gebhardt numeration:
Benedictus de Spinoza, Opera, ed. Carl Gebhardt, 4 vols. (Heidelberg: Winter, 1925).
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return with a difference). Now, using the still figurative language that New-
ton and Leibniz had put into circulation, the mathematicians of Hegel’s
day referred to the infinitesimal difference between term and term on the
graph as an “evanescent moment,” and they took it to be a quantum so
minute that, in the course of calculation, it can at some point be left out
of consideration without adverse consequences. But they were then left in
the embarrassing situation, with which Hegel confronts them, of having
to explain how accurate results (and their calculations were indisputably
exact) could be obtained on the basis of avowed approximations,84 or, as
some of them argued, how rigor of demonstration could be maintained by
the accidental balancing out of contrary errors.® What they failed to see is
that when duly developed “quantum” transcends the limits of “quantity.”
Calculus, according to Hegel, was a clear instantiation of this overreaching
of “quantity.”

This is the first addition. The second is much shorter, but arguably
more subtle and certainly more surprising, and consists of a long passage
introduced in the prefatory comments to the section on “measure.” It
comes as a surprise and it is generally considered by commentators to
be out of place because it deals with the categories of modality, whereas
modality formally falls within the purview of “essence.”” It is directed
at Kant, whom Hegel criticizes for assigning to the modal categories an
especially subjective status. All of Kant’s categories are of course subjective.
They define an object which is mere appearance by assumption. In the case
of “contingency,” “possibility,” “actuality,” and “necessity,” however, Kant
adds the further qualification that they say nothing at all about the content
of the object (even as phenomenal) but define rather the relative distance
that obtains in experience between the concept and the intuition of it.
As categories, they are the exclusive function of our subjective (discursive)

84 Hegel singles out for his disapproval the explanation of Christian Wolff who compared the ignoring
of higher order infinitesimals to the procedure of a surveyor who, in measuring a mountain, is not
any less accurate just because the wind has in the meantime blown a speck of sand off from the
top. GW 21, 256.

8 GW 21, 263-264.

8¢ GW 21, 323-326. For a detailed discussion of the changes between 1812 and 1832 in Hegel’s treatment
of the double transition from “quality” to “quantity” and from “quantity” back to “quality” and of
his appreciation of the meaning of this double transition, and also of the possible disparity that these
developments cause between the conclusion of the 1832 Doctrine of Being and the beginning of the
1816 Doctrine of Essence, see Cinzia Ferrini, “Logica e filosofia della natura nella dottrina dell’essere
hegeliana I,” Rivista di storia della filosofia, 4 (1991), 701-735; “Logica e filosofia della natura nella
dottrina dell’essere hegeliana I1,” Rivista di storia della filosofia, 1 (1992), 104—124; “On the Relation
between ‘Mode’ and ‘Measure’ in Hegel’s Science of Logic: Some Introductory Remarks,” 7The Owl
of Minerva, 20.1 (1988), 21—49.

87 Cf. Ferrini, “Logica e filosofia della natura nella dottrina dell’essere hegeliana I,” pp. 722-723.
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way of apprehending objects. If, per impossibile, we had an intellectual
intuition of these objects, the modal categories would lose all meaming.88
In this respect Kant is not unlike Spinoza, to whom Hegel also refers.
Also for Spinoza they are ultimately the product of ignorance. Now, in his
additions, Hegel is taking issue with precisely this position. “Quantity,”
especially when understood as “measure,” entails a distinction that explicitly
obtains within the structure of the being which it determines — namely the
distinction between this being as consisting, on the one hand, of a “bad”
infinity of determinations, and as providing, on the other, an internal rule
by which it contains such determinations and governs (as need be) the
progress of their enumeration. It is this distinction, and the distance that
it creates within being between outer indefinite determination and inner
determining rule, that, as Hegel now implies, is the first adumbration of
the modal categories later to be officially discussed in the context of the
“Doctrine of Essence.” In connecting them with his present treatment of
“measure,” Hegel is proleptically shedding these categories of the purely
subjective meaning that they had for both Spinoza and Kant. We have
already noted how the philosophy of nature is never far away from Hegel’s
mind. Hegel is certainly not committing himself here to any particular
theory of nature. Nor, for that matter, is he renouncing his belief that the
things of nature ultimately lack the internal stability that would make them
intelligible on their own terms — his belief that, in order that they become
objects of scientific knowledge, the concept must step in and provide by
means of theoretical constructs the stability that they otherwise lack per
se. This being said, it is nonetheless clear that Hegel is supplying here the
logic of a scientific language that would allow physical things to have at
least an inchoate internal principle and, therefore, at least a relative control
over their process of determination. Hegel, in other words, is still pursuing
his Jena agenda of allowing for the things of nature to have the depth that
the phenomena lack in the idealism of both Kant and Fichte. All this is
on the assumption, of course, that such things as Hegel logically envisages
are in fact empirically discovered (cf. GW 12.30—201.2). The problem with
Kant was that, by declaring the modal categories to be purely subjective on

88 Critique of the Power of Judgement, §76, AK V.401-404. It is also significant that in the 1812
Division of Being, with reference to “measure,” Hegel says that this category can also be considered
a “modality,” for it does not constitute a determination of content but concerns rather its connection
to thought, to a subject. This is indeed Kant’s definition of a modal category, and Hegel here seems
to endorse it (GW 12, 42.3—5). In the 1832 edition, in the same place, while repeating that “measure”
can also be considered a “modality,” he explicitly attributes to Kant the view that “modalities”
are not content-determinations, with no indication that he personally endorses the view. GW 21,
67.11-17.
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transcendental logical grounds alone, he had simply pre-judged the issue
of discovery.

We have said that commentators have normally regarded these 1832
additions as out of place. In fact, the additions are witness to the extra
lucidity that Hegel had gained regarding his own Logic by the time he
set out to revise it. He was still pursuing the double agenda, developed
in the Jena years at least starting from 1805/06, of according to nature a
depth that it does not have in transcendental idealism, while at the same
time maintaining the idealistic thesis that it is only in the medium of the
concept that nature, indeed reality as a whole, attains (not just manifests) its
intelligibility. The presence in experience of “facticity” now reinterpreted as
the “immediacy of becoming,” its generation and containment, is the issue
that underlies the Logic from beginning to end. As we move from “being”
to “essence” and then to “the concept,” we move (as we can reflectively
say at the end of the process) from “immediacy” conceived, respectively, as
“contingency,” “necessity,” and “freedom.”

(4) The categories of “essence” explicitly state and develop what is already
said, but only de facto, by “measure.” They define “being” as internally
differentiated — on the one hand, as containing a principle by virtue of
which it is intelligible as what it is; on the other hand, as equally containing
a number of determinations that are peripheral to it but that acquire a
status as determinations only by being referred to what defines the object
as such in the first instance. This is quite generally the distinction between
the “essential” and the “unessential.” It is a differentiation internal to the
subject matter of discourse because the “essential” proves to be such only
to the extent that it manifests itself to be what the “unessential” would
otherwise seem to be on its own account. And the “unessential,” for its
part, is such only to the extent that it demonstrates itself to be a nothing
in itself — that its true being is the “essential.” Each thus refers to the other,
and the resulting double reference constitutes the internal structure of the
subject matter in question. The development of the latter in the logic of
“essence” is the process by which this reference, whether it proceeds in one
direction or the other, reverses itself, in both instances exhibiting in ever
more complex yet apparent forms the “being oneself in the other” which
is the basic reflective schema of “becoming.”

