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In thbe following fssay 1 lLiave sought to trace the
process by whiech legel's Lozie eame to assume its present
form. 1 have thousht that by arn analysis of the steps by
which he was led to adopt his final conception of the
prineiple and method of Logic, some light might be sup-
plied not merely for understanding the work, but for
determining its ultimate philosophical significance. The

essay is from one point of view an introduction to llesel's

Logie and his system gencerally, and thus no more than the

berinnings of a largse undertaking; from another point of
view it is a chepter in the history of philosophy. It was
thiercfore not open to me to enter any criticisms ontﬁegel's
views; and I have &s nearly s possible avoided all sug-
gestion of ohjeetions and &ifficulties. For similar resa-
{ons f neve only indireetly had ;n view ths many eriticisms
£nd interprét&tions fhat have from time to time been

passed on the work. rfximination of these in detail 1s an
undertaking by itself, and I have ref'rained from any

aireet polemics apainst views net substantiated by the

results of the enquiry.
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THE GROWTII OF HEGEL'S LOGIC.

INTRODUCTION.

The enquiry into the origin and development of Hegel's conception of
Logic is from the start carried on under considerable difficulties. Chere
is'ﬁgt searcity of the material necessary for the purpose, more especially
of material bearing on the eariiest period: andthereis ;;: entire absence
of any explicit statement by Hegel himself of the steps by which he passed
from his earlier vigws on the nature of Logic to that eonceﬁtion of it
which he ultimately adopted. Prior to the appearance of the first
-extended statements fegardipg logic and philosophy generally, which he
gave expression to about 1%09, we have only slight indications of the
direction which his work and his thinking had hitherto taken, and hardly
any direcﬁ knowledge of the books he had read. Some years later the
influence of his immediate precursors, and nore esﬁecially of his
companion Schelling, is decidedly manifest. But too much importance cannot
be placed on this fact. To begin ﬁith'in no case is Hegel the professed
follower of any of thoge with whom he maj‘agree very cloéely; opinions
which he expresses are held and uttered as his own. We éannot attribute
to others the origination of ideas maintained by Hegel himself, by whom
indeed the results arrived at by previous philosophers were rathoer

aceepted as aids to his own development than conclusions admitted as final.

=



Further Hegel's very earliest expressed relation to Xant and Fichteis
essentially negative; it is one of disagreement. He admits indeced that
the pfinciple adopted by each has in it 'speculative truth,' and is of
value for philosophy, tut he argues that the conception which each took
of this principle was limited, so limited in fact as to make their
attempts to work it out merely exhibit the insufficiency and self=-
contradictoriness of their conception. His relationfl to Schelling's

Vw3 _
Eharibee is to 2ll appearance nuch more that of agreement and acquiescence.
So much is this the case that at one period it is difficult to distinguish

- . - Seens
Hegel's own view from that of Schelling for whom he «#ms to act as defender
(1)

and expositor. Even here howevoer the agreement is not complete, as we

shall show lzter on.

k] t 't“‘ ej

we are not at liberty/to argue that he adopted another attitude
S

during his early career to Schelling than he did 1o Kant or Fichte, that
Schelling disagreed less with him on_the whole than with the other two,
that these latter never met with aceeptance from him at any time but only
with Aisagreement. The reason that we learn of this agrecement is not
because Schelling was the only person with whom Hegel could agree or had
ever agreed bhut merély vecause the exigences of Hegel's carcer required
him , after his instzllation aé lecturer in the University of Jena, and

on his entrance into the philosophical cirele gathered there, to give

(L)
Werke I, 'Diff. 4. Ficht u. Sch. System.’
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some deelaration of his rosition. If therc had heen occasion for am
declaration earlier in his career doubtless we might have discovere;l
decided affinity with Kant or Fichte. When we remember that Schelling's
was the primary philosophical influence at Jena when Hegel went there, that
he was in faect the only considerable philosopher in the University,(ﬂ‘ich‘te
having left Jena about ITSGJtWo years hefore legel -wﬁ‘?rmw) it will
scenm natural encugh that Hegel should on entering express himself in
azreement with the slready established and pronounced philosophical
tendency o_f'-the University. The reticence and want of emphasis with which
this agreement(}) is expressed indicates even tha‘t‘it m'eant/\mor‘e than
-absence of .di.sag:feement.- The‘agreémentim can:ot/(h::e lasted longer
than two or perhaps threeqyeax’s, and canﬁm continued efter 1803,
when Schelling left Jena(h) and the 'Critical Journal' which they had
jointly edited for azbout a year (1802-3) ceased to exist.