The categories of “essence” are those of classical metaphysics: ground,
existence, appearance, force, actuality, absolute, relation — just to mention
the ones that make up the main headings. The discourse which they govern
is neither the disconnected one of “quality” nor the one of “measure,” which
is already expressly rule-governed but is still lacking in expressly reflective
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containment. It is a discourse about large things, so to speak, those that we
take for granted in ordinary experience and which are at the basis of classical
metaphysics. Yet its intelligibility is still subject to external constraint, for
the reciprocal reference of contrasting terms which its categories express
is still dependent on the immediate assumption of precisely these terms.
The presence of the thing they define, whether assumed starting from one
term or the other, is therefore affected by an element of opaqueness — an
immediacy still understood in the sense of contingency, for it requires for
each term an explanation by reference to the other, and consequently a
necessitation external to it. The realm of “essence” is one of necessitation.
Progress in the actualization of the intelligibility (the Objektivierung) of the
subject matter (the Gegenstand) proceeds pari passu with the elimination
of precisely this immediacy of the presupposed terms. In effect, this means
their absorption into the very referential process that defines the structure
of essential being, to the point that the latter would have to be conceived,
if still operating within the framework of the categories of “essence,” in the
manner of Spinoza’s causa sui, as a pure self-reference generating its own
content.

How Hegel retrieves, while at the same time transcending, the meta-
physics of Spinoza at this final stage of the logic of “essence” constitutes a
complex and delicate transition, upon which much depends for the inter-
pretation of Hegel. Three considerations are relevant here. The first is that,
although “contradiction” is a pervasive theme in the Logic, it is only in
the course of the dialectic of the categories of “essence” that the risk of
Jformally (not just de facto) incurring it repeatedly arises. This is because of
the structure of the subject matter under consideration. “Essential being”
would explicitly be both at once: made up of materially independent terms,
and a whole in which each term is itself formally the whole. It is this pull in
opposite directions that causes contradiction repeatedly to irrupt, accord-
ing as the subject matter is successively defined on the basis of presumed
originating terms. The truth of the categories of “being” was the distinction
between “principle of determination” and “determination” itself, and this
truth was finally made explicit in “essence.” The truth of the categories
of “essence” is now the overcoming of precisely this distinction. “Essence”
must be shown to exist only 77 its determinations. “Essence” 7s the move-
ment of these determinations, and this movement is propelled forward
precisely by the occurrence of contradiction as caused by the assumption
of determinations independent of it.

This result, however, should not be construed as betraying a deficiency on
the part of the categories as categories. This is the second consideration. To
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make the point in a phenomenological mode, the deficiency is rather on the
part of the things of experience for which the categories of “essence” define
the logic of discourse. These are things of nature. Hence, although Hegel
refuses to reduce them to mere phenomena, they still lack the interiority,
the full self-reflectivity, that would make each a world unto itself and which
would satisfy reason’s quest for intelligibility. Such an interiority, according
to Hegel’s idealistic thesis, is to be found only in the products of reason
itself, that is, in the social entities, the works of art and religion, for which
spirit is responsible. But the special merit of the categories of “essence”
is that their dialectic reproduces in the schematic form proper to a work
in logic what Hegel calls “the arduous labour of the understanding,”89
that is to say, the labor that the concept performs in actual experience by
permeating its whole content discursively. What the concept does is to
introduce within the latter, in the representational medium most suited
to its current purposes, ever new distinctions and ever new principles of
explanation, all for the sake of collecting into a single coherent world free
of internal contradiction the many things that otherwise fall scattered in
experience. This is stating the case, of course, in a manner more suited to
the Phenomenology. But the fact is that the categories of “essence” define
the logic of the sciences of precisely this experiential process.

The further fact is that a complete world of nature cannot be had on
natural terms alone. And were we to try to have it so — metaphysically,
that is, quite apart from the scientific theoretical constructs that one can
always introduce for explanatory purposes but which remain external to
the things themselves and are always reformable — were we to try it, we
would run up against the figure of Spinoza, the philosopher who famously
construed a monistic ontology based on the self-identity of “substance”
alone, itself a category of “essence.” The price for this attempt is to reduce
all the things of nature to mere surface-like events, the truth of which
would consist (just as in Fichte’s system) in their disappearing, in their
nothingness — precisely what Hegel refused to do by insisting on the objec-
tivity of the modal categories. This is the third consideration. Hegel resists
any Spinoza-like reduction of the modes of substance to nothingness, and
thus succeeds in retaining even in the possible things of nature the internal
distinction already adumbrated by “measure,” precisely by transcending
the whole realm of “essence” and revealing as its truth, as subtending it
and containing it all along, a yet more reflective level of discourse. This is

8 E.g. GW 9, 27.18-19. See also the discussion of the work of the understanding in the Addition to
§80 of the Encyclopedia.
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the discourse, specific to the life of spirit, that has the concept itself and its
products as its subject matter. Its logic is that of subjectivity. Only in its
medium is the quest for complete intelligibility that motivates the dialectic
of “essence” (the identification of Objektivitit and Gegenstindlichkeir) sat-
isfied. But it must be clear that, just as “essence” reflectively made good the
differentiation implicit in “measure” by reinterpreting it as a differentiation
of concrete “things” (the “large things” of experience), so the logic of the
“concept as concept” completes the work of sorting out these things which
is the proper function of the categories of “essence” by reinterpreting them
as the means for generating the things of the spirit. We are moving from
the logic of a discourse about products of nature to that of a discourse
about the products of spirit.

One can understand, therefore, Hegel’s ambiguity with respect to
Spinoza. It is an ambiguity that he shared with Jacobi. Like Jacobi, he
saw in Spinoza the metaphysician who had brought to a logical conclusion
the project of classical metaphysics of founding all things in the Absolute.
He had done it without compromises or prevarications, and for this lucid-
ity of intent he deserved respect. But, in keeping with the pre-Kantian
assumptions of that same metaphysics, Spinoza had defined the Absolute
in categories which are suited to finite objects only. Therefore, he had
achieved the sought for completeness of explanation at the price of abso-
lute abstraction. This is the point that Hegel was making in the second of
his additions to the 1832 edition in connection with measure. By reducing
the modal categories to merely subjective expressions, Spinoza had in fact
emptied things of their inner measure, even of such as can be had quan-
titatively. He had pre-empted the possibility of their ever being assumed
within the works of spirit, that is to say, of being made the subject matter
of judgment. “The Spinozistic mode, just like the Indian principle of alter-
ation, is the measureless,” as Hegel then put it. But already in 1813, in
connection with “actuality,” Hegel had made it clear, echoing Jacobi, that
Spinoza’s Absolute is the abyss, der Abgrund, in which all determinations
are made to disappear.” Their truth is their nothingness. “Determinatio
negatio est,” was Spinoza’s motto. And for Hegel (though not necessarily
for Jacobi), there was a truth in this. The truth of the “modes” of substance
is the absoluteness of substance. But what Hegel found lacking in Spinoza’s
system was the contrary positive manifestation of the power of the Absolute
in the appearance of the “modes,” the positive presence of spirit in them.

90 GW 21, 325.27—28.
9 Cf. GW 11, 372.28-37. Spinoza is not named, but the criticism is obviously directed at him.
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For that, according to Hegel, the extra dimension of subjectivity had to
be added to that of objective substantiality. This was a need, of course,
that Fichte and the pre-Romantics had already recognized long before the
composition of Hegel’s Logic. But, so far as Hegel was concerned, the move
to subjectivity was not a matter of adding a thinking head, so to speak,
to Spinoza’s monistic substance. That would have been indeed making a
mockery of Spinoza’s otherwise perfectly self-consistent system. Nor was it
a matter of escaping conceptualization, taking refuge either in the darkness
of Romantic intuition or in Spinoza’s perfect brightness of vision — in
either case, letting all distinctions go lost. Hegel never leaves discursiveness
behind. On the contrary, the transition to subjectivity is one of recovering
conceptually precisely the source of discursiveness, the concept as concept.

(5) With the categories of the “concept” one can say indeed that we have
stepped into the mind of God before the creation of the world** — though
by “world” we must now understand nothing physical but a universe of
meaning instead, and by “creation” the constitution of the conceptual
medium that will make any reality, such as already exists or might exist,
re-exist as intelligible. But of this universe it can also be said that it is a
“realm of shadows,” for it is made up of reflective abstractions only. Hegel
speaks of the “impotence of subjective reason™ just as he speaks of the
“impotence of nature” (die Obnmacht der Natur).®* Reason manifests its
power only in the effect that it has by investing nature with a new meaning,
and for that it needs the work of the finite concept that provides for it the
required de facto material. In a way, Hegel’s point is still a Kantian one. It is
only ideally that full intelligibility is attained, the kind of intelligibility, to
putitin more phenomenological terms, that would satisfy reason. But Kant
was still beholden to the “thing-in-itself,” to the metaphysics of “essence.”
Kant still believed that, if we just had intellectual intuition, the vision of a
Spinoza, or a Leibniz, would be vindicated. Therefore he had declared the
products of ideal conceptualization to be merely subjective — “subjective” in
the pejorative sense of lacking objective truth — and their content ultimately
self-contradictory. For Hegel, on the contrary, it is only when the concept
has itself as its object that a perfect determination is achieved by virtue
of which the particular and the singular, as particular and singular, and
as distinct from the universal, coincide nonetheless with the universal
and with each other, so that, regardless of where one starts, one already
has in principle the whole object. The immediacy of the starting point,
which was irreducible in the categories of “essence,” is totally relativized by

92 Cf. GW 21, 34.9-11. 3 GW 12, 42.19. 94 GW 19, 187.11, §250.
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is an issue to which we shall briefly return later. The point now is that,
once Hegel has worked out through the classical theory of predication
and syllogism all the mutations and permutations that are possible in the
reciprocal relation of these three first determinations of the concept, what
we have is a fully determined concept of the concept, a self-standing and
self-justifying discourse — therefore, also a first realization of objectivity
understood as self-contained intelligibility (Objek). This realization, and
nothing else, constitutes the transition from subjectivity to objectivity.
The distinction between “subjective” and “objective” is for Hegel first
and foremost a logical one, a distinction between types of discourse. It is
not dependent, as it is for both Kant and Fichte, on any psychological
or even phenomenological model of the mind — a model which would
depend for Hegel, on the contrary, on the logical distinction. Hegel’s dis-
tinction is more in line with, but not quite the same as, that of Descartes
between “clear and distinct” and “unclear and indistinct” — not quite the
same because the categories of the Logic, and the discourse associated with
each, are all clear and distinct on their own respective terms. The distinc-
tion, to repeat a point already stressed, is rather between the “abstract” and
the “concrete,” between the less and the more developed form of objec-
tivity. Another puzzling feature of the Logic is therefore also dispelled. It
might seem strange indeed that in a formal logic, under the heading of
“objectivity,” Hegel would consider such earthly sounding categories as
“mechanism,” “chemism,” and “teleology,” as he does in the second section
of Book Three. To be sure, these are concepts obviously derived from,
and referring to, the Philosophy of Nature.?® But, inasmuch as they enter
into the Logic, what they signify are forms of objectivity — more precisely,
such types and degrees of intelligibility as we might expect in different
experiential contexts.”” In this segment, the Logic reflects upon the kind of
self-sustaining objectivity that the categories of “being” and “essence” were
in fact able to deliver within the artificial context of its ideal reconstruction

96 Erdmann rightly points out that these concepts are treated in the Logic precisely as logical categories,
and that “mechanism” therefore defines a sphere of objectivity that exceeds the subject matter of
the physical sciences alone. “Mechanism” can apply, for instance, to the things of the spirit as
well. “Since mechanism is a logical category, one correctly speaks of it even in the sphere of the
mind. There is mechanical memory; there are mechanical arrangements in the State, just as much
as, where various sensible objects form an aggregate, there are mechanical combinations of them.”
Johann Eduard Erdmann, Outlines of Logic and Metaphysics, trans. B. C. Burt (London: Swan
Sonnenschein, 1896), p. 210, §192, note 2.

97 For a discussion of how Hegel progressively came to realize that the categories of quantity as
developed in a philosophy of mathematics are not sufficient for a comprehension of nature, that
the latter requires more concrete categories than are developed in this part of the Logic, see Cinzia
Ferrini, Dai primi hegeliani a Hegel (Napoli: Citta del Sole), pp. 2271f.
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of discourse in general. It judges the extent to which that objectivity is
indeed self-sustaining or requires instead the support of discourse itself, as
itself the source of intelligibility and as now explicitly considered (in this
final part of the Logic) in precisely this role.

The Logic concludes, therefore, with a final segment on the “idea.” Here
we find the categories of freedom that are at work in the Philosophy of
Spirit. They are the categories of a discourse that explicitly has itself as
object — knows itself to be the source of the norm of what constitutes the
true and the good. Most of all — to make this point in a phenomenological
mode first — it recognizes its pre-conceptual or natural past. It recognizes
it, however, as already implicated in the realm of the conceptual in the
form of immediacy, as that which needs explaining. Hegel’s move in this
respect is the same as Fichte’s, but with the essential difference to which we
have already adverted. Fichte’s Science begins with an abstractive act that
would have its self-expression as its only product but finds itself generating
instead an “other” which, on its original intention, has to appear to it as but
ascandal. The truth, in a Fichtean context, lies necessary in an unattainable
beyond. For Hegel, the conceptual reflection which is at the source of the
Logicalso dissolves, as for Fichte, any otherwise merely presupposed natural
ties in order to re-establish them on its own terms in a universe of meaning,.
But such ties come to (werden zu) their truth in this universe positively, in
the forms of human institutions in which, and in which alone, the concept
finds its satisfaction. And their being turned into contingent facts is the
first step in their attaining this truth. In a Hegelian context, therefore,
the point just made phenomenologically, namely that discourse recognizes
its pre-conceptual past, is open to strict conceptual formulation, with no
residue of mythical imagery. What is recognized at the end of this long
reflective discourse which is the Logic is that reflection is responsible for
the immediacy which is first expressed in the category of “being” and is
then methodically contained in various forms of “becoming,” all of them
culminating in that perfect “coming to be oneself” which is the concept
of the concept. At the end, the Logic rejoins its beginning. We are ready,
therefore, for the transition (which is in fact no transition because it never
leaves thought behind) by which we begin the existentially more concrete
work of retrieving the immediacy of nature bit by bit, first of all by simply
discovering it.%®

98 1 say “discovering” rather than “observing” in order to avoid the empiricist connotations of this last
term. Had not the empirical sciences made the word their own by associating it with their artificial
methodology, “observing” would be perfectly acceptable. One must begin by simply looking at
nature, though intelligently.
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Therefore “method” is the category which brings the Logic to an end.
Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason also concluded with a chapter on the method-
ology of pure reason. But, in that context, method is an order which reason
seeks indeed to discover in experience out of a need which is typically its
own, but which remains nonetheless external to the content of experience.
It is a subjective product, where “subjective” is understood in a privative
sense. For Hegel, on the contrary, “method” is the rhythm (Lebenspuls) of
experience itself. It is an ordering which is internal to it and the conse-
quence of the fact that experience is an idealizing process from beginning
to end. As a work of conceptual art, the Logic stands of course at the end
of that process. The “logical order” (das Logische) that it makes explicit,
however, stands with respect to the same process as its « priori. It is in this
sense, again, that the Logic stands in Hegel’s system as both the final and
first part.