And Hegel's subsequent attitude to Schelling justifies us in
m.ln;mlls;'ng the influence exerted by Schelling no less than in the case
- of Kant and Fichte. For no sooner docs Hegel discover, as he must have
done hy 1803, that Schelling's principle is inadequate to exrlain vhat it

professes to solve, than Hegel breaks away from him and thenceforth pursues

_ _ A )
2 course entirely his own. <= After the publication of the Phenomenology

(1)

- See the ‘le‘f.‘% d. F, U. Sch. Syst.' ad fln.zé
Honnra tftlsMw.. We—f“ﬁ-" 2

ﬁ)crd&o{‘MMe?.,J ‘r”?“ / ﬁ'

Rosenkranz HegelsLeben 198,
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in 1806f1iané rrobably for scme time rrevious to this, Hegel seems to have
been in no arpreciable degree influenced}still less assistedjby his
contemporaries. i;;giyéllowing fully for the influence exerted upon him
by the philosophy of his day, and it cannot be questioned that Hegel finds
himself to be one with it in principle, still the manner in which Hegel
vorks cut his ﬁrinciple in detail exhibits hardly more than a verbal
similarity, a cimilarity of terminology, between his philosophy and the
systems of his immediate predecessors.

We .cannot thefefcre find our material for tracing the devglopment of
the Logie simely lying to hand in those works of his three great
contenporaries which szyreared vhile his own views were immature. If such
wewethe only material available for our purpose, the development would
remain 2 sealed book, or else the discussion of it would be a tissue of
mere suggestions. The value of thesze works is at best merely indirect;
they assist in bringing into relief by way of contrast Hegel's own views;
= to confiné attenticn snlely to them and their probable influence on
Hegel's thought is entirely misleading. For this leaves est==mdx out of
sight the decided and unquestionzhle influence exerted én Hegel by the
study of Greek philesophy, and.especiallyﬂin his carlier period, of Plato,
It is rerhaps not too much to say that he received as much help from Greek
philosophy for the solﬁtion of the problem set by the philosophy of his déy

and answered as he thought so inadequately by his contemporaries, as from
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any system of his own time.(l) ilis reading in Greek philogsophy had been
continuous for years, and his study of it waes carried on during his
aw%enthtfon in znd zrpreciation of modern philosophy. So that by the time

—

he came to lecture in Jenaiand certainly latgg he seems 1o have had the
X 7
widest zcqueintance with the history of philosophy of =11 the e niemporary
representatives of the subjeect. Xant's knowledge of the history of
rhilosophy seems never to heve heen extensive, nor his interest in it
kz2en., Fichte's activity was wholly occupied with the completion and
' development of the Kantian principle, z2nd the catisfaction of the
philosophical ®3#mds of his own time as he understcod them. Nor again had
hmﬂhepirjuaﬁigﬁéaubn&r
Schellin%(concerned himself to any ayprreciable extent with the sysicmatie
study of ¥ rreceding philosophers. Hegel however seems undoubtedly to
have rossessed a wide and thorocugh acquainﬁance'with.the history of
philosophy before any part of his own system was published. The evidence
for this is found in the fact that the lectures on the history of
nhilosophy deliverad in Jena 1805-8 (i.e. before the publication of the
"Phenomenology of Mind") were, with the exception of slight changes, and
considerable extensions, the same as those which he delivered later and

(2)

which now form part of his published works. His opinions on the systems

(1)

v. Rosenkranz 'Loben Hegel's' p.62,

(2)

Rosenkranz *Hegel®s Leben' p.201.
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of his immediate predecessors or contemporaries were therefore by this time
already formed, and his judgments regarding their principles he never

v . . | : -
altered. This being the case we do not secm entitled to suppose that
llegel's system gimnly grew ouf;%ﬁgn of his predecessors, and that the

N
germs of all his conceptions can be found if we go no further back than
Kant.

On the other hand it is true that Hegel himself considered that his

. m : F
gystem completed those of his immediaie eaiddodendys, and removed their
S

limitations and onesidednass. Dut then this was not because he merély
rearranged and restated their results in a_more systematic, (or in
énother systematic) form or considered himself simply_ﬁheir truest
expositor, but rather because it was itself a part of his own scheme bf
rhilosophy to view his system as a truer philosophy. For on the one hand
it succeeded theirs in time and wes therefore the latest step in the
dialecti; of the history of philosophy, and on the other hand the

prineiple of the philosophy of his day, as he conceived it (Spirit, Mind,

*Geist') had become explicit, ‘conscious of itself' in his system.