ISSUES OF INTERPRETATION

The Logic does make an ontological commitment, namely that being is in
becoming. But it makes it transcendentally, one might say, by demonstrat-
ing that, unless so conceived — unless “being” holds an internal difference
by virtue of which a discursive account of what it is can be construed —
it could not be the object of intelligent apprehension. The categories are
the forms of precisely this discourse in the medium of which “being” is
made intelligible and the process of discovering what it is in actual fact
can begin. But this discovery is realized only in the sciences of nature and
spirit. In other words, to the extent that Hegel’s Logic is identical with
metaphysics, it is so only in a sense which is definitely post-Kantian. The
meaning of “metaphysics” is modified by being identical with “logic” just
as much as the meaning of the latter is modified by being identical with the
former.?” There is no question of the categories of thought being touz court
“the most general and fundamental forms of being.””*® One can also say

92 GW 20, 67, §24.

199 S. Houlgate, “Logic and Nature in Hegel’s Philosophy: A Response to John Burbidge,” Ow/ of’
Minerva, 34.1 (2002—2003), 107-125, p. 109; also, The Opening of Hegel’s Logic, p. 436. Houlgate’s
position is developed explicitly in opposition to that of Robert Pippin, according to whom the
project of Hegel's Logic is the transcendental one of determining “the conditions under which
any subject must think in order to think objectively at all.” For Pippin, see Hegel’s Idealism: The
Satisfaction of Self-Consciousness (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), p. 246. I have
also interpreted Hegel’s Logic in a transcendental spirit. But one must remember that, for one
thing, Hegel presents the Logic as itself a form of life, the perfect instance of self-becoming in
which nature finds intelligent completion; and, for another, that there is no question of applying
the categories to a material external to them, as is the case for Kant’s categories. Just as a grammar
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that the Logic is a renewed ontological argument, but again, only in a sense
consistent with Kant’s critique of that otherwise traditional argument. The
Logic only demonstrates that the perfect conceptual determination of an
object is achieved when the subject matter is the concept itself — that only
by virtue of the self-contained, reflective movement of conceptualization
(which is itself the perfect instance of “becoming” and thus precludes any
Kantian opposition between “thought” and “being”) is the mental space
generated within which “being” is manifested, or becomes reconstituted
for us as what it happens to be in itself. The move in discourse is necessarily
from concept to existence. The Logic also has phenomenological implica-
tions, for it follows that, whatever the pre-conscious or purely physiological
pre-history of experience, once the latter comes on the scene, it comes fully
dressed, so to speak — already rich in distinctions and commitments. Even
as simple a gesture as the pointing at this or that, provided the gesture is
intelligent at all, already contains a judgment. We may call it a judgment
of the senses, to use the language of scholastic psychology. But the point
is that such a judgment is the precursor of the abstract, artful judgment
which is performed in the Logic. For Hegel, we are logicians from the
beginning.

This is not, however, the only way in which Hegel’s Logic has been read
or is still read, and to ferret out all the various strands of this interpretation
is a complicated affair indeed. For one thing, the Logic has been from early
on an easy object of ridicule. The judgment of Trendelenburg, an author
whom Kierkegaard had occasion to quote,” is typical in this respect.
As he says, “it does not make much difference that [Hegel’s dialectic,
unlike Fichte’s Wissenschafislehre] begins with the concept of Being, for
this concept is the empty image of Being. If it nevertheless comes to the
concept of reality and to concrete forms, we do not perceive whence it gets
to them. For pure thought will not accept them, and then permeates them,
but endeavours to make them. Thought, expressed in this way, is born
blind and centers no eyes towards the outside.”™* Yet, despite ridicule,
the Logic has undeniably exercised a mighty influence, in all lands and in
the most disparate of fields. In the political arena, it has been repeatedly
“reformed” to serve the cause of both left- and right-wing movements, and

distills in a medium typically its own the structure of a language, so too the Logic distills in the
medium of pure reflection the rationality of any and every discourse.

' Soren Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript, Vol. 1, ed. trans. H. V. Hong and E. H.
Hong (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1992), pp. 110-111.

192 F A. Trendelenburg, Logische Untersuchungen, 2 vols. (Leipzig: Hirzel, 1862), Vol. 1, p. 92 (my
translation).
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of liberalism as well.'* In America, it was spread by the St. Louis Hegelians.
It eventually found a lively expression in the pragmatism of Charles S. Peirce
and, in more recent times, of Wilfrid Sellars. Interpreted in the spirit of
this pragmatism, Hegel’s Logic is still very much alive today."** However,
typical of these movements and traditions (the St. Louis Hegelians perhaps
excepted) is that they were Hegel-inspired, yet independent philosophical
positions rather than schools of textual exegesis. And there is, so far as the
Logic itself is concerned, also a long-standing tradition of textual exegesis. It
can be traced at least as far back as Johann Eduard Erdmann’s commentary
on the Logic,’ and, in English, to J. Hutchison Stirling’s exciting 7he
Secret of Hege[.106 It is a variegated tradition, not seldom motivated by
religious interests. In the case of Stirling, the religious inspiration of Hegel
is beyond doubt. We read: “Kant and Hegel. .. have no object but to
restore Faith — Faith in God — Faith in the immortality of the Soul and the
Freedom of the Will — nay, Faith in Christianity as the Revealed Religion —
and that, too, in perfect harmony with the Right of Private Judgement,
and the Rights, or Lights, or Mights of Intelligence in general” (xxii). This
religious motivation raises of course the issue of whether Hegel’s Logic
ought to be interpreted as buttressing Christian faith or, on the contrary, as
demythologizing it. It also raises the broader issue of hermeneutic strategy —
whether one should take the Logic as the norm for interpreting other parts
of Hegel’s system or, on the contrary, read some of the religious imagery
that Hegel uses elsewhere back into the Logic.

But if we abstract from these broader considerations and concentrate
instead on the more logical/metaphysical issues that the Logic raises, two
lines of interpretation can be identified that roughly correspond to its two
aspects, namely, on the one hand, the interpretation that the Logic makes
an ontological commitment and to that extent advances a dogma, and,
on the other hand, the interpretation that the Logic still operates within
the general framework of Kant’s and Fichte’s idealism and to that extent

193 Karl Marx famously used Hegel’s Logic for his leftist political agenda, Benedetto Croce used it in
his defense of Italian political liberalism, and Giovanni Gentile drew upon it in defense of Italian
fascism.