On the whole then we may conclude that reference to Hegel's more
immediate antecedents can only serve to bring out by contrast, rather than

by direet elucidation, the meaning of his prineiple or conceptions. But if

(1)
Rosenkranz 'Hegel's Leben' p.201.
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we treat thelr work as subsidiary, the only available material for our
purrose must hte sought in the record of Hegel's carly history given in
Rosenkranz "Life of Hegel," supplemented by the "Letters of Hegel"
collected by Hegel's son, and also in g&; relevant M
tt-Hcgel's published works. To these therefore we must primarily confine

(1)

attention.

(1)
Rosenkranz "Leben Hegel's" 1844: "Briefe von u-an Hegel." Hrg. v.
K. Hegel 1887: Hegel's "Werke" ed. 1832~35.
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We shall most readily open up the subject of our enquiry if to begin
with we indicate the direction from which Hegel approached philesophy,
the attitude and interest he possessed or was led to adopt in resard to its
problems, and the dominating ideas from which his gystem finally arose.
Hegel's earliest work lay in theology. His merely professional
interest in the subject seems to have ceased probably a few years after

leaving the theological seminary in Stuttgart, hut his emancipation from

the influence of the formal sch@ol-theology caeme much earlier still than

b TR

his resignation of a theological career. I%t was therefore through theology
that he worked his way into philosophy; it was out of the necessities of

_the former that he
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beeane avare of the need of the latter, znd the supreme importance of the

. problems of theology was felt by him &ll through his development. We shall

s 2%

nake to discover how far the conception of God derived from or based on

see the bearing of thig later on; we need only mention in passing the
rercated recurrencelof theological conceptions throughout his work to
illustrate the significance which theology always jcssessed for him. In
addition to thealogy, and next after it in interest, in his carliest period,

(1)

hiztory and law clzimed his attention, and it was the problems which

(35

sucpgested themselves to him in the course of his study of thesc subjects,
pursued apparently without any definite aim at first, that induced him to-
seek in philosophy for some means of solving them. Thus we find him
engaging in a critical examination of the main facts and ideas of religion,
and seeking in Kant's philosophy, and apparently finding there some answer
to his questions. From ﬁis letters to Sehellingcg) we gather that he
either accepted Kant's results entirely eor accepted them provisionally and
sought by the help of them te understand current religious conceptions.
This interest in Kant's results meant primarily en interesf in Kent's

ethical and religious conclusions; which is indeced what we might have

e o ’ ® R
anticipated. ';hs example he %g an attempt which he projposes to

SThanat vt

(1) (2)
Rosen. Leben p.45. Ros. 'Leben' 85 £f, (‘'Briefe,' 6ff.)
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‘moral faith' can be actually used in dealing with the physical world, in
what way the moral progressiveness can be held to meaﬁ natural (physical)
progressiveness, how a moral theology can be worked back into a physical
theoclogy.

_.Too rmuch importance cannot of course be attached to such general
statenents as appear in the letiers; the infermation conveyed is t00
indefinite. All we can safelﬁﬁdraw From them is an indication of the kind
of interest.Hegel at the time jossessed in regard to Kant's theories and the
attitude he adopted towards ithem. That interest we repeaf was primarily
determined by the value or importance Kant's conclusions would have for
the elucidation of religious ideas. Hegel's attention seemed to have.been'
for long engaged upcen the 'Postul ates or practical vea son' solely in this
connexion. Nor did the significanée of:Kant's fﬁndémental prineiple~—that
the Ego is the zbsolute for and in +mewkedse———escape himj though his full
appreciation of it was greatly essisted and in part determined by the >
efforts made by Fichte and Schelling just about that time (1794-5) to
devélop its meaning.(l) Hegel's own reflection on Kant's principle end
its execution led him in the first instance to adopt the same view of it,
to regard it in the same light as Fichte, whose development of that
principle started as is well known from the 'practical reason.' For to

Hegel as to Fichte its primary importance was found in the spheres of

b .«
v. Third letter to Schelling.
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morality and religion. On _tho one hand the se]{:}eg!s]&twe character of
moral reason, and the concertion of freedom thereby enunciated once for
all, estahlished man not merely as that which is of supreme and highest
worth in the world, hut also as a being that, as a2 rational end in
himself, 1is by his very nature of equal rank with every rational spirit.
On the other hand the determination of the object of religion according to
and in %ﬁzzﬁ.of that wvhich is the supremec element or factor in knowledge,
the writing ‘large® of the ego of finite knnwledge and expericnce in the
form of the absolute Ego, was not a difficult step to take and was rendered
for Hegel during this period casier partly by the help of the contemporaries
named, »ut still more because it seemed to afford ample satisfaction to the
needs of the religious Crnacarwaneds which he seems &t the time to have
been more espeeially endeavouring to understand. - Neither however in the
case of Fichte nor in that of XKant did he arpear to accept more than the
principle. We have his own explicit indication that he considered wgant's

(1)

view reauired development,

1

and Fichte he scems never to have followed in
detai
The above noint of view having onee been gained, and its value for
morality and religion to some extent appreciated, legel héd taken up his
first philosophical position, and obtained his carliest theoretical

conviction. Much as he deviated from his original mode of construing that

(L)
v, Third letter to Schelling.

(Y v ™
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position, nevertheless his starting point secems to have been made here. All
that it meant to him at this +time we have no means of accurately determin—-
ing, as no explicit working out of his interpretation has been recorded.
What we are auite able to determine is the general significance which in his
view it possessed. His primery interest in the position was the value of
it for the moral znd religious life, both as a means of harmonising his own
conviections and opiniqns on these subjects and of increasing their meaning
for him. Its importance for science as such, or even for rhilosophy as

(1)
such did not seem to arpeal to him. He acknowledged willingly enough
the significance and use made of it in this reference by others, (Fichte
and Sehelling). His interest in it was much more rastricted, and it was not
for some vears that its wider significance beccame of supreme moment to him.
He seems to have seen, for instance, in the conception of the absolute Ego
precisely what was wanted to determine in some intelligible manner the
religious conception of 'Sririt,' than which word (Ceist) hardly anylrecurs
sasobdon in Hegel's utterances. We need not dwell further on this fact at
present, andﬁﬁbuld not emphasise it so strongly did it not throw so much
light on Hegel's attiﬁude to the non—-ethical and non-religious aspects of
experience, for examnle on his view of Nature as a mere 'counterpart® of

[ 1 t L

nind, as that which is in itself 'dmpgeetent.' It indicates an attitude of

(1)
ep. "Briefe" I. p.lO.
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moral and religious self-assertion, an intensity of emphasis on these
aspeets of experience which was charzcteristic of Hegel from the beginning

and which he consistently sustained to the ond.

Naturally enough the hold which the above principles had on Hegél
at the outset was not due tc this merely intellectual appreciation Gf :

their intrinsic objective mezning as such and for its own sake, but was. . '%:

LEY

v

derived from the more or less emotionalised convictions and opinionslwhiéﬁ&
gave value to these principles, and which they helped to supﬁort. Such'anui
unsystematical and_uwncaﬁéécxuﬂ adoption of principles so far-reaching in
their nature and so comprehensive in content could have only one result——
mysticism. And this seens to have been Hégel's intellectual attitude at the
time of his leaving Switzerland for Frankfurt 11?97).(1) _ HqAread_fhe works
of Egkhért end Tauler, and himself made ventures in indefinite theosophical
speculation. His mysticism was the product of religious convictions
supported by an uneriticised philosophical position. The coﬁvictions geem
always to have remaincd with him; his aim in their regard being simply to
understand them and systematise them. They do not seem to have been

wrung from a severe mental confliet hut were the result rather of a spirit

of acquiescence. They seem simply to have been felt as ordinary necessities
Y o+ vaoraid

og(life and adopted as such.

His theoretical tenets however hegin in the Frankfurt period to change

(1)
ep. Ros. 101-2.
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their form; his epprecisticn of their meaning and zll its bearings
egradually seems to grow upon him. He develops & new interest in lhem, an
interest of a different kind. As hitherto he continues his work in history,
ethics and more particularly religion. But his increased acquaintance with
these subjects seemns to have made him aware of the intimate and essenﬁial
relation which these subjects have to philosophy. He came to see that
from the indefiniteness of mysticism the caprice of mere *Schwarmerei’, and
of 2 religious life hrased on feeling, there could be only one escape and
defence, namely to make definite and precise the ideas and conceptis
employed; and this was the business of philosophy. He began to perceive
th=t the problems of morality and religion are really only part of a
larger problem the solution of which alone can guarantee a true apprecia-

tion of these two aspects ~f experience themselves, that the answer to the

questions set by morality and religion is to be found, if our knowledge of

them is to be sufficient as well as complete, in philosophy or metaphysie

and not elsevwhere. This new and larger interest in the subjecfsto which he:
had hitherto eonfined his attention removed finally the limitations of his
view both of these subjects and of the principle which he had adopted to
make them harmonious. We find him meeting the new problems he has to face
not by abandoning the principle whieh had hitherto served him in the case

of morality and religion zlone but bj deepening his appreciation of this
prineiple. And his reason for this simple transition seems not difficult