Robert Brandom is at the moment perhaps the best-known example of one who still reads Hegel
pragmatically in the spirit of Wilfrid Sellars. Although he relies mostly on the Phenomenology of
Spirit, he methodically reads the text in accordance with the linguistic turn. See, for instance, Robert
Brandom, Tales of the Mighty Dead (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2002), pp. 31-32,
44-s57; “The Structure of Desire and Recognition: Self-Consciousness and Self-Constitution,” Vor
der Logik zur Sprache, Stuttgarter Hegel-Kongress 2005, ed. R. Bubner and G. Hindrichs (Stuttgart:
Klett-Cotta, 2007), 426—449.

195 J. E. Erdmann, GrundrifS der Logik und Metaphysik (Halle: Schmid, 1864, 4th edn).

196 J. Hutchison Stitling, 7he Secret of Hegel (Edinburgh and New York, 1865; 2nd revised edn, 1898).
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never abandons the realm of discursive thought. John M. E. McTaggart —
personally an atheist and by no means an orthodox Hegelian — may be
taken as a reliable representative of the first line of interpretation. It is
the ambiguity of his position, itself characteristic of that tradition, that
makes his studies on the Logic particularly interesting. McTaggart leaves
no doubt that this work of Hegel must be read as a work 77 logic. That
is to say, the Logic deals from beginning to end with categories and their
dialectical development. The Idea with which it culminates is exclusively
the product of reason. But McTaggart then balks at Hegel’s claim that
“method” is the exclusive content of the Idea of the Idea but insists that
it has a content of its own over and above the categories that have led up
to it."7 What this content might be is not clear, but I presume that it
would have to be an abstract schema of the harmony that obtains in the
real universe between individual and individual, and between individual
and universe. Accordingly, McTaggart has no problem advancing a Hegel-
inspired cosmology, where by “cosmology” he means “the application, to
subject-matter empirically known, of @ priori conclusions derived from the
investigation of the nature of pure thought.”°® This is not to say that
McTaggart believes that it is possible or that Hegel himself ever tried to
derive particular laws of nature 4 priori. But he does apparently believe that
the categories have an explanatory role to play even in the empirical sciences,
or that in the Idea we already have, but sub specie ternitatis, that which, sub
specie temporis, is the goal towards which all reality is moving. “But such
an idea is, sub specie wternitatis, far too implicit, and, sub specie temporis,
far too distant, to allow us to use it in deciding on any definite course of
action in the present.”*® In principle, however, the two opposites ought to
be joined. Or again, although McTaggart obviously does not believe that it
would be possible 77 fact, or even desirable, to deduce the pen of Herr Krug
from the Idea, he has difficulties accepting the category of “contingency”
as truly objective, and he does leave open the possibility of that deduction
at least in principle. As he says in connection with “contingency”,

the nature of each individual is to be taken as determined by his place in a whole,
which we must conceive on the analogy of an organism — a unity manifesting itself
in muldplicity. The individual has his entire nature in the manifestation of this

07 Cf. J. M. E. McTaggart, A Commentary on Hegel’s Logic (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1931), pp. 305ff.

108 7. M. E. McTaggart, Studies in Hegelian Cosmology (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1918),
p.L

199 J. M. E. McTaggart, Studies in the Hegelian Dialectic, 2nd edn (New York: Russell & Russell, 1910),
p. 232.
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whole, as the whole, in turn, is nothing else but its manifestation in individuals.
Through this unity the parts will mutually determine one another, so that from
any one all the rest could, with sufficient insight, be deduced, and so that no
change could be made in any without affecting all."®

And McTaggart is also puzzled by the notion of an “Obnmacht der Natur,”
apparently unaware that for Hegel, just as it was also the case for Fichte,
nature or the things of experience acquire for us the character of irreducible
contingency as measured against the norms of an intelligibility that reason
alone brings to them.™ It is reason that makes nature contingent. It tran-
spires, in other words, that despite all protestations that the Logic must
be read as logic, McTaggart has in fact invested it from the beginning with
pre-Kantian Spinozist overtones. While taking the Logic to lay out the
blueprint of a universe of meaning that makes the discovery of an actual
cosmos possible, he assumes that it thereby also lays out the blueprint of
that cosmos. It is from the start an exercise in cosmogony. This is the
source of the ambiguity that pervades his position throughout, as well as
the tradition that he represents.

This reading of Hegel is in some quarters still accepted today."* The slide
back into Spinoza’s metaphysics of substance is avowedly avoided because

"o McTaggart, Studies in the Hegelian Dialectic, p. 209. For McTaggart’s claim that Hegel’s philosophy
does not try to trace the rationality of the universe in all its details, see pp. 204—205. Wilhelm
Traugott Krug (1770-1842) is notorious for the challenge that he issued to the “new idealism”
of Fichte and Schelling to “deduce his pen” from their first principles. Hegel must have found
the challenge particularly irritating, for he waxed ironic against it in one of his earliest published
essay and repeatedly returns to it. According to Hegel’s mature position, the notion that it is
possible to determine anything in nature absolutely makes no sense, for the simple reason that
things of nature do not perfectly control their own becoming and are therefore susceptible to a
potentially infinite number of external influences. Perfect determination is possible only in the
ideal realm of the concept. So far as nature is concerned, determination will always be relative
and reformable, according to limits which are to be determined by the physical sciences. This, I
take it, is what Hegel means by the Ohnmacht der Natur, “the impotence of nature,” in §250 of
the Encyclopedia where he again waxes ironically against Herr Krug. For Hegel’s essay, “Wie der
gemeine Menschenverstand die Philosophie nehme — dargestellet an den Werken des Herrn Krug,”
Kritisches Journal der Philosophie, 1.1 (1802), see GW 4.174ff. English trans. “How the Ordinary
Human Understanding Takes Philosophy (as displayed in the works of Mr. Krug),” in di Giovanni
and Harris, Berween Kant and Hegel, pp. 292ff.

McTaggart’s interpretation is the exact opposite. “The cause of the imperfection [of things] is
nothing but the fact that we do not see everything at once. Seen as we see things now, reality
must be imperfect. But if we can attain to the point of looking at the whole universe sub specie
aternitatis, we shall see just the same subject-matter as in time; but it will appear perfect, because
seen as a single concrete whole, and not as a succession of separated abstractions.” Studies in the
Hegelian Dialectic, p. 175.