to find. Religion is the relation in which man stands to the highest
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reality; the object of the religious consciousness names that highest
reality, sums up the meaning of 211 realiity into this its highest form or
expression.(God, namely) and all that is real and has a meaning in itself
is contained implicitly in thet Reality as such. This Highest Reality
iz then in a2 definite sense all reality whatsoever. Consequently when
Hegel discovered that the problems of religion led him at once into
rhilosophy he 4id not feel that he stepped into an entirely new sphere,
that he would take up in philosophy an entirely different object. It was

in a sense the same object that required to be dealt with; it was indeed
~

(&= hecause Lhowas the same ohject thetauaa-d&itf]ﬁ&¢h-bgifoth philosophy
» ety

%and religion, fhat.txnhxaﬁ-his whole interestﬁ§n the former for its own
sake, andﬁinéagg; W to view the latter in the ljght of the resulis
therehy attained. For both philosophy and religion deal with the whole of

- reality, the reality in itself is the same in both cases, but the
expression of it,-and attitude towards it are different in each case. This

: CcmﬁﬂvawuL¢w of object-matter it was then which: made possible and
necessary for Hegel the transition to philosophy for itself, for its own
seke. Still the "motif' for sueh a transition must again be emphasised;'
it was primarily in the interests ﬁf and from the point of view of,
religion. Even when ﬁegcl scems to have abandoned himself to philosophy
for its own sake without any appearent ulterior or implieit reference, a

little consideration will soon show ug that he never loses sight of

f religion. To take only one indication; it will be impossible except on
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this assumption to explain whf religion should occupy the p:lace it does
in his “Bnilosophy of Wind," which is the most *concrete’ form of reality
for Hegel. It was of the very spirit of his philosophy to assign to
religion the place wﬁibh he gave to it. It is true he places philosophy
highest of all in the(Encyclopaadia} but, though this does not substantial-
ly affeet our ccntention, at the first stages of this new transition to
the philosophiéal interest of which we are speaking, we note that he
maintaiﬁed that religion wes highest, that "philosophy must cease with

w(1)

religion. From one roint of view we may even regard his whole
philosophy as 2 prolonged attempt to *reconcile philosophy and religion.’
His introductory chepter to the Philesophy of Religion seems to possess
1little or no signification if it doés not support the contention here
maintained;(g) and th;s_%orkxwas one oflhis letest utterances.

If the above explanation of Hegel's new interest in philosophy be
accéptéﬁ-we can see not only how his interest came abéut, bﬁt why he should
have appealed to philosophy to solve his problems and not to a special :
science, say the 'science of religion' in the ordinary sense. The latter
would have left unsolveg precisely Hegel's problem, which was to determine

more completely and accurately the contents of the 'true' Reality, and not

to state how this had been regarded by different ages and peoples, what

(1) (2)
Ros. p.08. : Philos. d. Relig. I. p.5 (1832).
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emotions it raised in them etec. ete. And we see too that such a
treatment and enquiry as he desires would not do injustige to religion as
such hut would put it in persPéctive. ¥hile not allowing that tpe
relisious consciousness alone expressed what was meant by Reality, it
would still admit that it expressed that reality truly, bﬁt would hold
that that rezlity was otherwise determinable, because it contained other
elements or aspects than those which had primarily significance for
religion, and because there were other forms of consciousness which sought
to exrress reality as a whole. Thus his_change_of attitude towards
religion, and his change of interest in the object of religion did not
lead him to 2 rejection of that principle which had proved of service in
the more restricted sphere hitherto of primary importanée to himj; rather
it led him to determine more accurately the content ~f that principle.

The 2bove considerations then will sufficiently indicate tﬁe lines
along which Hegei aprroached the rroblem of philosophy, the motives which
led him to interest himself thoroughly in it, the demands he made upon it,
the needs he thought to satisfy by it, and the general point of view from
which he set himself to the task. The new interest which he developed

ahout this time soon manifested itself in definite form. He mmade a

general but incomplete, and zpparently unfinished sketch of the various

parts of philosophy, showed this relation of the parts to each other and
in part developed each. It meets us as the expression of his first

definite views on philosophy and partakes of the nature of a scheme rather
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than a system. It is probable that the construction cf it had cecupied
him for some years, hut it appeafs in its present form to belong more
'par'tirmlaz’ly to the,years 1799-18CC, As it is here that we meet with
his first utterances on Logic we nust first of 2ll briefly indicate the
general nature and content of the scheme and then determine more precisely

the view of logie there fcund.
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PART I.
11971-(569

After what has been already said-wé are prepared to find that Hegel's
supreme rrineciple is Spirit (Geist). VWhat he is to attempt to do is to
give some mére or less systematic knowledge of the supreme Reality zand the
relation to thét of other rezlities. His whole procedure ﬁherefore is
determined by a judgment of value in virtue of which he decides beforehand
what of reality is highest, or whet ‘'highesi' as applied to reality means.

And the sphere of experience from which he draws this conception of highest

reality is’as we see}primarily religion. At the very outset he names this

~highest reality Spirit., Why he should have adopted sueh & prineciple, why

- he should have hegun there, apparently without any preliminar§ enquiry, with

hardly any criticism of it, seens inexplicabl%{on-the ground surgested—

;Inamely the religious interest in the problem. For unquestionably this name

}would more accurately describe or indicate the nature of highest reality as

- understood aznd accepted in religion then any other name that could be

. found. In this sense then and from this point of view we may say that,

if 'Geist' be taken as the password of Idealism, Hegel was idealist from

i the start. Idealism indeed was rather an assumption or dogma held at the

.
5
:
b

3

coutset of his philosoprhising then a finel conclusion from it: a.® standpoint,

not 2 result of philosophical enquiry.
It is also his religious interest in the task of philosophy, it is

the dominating influence of the point of view and the claims of religion

éwhich determines his conception of philosophy throughout this period and
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the purrose assigned to it and its instruments, thinking and reflexion.(l)
Thinking, reflexion requires for its activity en opposition, in part
an opposition to what does not think, in part an opposition betwcen
thought and what is ?hought zbout. Such an ornosition is not cverccome in
thought itself and wed is csgential to reflexion. But in religion all
finitude (orposition of clemmnts) is overcome; that vhich cannot be
obtained by fhought end vhich yet the mind seeks to attaﬁin is accomplish~

(2) Hence he maintained at this stage that "philosophy

LRl B e e

ed by religion.

must enase with relision."

statements actually given by Hegel at this time. They are too abstract,

sl ade and indefinite. But still they none the less indicate the
aand

influence and importance of the L on which. we lay

It must be noted however that in the earliest stages ‘spirit' as

L=

so much stress.

arplied to the highest reality has not the same determinate meaning which

it comes tc have later when the use of the term is made precise by a

. careful development of its content. A similar indefiniteness is founQJas

indeed is natural ard inevitablg)in most of Hegel's terms s used in thes

(1)

v. Rog. 94-06,
(2) -
Because in religion the finite life shares in, is 2 n~tw~vw4-ﬁﬁr- '
identifies itself with the infinite life.
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preliminary stage§. Not that ‘apiritt)even as found at first,is not

1

determinate; it is de”irit. = 'L Lo he employed as z prinecijle; hut it is
la*anQULnLn
more = concepii.rn Wapaas— & reality (namely highest reality, which for
Hegel is absolut. -zality) without any hut the most genoral and indefinite
meaning being attached Tt~ that COnCGptiﬁﬁ a3 such. %%g nature therefore
AAAAA
GRsL 23 1t has is determined not so much by reference to the character of
*spirit’ as actually found in experience, as by reference to the genercl
character of the reality which it is intended to designate. This character
contains such attributes a3 all-inclusiveness, determination of zll by
itself, unity with itself, and the like. 'Spirit' perhaps even in
experience may seem to come nearest to what such a reality is; still
inasmuch as Hegel has not developed at this stage what he means by spirit

in its most fundamental nature, cond has hardly done more than indicate what

- *absolute' spirit means, we are forced to maintain that the term is used in

i, [rpst L ok Lot dniile bendit o b
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its vaguest and most general signification. This contention is still

further borne out -hen we observe the ease with which he slips into still
% * ng. _ ; _ .

vaguer and even metaphesical phraseology vhen referring to the highest

)

reality.

. (2)
Highest or absolute reality is thet in which 2ll opposition

(1) : '
He uses 2°94. the term "Life" to designate the Reality and treats
it almo§t as the edquivalent of "Spirit.”
(2
Ros. 114-5,



terminates and is reconeiled; it is one, and is the supreme unity; it is a
self, which refleets or projects itself into difference, and finds itself
in this difference; it is porsonal in the sense of being Igo, the