It is in effect that of Charles Taylor in Hege/ (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975),
cf. pp. 97-98; and more recently of Frederick Beiser in Hegel (New York: Routledge, 2005),
cf. pp. 71ff.
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of the principle of subjectivity that Hegel had added to his predecessor’s
view of the universe. But it is precisely on this issue, namely whether a
principle of subjectivity can be added to Spinoza’s pantheism, that a host
of difficulties arise. On the one hand, there is the question of how radi-
cal Hegel’s break was from Schelling and his Romantic Spinozism in the
Jena years, and how serious was “Fichtes Verdienst” — the debt he owed to
Fichte. The more radical the break, and the more serious the debt that
Hegel owed, the more his Logic ought to be read as issuing, not indeed in
any metaphysical theory, but, as Fichte’s Wissenschafislehre does, ultimately
in social theory — or more accurately, into what the Germans call the Geis-
teswissenschaften, the disciplines that have the historical works of spirit for
their subject matter. On the other hand, if one insists on maintaining a
strong continuity between Hegel’s Logic and Schelling’s Identity Philoso-
phy, then the question is how seriously one should take Hegel’s comments
regarding modality added in the 1832 edition of the Logic. The point is that
one cannot add a subjective dimension to Spinoza’s “substance” without
turning it into a mind, that is to say, either into what would no longer
be “substance” but only a mode of it on Spinoza’s own principles or, on
Hegel’s, into an individual that needs a community of other individuals
in order himself to be one. In either case, we do not have anything that
would amount to McTaggart’s Absolute Idea from which, allegedly, every
minute detail of reality can in principle be deduced. This is a position that
Hegel unequivocally rejected and even found infuriating. The alternative
is to consider the same Idea as another version of the scholastic ens
realissimum — but, as Kant well knew, that idea is inherently contradictory
unless taken as an empty abstraction where all determinations, rather than
being grounded, are in fact made to disappear. The strength of Spinoza’s
position lies precisely in the fact that it bypasses the need to derive any-
thing from “substance” directly. The latter contains all its attributes, as well
as both its infinite and finite modes, in the way in which a differential
equation contains within it a definite infinity of differing terms. When it
is a matter of calculating the value of any single term, one must start arbi-
trarily by assuming some other given term — the choice of the latter being
dependent on factors which, so far as the equation is concerned, are purely
“subjective” in a privative sense of the word. In Spinoza’s language, that
means assuming a finite standpoint, the presence of which in the system
remains an irreducible surd. As for Hegel, the strength of his Logic lies
in the fact that it finds a ground for this contingency in the indetermi-
nacy necessarily inherent in the structure of things which are in becoming,.
And this is an indeterminacy which is either contained by such theoretical
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constructs or such cosmogonic theories as the sciences provide or, as one
might say in the spirit of Hegel, is redeemed by the works of spirit.

The second line of interpretation is more recent and more diffused, and
also never unequivocally presented as an actual reading of Hegel’s Logic or
asa position inspired by it. In brief, the claim is that “the truth is worked out
by telling a story. It is not just that the story attempts to tell the truth that
is already there. Rather, in telling the story, we partly create the truth we
are attempting to articulate.”™ Any non-story residue in a story for which
the “partly” in the quote makes allowance would have to be absorbed into
some other story. And indeed, for Hegel we cannot ever step outside the
boundaries of discourse. But what is missing in this hermeneutic reading
of Hegel is the Schellingian moment which, however much Hegel might
have learned from Fichte, is never lost in his Logic; missing is the fact that
it is nature which in the abstract medium of logical discourse attains the
self-comprehension, and the efficacy, which we attribute to spirit. Nature
is for Hegel, just as it was for Schelling, the “pre-self” of the “self,” not
just the “other-than-self” of Fichte. It is true that human birth is never
simply a biological event but always a birth into a community. Genes and
chromosomes work their magic only as personally named within a system
of family relations. And neither is human death simply a biological event
but is always either peaceful or violent, surprising or expected, cowardly
or heroic, or what have you. But it is the irrevocability, the utter finality,
of both birth and death as biological events that makes for the seriousness
of the experiences mediated by language built around them. As Hegel
makes clear in the Phenomenology of Spirit in connection with the battle
of prestige which is his dramatic account of the origin of human history,
that battle would not be serious, nor would the prestige or the claims to
rightful possession which are at stake in it be more than empty words,
if the battle were not a life-and-death struggle."* In other words, it is
only from the detached standpoint of a badly abstractive reflection that
the distinction between story-telling and history gets blurred. To the one
caught up existentially in the event that the story-teller might romance
about, the difference between story and history is undoubted. It is precisely

" T am borrowing this description from Christopher J. Insole’s sympathetic but also sharply critical
review of Charles Taylor’s book, A Secular Age (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2007),
“Informed Tolerance,” The Times Literary Supplement, s470 (February 1, 2008), s. It is not clear
how far Charles Taylor personally espouses this position. But to the extent that he does and in thus
espousing it ascribes it also to Hegel, then if one takes into consideration his 1975 book (see note
112), he would stand on both sides of the dogmatic/hermeneutic spectrum in the interpretation of
Hegel.

"4 GW 9, m1.25-112.2.
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the function of logical discourse to produce clarity about it, the very clarity
which has traditionally gone under the name of wisdom.

Nature is important. I have remarked more than once that its presence is
never far from Hegel’s mind. Nor is it far from the Logic. But precisely this
presence poses problems for his System in general, and for the Philosophy
of Spirit in particular, on any reading of the Logic. There is, in the first
place, the issue of the relation of the Logic to the Philosophy of Nature.
One can understand how that Logic should provide the basis for a reflection
upon, and often destructive critique of, current mathematical and scientific
theories. This has always been one task of philosophy. Hegel performs it
admirably in his many Remarks, especially those added in 1832. But there
is more. Granted that the Logic brings to explicit, formal expression the
logicality of experience, one should expect that this reflective work would
be continued in what we may call a phenomenology of the body — above
all of the human body — showing how the body generates indeed by virtue
of its attitudes and activities an organic space typically its own, and how a
hierarchy of such spaces might together constitute a world of experience.
One should expect, in the words of a recent commentator,” a “system
of natural kinds,” each exhibiting an internal and more or less complex
structure of its own, and all of them the physical analogs (but not the
applications, as they would be in Kant) of the logical schemas that Hegel has
developed in the Logic. One might even take this phenomenology of nature
as the more reflective expression of the natural attitudes that we instinctively
assume towards nature in lived experience and which, existentially but not
systematically, in fact underpin the work of the empirical sciences and make
them possible. These are scenarios all perfectly consistent with Hegel’s idea
of the Logic on this post-Kantian reading. But is this all that Hegel is
doing in his Philosophy of Nature? Is he not rather trying to establish, as
if @ priori, the originating categories of nature that would systematically
provide the basis of all physical science? And would not such an attempt,
although perhaps still conceivable in Hegel’s times granted the state of the
physical sciences in his day, still be of any value for the modern sciences?
Most of all, is it consistent with Hegel’s idea of the Logic?

Then there is the issue of the relation of the Logic to the Philosophy
of Spirit. The latter, and especially the Phenomenology of Spirit, is the part
of Hegel’s legacy which is still very much alive today. Hegel’s apparent
attitude towards history, however, harbours a serious ambiguity. There is

5 Brigitte Falkenburg, “How to Save the Phenomena,” in Hegel and the Philosophy of Nature, ed.
Stephen Houlgate (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1998), p. 129.
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no doubt teleology in history, at least in the sense that historical events are
the product of rational (or irrational) decisions, and such decisions have a
logic of their own which may or may not work to the natural and spiritual
advantage of the agents responsible for them and their inheritors. Barring
natural accidents or changes of heart, they bring in train consequences
which are like a self-fulfilling prophecy. In this sense reason realizes itself.
A humanity that decides to arm itself with nuclear weapons should not
be surprised (it would be only rational!) if it finds itself immolating itself
for the sake of self-defense. Historians and philosophers would do well
to detect such rational (irrational) intentions working themselves out in
history. In the Phenomenology of Spirit Hegel himself gave splendid analyses
of cultures being born and dying on the basis of specific attitudes assumed
with respect to nature. But this does not mean that there is a single end
guiding the whole of history underhandedly, so to speak — as if, seen
in the context of the broader picture, everything would appear to be
exactly as it ought to be. This was the view of the Enlightenment. Kant
himself still held on to it in his critically modified fashion. It is obviously
a secularized form of the Christian belief in the Parousia and there is
evidence that it also governs, at least at the rhetorical level, Hegel’s view of
the development of spirit in history. But is this view consistent with the
logic of his Logic? Would it not force us into a reading of the Logic quite
like that proposed by McTaggart? This is an important issue, all the more
important because it also implicates the other issue, already mentioned, of
how much Hegel’s thought is substantially dependent (not just historically)
on Christian religious belief.