'abaoclute Ego', and possesses therefore 'ahsolute self-knowledge.' Sclf-

(=3

knowledge in fact with 211 that that implies is the most determinate
charaéteristic of Absolute Spirit. It presents, or lays hefore itself
_(ﬁarstellt) an other; and that other.is ﬂature. That other is its own
other, the other of its self and therefore in thét other it knows nmerely
itself. But that other is not simply presented to the mind (Absolute
Spirit), it is not 3imply contzined in it as an idea is in the conscious—
ness of the knower; it is a 'living' rezlity, is completely ahd entirely
real, it is thé absolutely real other of ahsolute living spirit. This
difference between 2 merely ideal other, and a real Pa&éﬁ&’ other llegel is
at pains to eﬁphasise. lle maintains that the other which is for the
anstract simple 'Idea’ of ahzolute spirit is not that which is the other
for the real actuzl *living' absolute spirit. The former is a purely
logical other, the latter a rezl other; the movement, precess or pessing
to the other in the first case is o logical process, in the second it is
more than logical it is metaphyéical. Still he doe%ino'more than indicate
this diffefence; vork it out he does not at this stége. The affinity
between 'logical' and 'real' other cannot weil he'fﬁﬁored. For naturc odeo

o
hae 'Tﬁealitgﬁiwith reference to Spirit, is 'ideally® 'a moment in it; 'the

~=olute unity of spirit is not real or ahsolute:Ego in nature.' Still,

W"—A—’H—w‘ ‘
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ohscure azs this difference is, Hegel naintained strongly that there was &
difference between the two forﬁs of othefness and that the difference was
vital. |

Beyond this very general statement regerding the relation of Absolute
Spirit and Nature Hegel does not at this stage go. He merely indicates in
the most abstract way thet Absolute Spirit must gather up into itself zll
differencg;all otherness, Nature included'and *pass no more beyond itself.i})
Absolute spirit so regarded he speaks of as the 'absolutely simple negative
unity,' the 'absolute mere nothing.® Wﬁen he attempts furthér to describe
Nature itself he does so both by positive and negative'eharaoteristics, but
mainly the latter. These latter are determined simply by reference to
ahsolute spirit; for which it is. Nature is gpirit which ‘'does not know

itself' as ahsclute spirit; it is absoluteself—reflexion, but does not

-reflect itself, does not itself project itself, which is not for its own

self B¢ unity which reflects an other and knows in that other its self.

_Nature is not the purely negative simple unity of absolute spirit as such,

_which can be named the absolute lhew-ems. Pogitively determined on the other

hand, he calls Nature that which, because the other, (an other e.g. which"

lacks the essential unity of that of which it is an other), is simply the
absolutely discrete, that which is the purely differentiate and side—hi%ide—

ness, pure quantitativeness, and indifference of itself to itself; hence its

T Iy NP o L M - S U R e e e e R

(1)
Ros. 113,
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character of endlessness, endless movement and change. He elso speaks of

Nature as knowledge (i.e. 23 distinet from sel_—knowledge); further as Life,

)

hut a 'formal’ life, a life which is in itself, and not a life vwhich is for

In e2ddition to these two prohlems rresented to ;hilosophy by nature and
;sp rit, Hegel finds an&ther in the abstract formal thought—determinations of
ireality as known, in the abstract characteristics of thpught and being,
§€§;§:ﬁ&' eand 'Sein® and their relations. He says explieitly nothing at 211
%a,cut the relation of the contents of this last problem to those of the

‘others. le does =% seck to distincuish the logiczl idezl formal concepts

{frbm the realities as found e.g. in Nature, hut beyond indicating that in the

: > - : 1 1"r
(latter the formar are 'suhlated* nothins is nald.( ) e are left however

Etn conclude in a general way that the logieal determinations are the abstragt'
:content of ahsolute spirit.

| The obevious inadequacy of the above scheme thus generally stated is
;probably Que to the fact that it pretended to be no more than a sketch of

E

,his general position in philosophy, that it was apparently not finished at
Jleast as regards spirit as such (which was dealt with only with reference
to morality), and that he was not as yet fully aware of what was necessary

An order to determine completely and systematically that Reality which he

;?et out to know. What has heen so far stated yields us the following

L3

(1)
Ros. 114,
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¢snelusions i——
1. That Hegel's philosaphiéai interpretation of reality at the
carliest stage starts from, proceeds from the point of view of Absolute or

Supreme Reality, which embraces in itself the whole of reality.

=

2. Thet such a treatment of the whole of reality has its scurce in a
religious interest in reality as a whole; for it is onlj in religious
expericnce that reality is taken as a whole, and in its totality: and that
:consequently the prineciple which is the assumption of the religious
_consciousn2ss, (that Absolute Reality is Spirit) must hold in ptilosophy
;likewise for it is the same reality in hoth cases.
5 3. That philosophy is therefore with Hegel 'speculation® from the
ioutset, and his interest in thg fundamental aspects of reality is of this

(1)

: nature; and that being concerned with the whole as such it is

: . L .
%necessarily S},rstetgg v 2—""‘"""] ﬁ"u; W‘SW “ MM{ ot
: 4, That this absolute Reality appears, expresses itself or is
?expressiblg by three orders or most general and fundamental phases, or
'éméﬁenfé, f%é ﬁﬁrely ldeal, Nature, and'Spirit (or Mind) strictly; and that
iqonformably with his m2in problem, his interest in and treatment of these
%phas 5 is solely speculative; that therefore his conception of nature in