There is finally the issue that the Logic itself raises. It purports to be
the product of pure reason — the most abstract conceptualization of the
concept precisely as concept. But the fact is that, as Hegel himself indicates
in his Remarks, it closely reflects the historical progress of classical Western
metaphysics. It would seem that, although Hegel might have freed the
Logic from the mythology of reason on which Fichte’s Wissenschafislehre
depended — and Kant’s critical system also, in its own way — he did not
free it from its historical past. And it would have been peculiar indeed
if he had, seeing that the Logic is the logic of a thought that has for its
object “being in becoming” and is itself the instance of a perfectly self-
contained process of precisely such a becoming. But then, how dependent
is this Logic on what happens to be the lexical structure of the language
of the metaphysics which it reflects historically? How dependent is it on
Aristotle’s logic of predication? While the Logic is admittedly still a work
in progress, in what sense can it claim to be, in principle at least, the
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absolutely accomplished science without appearing to be an instance of
intellectual imperialism? One way perhaps of disarming this criticism is to
say that the Logic is absolute science only in the sense that it is capable
of recognizing itself (and thus containing its limitation even as logic) as
an analog of rationality as such — a rationality of which there can be other
analogs, all of them capable of communicating across cultures and across
times precisely because they are the analogs of one rationality — but at a
distance as it were, with something always being lost in translation. I would
like to take the claim in this sense, but it is not at all clear that this was
Hegel’s intent.

These and many others are the issues raised by any reading of Hegel’s
Logic. What they have in common is that they are all uniformly philo-
sophically significant issues. And this is sufficient motivation for a renewed
study of this now classic Wissenschaft der Logik.



Translator’s note

THE HISTORY OF TRANSLATION

Hegel’s Logic has a long tradition of translation into English. In the Secret
of Hegel (1898), Stirling included a translation of the section on “quality,”
as well as loose renditions of substantial excerpts from “quantity,” notably
Remark I on calculus." On the American side, there already was the transla-
tion of a brief excerpt taken from the concluding chapter of the Subjective
Logic (GW 12.236.3—20; 25.10-13) in the Journal of Speculative Philosophy
(1869). It came as the Appendix to what appears to be a précis of the
Encyclopedia Logic intended for a course of instruction.” We also know
from the testimony of William T. Harris that the St. Louis Hegelian Henry
C. Brockmeyer, to whom the same Harris dedicated his Hegel’s Logic, had
translated the whole Logic in 1859 and 1860. Apparently this translation
was Harris’s first exposure to Hegel. Harris had copied it out and, as he
says, it “still exists, but has never been printed, any portion of it.”* Back in
Great Britain, a translation of the Subjective Logic was published in two
volumes at Oxford by H. S. Macran, in 1912 and 1929.* And it was also

' The Secret of Hegel (Edinburgh and New York, 1865), pp. 218—321; s1off.; s57ff.

> Journal of Speculative Philosophy, 33 (1869), 257—281; 34 (1869), 369—371.

3 William T. Harris, Hegel’s Logic, a Book on the Genesis of the Categories of the Mind (Chicago, 1890),
pp- xi, xii. But Brockmeyer’s translation must have been printed at least in parts, perhaps privately. The
Harvard collection includes a volume that contains a translation of Hegel’s “Doctrine of Essence,”
with no name of author or place and no date of publication (pp. iv—214). Inserted between the pages
are notes written on the stationery of W. T. Harris. This is very likely a portion of Brockmeyer’s
translation. (I am grateful to my McGill colleague Andrew Reisner for having physically examined
the book for me.) The editor of the Muirhead Library of Philosophy, which included the 1929
translation of the Logic (see note 5 below), relates in a prefatory note that he had been approached
some years before “by the surviving friends of Henry Brockmeyer with a view to the publication
in that series of the translation that he had left. It was to be accompanied with a short biography
of the translator, and to partake of the character of a tribute to his memory both as philosopher
and as Governor of the State of Missouri.” This request was declined because the tribute seemed
inappropriate to the aims of the series. (Vol. 1, pp. 17-18.)

Hegel’s Doctrine of Formal Logic, Being a Translation of the First Section of the Subjective Logic, trans.
H. S. Macran (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1912); Hegel’s Logic of World and Idea, Being a Translation

IS
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in 1929 that a first complete translation finally became available, produced
by W. H. Johnston and L. G. Struthers. It was published in both London
and New York.’ This text remained the standard English translation of the
Logic until it was replaced in 1969 by that of Arthur V. Miller.® As for
the Encyclopedia Logic, a translation was published at Oxford in 1873 by
William Wallace. It was republished in revised form in 18927 and again,
but with only minor variations and with an Introduction by J. N. Findlay,
in 1975.% A completely new translation by T. E. Geraets, W. A. Suchting,
and W. H. Harris was published in 1991.° Finally, Stephen Houlgate has
included a portion of the German text of Book One of the Greater Logic
(up to the end of Section 1, Chapter 2), together with an edited version of
the Miller translation of the same text, in his 2006 commentary."

In preparing the present text, I have of course consulted and profited
from the results of all previous efforts. Throughout I have also used as
control the excellent Italian translation of Arturo Moni, first published in
1924-1925 and revised in 1968 by Claudio Cesa."" The present translation
is, however, completely new, and, since I have departed from standing
conventions on several key terms, a few words of explanation are now in
order.

ISSUES OF TRANSLATION

The Logic’s range of vocabulary is extremely narrow, as one would expect of
any logic. The few terms which are key to it present, however, considerable
difficulty. In this translation, I have taken as my starting point the Glossary
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Hegel's Science of Logic, trans. W. H. Johnston and L. G. Struthers, 2 vols. (London: Allen & Unwin;

New York: Macmillan, 1929).
6 Hegel's Science of Logic, trans. A. V. Miller (London: Allen & Unwin; New York: Humanities Press,

1969). A list of corrections which Miller circulated among friends and colleagues was never included

in the subsequent reprints or in the paperback edition.
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the translation of key terms.
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of the Geraets/Suchting/Harris translation of the Encyclopedia Logic, but
I have taken to heart, and have often agreed with, the Suchting minority
report.”” I have steadfastly refused to resort to mechanical devices in cases
where different words in German need to be kept distinct but are normally
translated by the same word in English. Artificial constructs (unless they are
in the original languages) are not translations but rather open admissions
of failure in translation. Below is a list of terms that presented special
difficulty, along with a brief explanation of my decisions on how to handle
them.

an (in) sich, an (in) sich selbst, an (in) ibm (ibr), an (in) ihm (ibr)
selbst, fiir sich, fiir sich selbst, fiir ibm (ibr) selbst. These are simple
expressions, but difficult to translate and all the more challenging because
there are important conceptual distinctions riding on them, as I now must
explain.

There are two syntactic distinctions at work in them. One is between
pronouns in indirect objective form (ihm, ihr) and in subjective or reflective
form (sich). The difference between an (in) sich and an (in) ihm (ihr), and
between fiir sich selbst and fiir ibm (ibr) selbst, is, therefore, syntactic in
origin (sich refers to the subject of a sentence; ihm (ibr) to a third term).
But Hegel uses the contrast between a (in) sich and an (in) ihm (ibr) also to
convey a conceptual difference. A determination is present in a concept an
ihmwhen it accrues to it because of its external context (cf. GW 21, 112.9—11:
“In so far as that which something is i itself (an sich) is also in it (an ihm),
the something is affected with being-for-other”; also, GW 21, 108.10-11). It
may well be that the determination already implicitly belongs to the internal
logic of the concept (that is, is present in the concept a7 sich), and that a
logician would already be able to recognize it as thus belonging to it on
the basis of its external usage and its genesis as concept. (Cf. 21, 219.13-31.)
As yet, however, the determination is not said by the concept itself — that
is to say, the concept has not as yet expressly appropriated it. It remains,
therefore, still external to it. When the concept explicitly expresses the
determination, then the latter is present in it fiir 7hm, or, conversely, the
concept possesses it fiir sich.

The other distinction is between sich understood as subjective/reflective
pronoun and selbst (“self”) understood demonstratively. It is in this demon-
strative sense, that is, in order to reinforce the sich and the ihm (ihr) thetor-
ically, that Hegel uses the selbst in an (in) sich selbst, an (in) ibm (ibr) selbst,
etc. To further complicate things, se/bst can be used in German, just as it

> See note 9 above.
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can in English, both in this just cited meaning of demonstrative pronoun
or as a noun.

Now a problem of translation arises because English does not verbally
distinguish between objective and subjective pronouns but, when necessary,
adds “-self” to a pronoun in order to make it subjective/reflective. Nor
does English verbally distinguish between this subjective/reflective form
and the same form but used in demonstrative function. (Cf.: “He did it to
himself’; “He did it himself.”) The net result is that, if we were to translate
the German expressions literally, we would come up with the awkward “in
it itself,” “in itself itself,” “for it itself,” “for itself itself,” or with variations
thereof. The problem is how to avoid this awkwardness and at the same
time make sure that, in using “self,” we do not surreptitiously introduce in
English the word’s meaning as noun whereas in German the corresponding
selbst is purely demonstrative. The problem is especially acute in rendering
the distinction between an ihm selbst and an sich selbst.

I concede that there is no single way of dealing with this problem, and
that each carries its own difficulties. I have opted for simply dropping the
demonstrative selbst. In English we only need to say “in it,” “in itself,”
“for it,” “for itself.” I have rejected the current widespread convention of
translating an ihm selbst as “in its own self,” for two reasons. For one thing,
the formula is more of a gloss than a translation. The German phrase that
it translates would be an seinem eigenen Selbst, an expression that carries the
connotations of “on its own account,” exactly the formula sometimes used
to translate Hegel’s fiir sich sein. Mind you, no German is likely to say an
seinem eigenen Selbst; but neither would an English person say “in its own
self.” Another reason is that here more than anywhere else the use of “self”
as noun can be misleading because it suggests a subjectivity which is not in
the German text. Regarding fiir sich selbst, 1 have avoided as a general rule
the currently often used “on its own account” — not because the formula
is necessarily wrong (I have occasionally used it myself) but because it is
unduly verbose and not necessary; the simpler “for itself” suffices.

I admit that the use of “in it” as a translation of an ihm selbst was
often problematic. It failed in context to identify its referent unambigu-
ously. I have often replaced it, therefore, with “within it” or adverbially
simply with “within,” and occasionally with “internally” — in all cases hop-
ing to retain the contrast with the “out,” the “without,” or the “external
other,” which is in Hegel’s mind. Despite these difficulties, one advantage
is that the English text has been rid of otherwise innumerable instances
of the “self” used as noun whereas its counterpart in German is only
demonstrative.
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I have often replaced “in itself” with “within itself.” An sich and fiir sich
can often be translated conveniently as simply “implicitly” and “explicitly”
respectively. I saw no way of rendering in English the distinction between
an and in consistently. Besides, I am not sure that there is a clear difference
in German.

Finally, in sich (selbst), used in connection with Reflexion (for instance,
as in Reflexion-in-sich-selbst) contrasts in meaning — though not always
explicitly so — with mit sich (selbst), this last used in connection with such
term as “equality” or “unity” to express a state of immediacy (for instance, as
in Gleichheit mit sich). 1 have translated the 7 sich (selbst) with “immanent”
(cf. GW 12, 35.1—2, where Hegel uses immanente Reflexion) and the mit sich
(selbst) with “self-” as, for instance, in “self-equality.”

Ansichsein. “Being-in-itself” is the normal translation, especially when
contrasted with Firsichsein, “being-for-itself.” But I have also rendered
Ansichsein as “the in-itself” and “the in-itselfness.”

aufheben, Aufhebung. The commonly accepted translations of these
terms are “to sublate” and “sublation.” These are terms of art which
were originally coined by Stirling precisely for the purpose of translat-
ing the corresponding German words but have now made their way into
the OED. Much as I have tried to replace them with words that are just
as common in English as the German equivalents are in German, and
having even experimented for a while with Suchting’s suggestion of “to
suspend” and “suspension,” I finally had to give up and return to the tra-
ditional translations of “to sublate” and “sublation.” The fact is that the
only common English word which would somewhat adequately render the
double meaning of the German aufheben is the lowly “to take up” (which,
incidentally, is the translation of the Latin zo/lere from which “to sublate”
was coined). “To take something up” means “to take it away” while at the
same time to “appropriate it.” But “to take” is in English an all too widely
used word, and with too many shades of different meanings, to allow the
technical narrowing that Hegel has in mind.

Begriff- Following Geraets/Suchting/Harris, I have departed from long-
standing usage and have translated Begriff as “concept” rather than as
“notion.” B. C. Burt also used “concept” in his 1896 translation of Erd-
mann’s Outlines of Logic and Metaphysics, for the very good reason that
“notion” carries the connotation of being a subjective representation.”
Its meaning is also much too vague. It should be reserved for precisely
such contexts as require a term without too precise a meaning. “Concept”

B J. E. Erdmann, Outlines of Logic and Metaphysics, trans. B. C. Burt (New York, 1896), pp. xiv—xv.
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has the further advantage of being patently connected with “to conceive,”
just as Begriff is connected with greifen, and can easily be expanded into
“conceptual” and “conceptually grasped” or replaced, if need be, with
“comprehension” and “conceptually comprehended.”

Beziehung and Verhiiltnis and the related verbs sich beziehen and
sich verhiilten. This distinction is conceptually very important and crucial
to the development of the Logic. Quite generally, Beziehung affects the
terms that enter into it externally or reflectively, whereas Verhiltnis affects
them substantially. To differentiate the two terms by translating them
as “relation” and “relationship” respectively is not wrong. “Relationship,”
moreover, might also well convey the right nuance of “family [as contrasted
with ‘external’] relation.” But all this is much too vague. I have followed,
therefore, the convention already adopted in 7he Jena System, 1804—s: Logic
and Metaphysics (1985) by reserving “relation” (“relating,” “relating oneself”)
for Verhiltnis and “connection” for Beziehung. To “connection,” however,
I have also added “reference” and “connecting reference.” In this I follow
Stirling who renders Beziehung as “reference,” and then glosses the term
in his usual rich language with “be-drawing” or “drawing together” or
“connection” (The Secret of Hegel, p. 479). It is instructive to note that as
the Logic progresses from the immediacy of the categories of “being” to
the reflectivity of those of “essence,” Beziehung naturally shifts in nuance of
meaning from plain “connection” to reflective “reference” or “connecting
reference.” Verhiiltnis comes into its own only in connection with “concept”
and “idea.” It must be added that Verhiltnis also connotes “behavior” or
“comportmen