:particuler is determined from the side of an? as a2 mode of spirit and in

(1)
i Ros. 102-3.
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: G . :
no sense as apart from spirit. llence from the heginning there is
maintained a distinction between philosophical knowledge and ‘ordinary’
knowledge, hetween the philosophical view of Nature and the ‘common® view
held by 'common sense' or ordinary science.
5.. That while a fairly definite connexion is expressly indicated
hetween nature and absolute gpirit, this is not clearly defined Hegel being

rather at pains to distinguish them than to show their inner conncctedness;

that in any case no 'transition' in the strict dialectical sense is made
from one to the other; that there is no 'transition' indicated from the
Ideal (logie) to the real (nature or spirit), at most he merely indicates
.that they arc distinet moments of the one spirit.

6. That his methoé:treatment and terminology employed in dealing with
%the ultinmate reality as also with nature is primarily mystical,
;metaphyggéal = undetermined)and Tettered by the obscurity of mysticism.
His idealism at this stage is that of = religious mysticism not of absolute
iknowledge; his principle is dealt with in toto et abstracto and not in

extenso et concreto.

(1) -
Ros. 118.
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Such being his general position at this time we must now state in
détail his view of logic.(l) And here at the outset we must steer elear
of an error into which it is perhaps easy to fall, and from which Hegel's
biographer seems hardly to have kept himself free, namely that of regarding
Hegel's earliest scheme of logic 2o ==mesdwssmSs identical with his final
view of its problem and content. This is cértainly not the case. The mere
;fact that Hegel distinguishes emphatically between Logic and Metajhysic
~would itself sufficiently make this evident; and when we take note that he
:disﬁinguishes between our knowledge of the absolute spirit and the knowledge
Twhich that spirit has of itself, and again is at pains as we have seen to
| digtinguish the ideal thoughtcontent of the real, or rzther the ideal
rresentetion of the real from the real itself without exairiting the inner
~involution of the one with thé other, the difference is clearly very marked
- indeed hetween his early and later points of view. And thus it comes about,
.as we shell see presently, that what is the Idea of absolute spirit or the
- absolute spirit qug Idea does not form part of logic at all, but rather of
;metaphysio. There is in short only the most distant resemblance between the
logic of this period and ité lgter form.

Hegel distinguishes from the Philosophy of Nature and philosophy of

spirit what he designates 'theoretical® philosophy. The point of the

(L)
Ros. 104 frf.
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distinction, which is perhaps not happily named, seems plainly to be
that wheras the two former discuss the relations and connections of
concrete real ohjects as they actually exist, the last treats of the
formal, abstract general concepts as concepts of what exist not simply
as concepts but as real. It would be inaccurate to deécribe it as a
discussion on knowledge, for only one part of it is concerned with
knowledge; and it is not simply ontology, nor again is it merely logic;
it comprehends 211 these parts of philosocophy.

This theoretical philosophy he divides into Logic and Metaphysiec.
In the former he deals with the nature and formel character of being’//
and of thought taken abstractlﬁ and generally, and taken also as gver
againgst and opposed to each other. The discussion cof logic falls
therefore quite naturally into three partg a. the determination of the
general character of being (being i.e. in general the “real“,not “pufe"

*eing), b. of the general character of thought taken also by itself, c.

8.

of

the method by which heing and thought in their separateness and distinet—

ness may be and are related to each other. All these threec are determined

and indeed arise by our external reflexion, we abstract and fix in formal

definiteness being and thought; not even (c.) therefore is the reflexion

of the thing by itself, it is our reflexion on the relation of (a.) anad

(b.). Hence since reflexion or movement of any reality through itself and

in itself is taken to be what knowledge means, and since this requires

not reflexion upon the reality, but the reflexion by itself of the
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content of reality logic is not concerned with knowledge, the latter falls
out of its province and is dealt with by metaphysiec. OSuch discussion by

metaphysic is however still formal, ideal, because dealing with the

: i
eonceppual ‘“nature of that which reflects or relates itself to itself.( )

'Logic therefore,' Hegel states, 'ceases where the relation ﬁ (c.) (above

v (2)

indicated) cecases. It is true he suggests as an alternative name for

- metaphysic 'Logic of Reason', distinguishing it thus from 'Logic of

WL TR s T (TR 5 s

Understanding;.(g) But such a terminology is quite loose and misleading;
For logie would then be the general name for the whole of theoretical
philosophy; dut in that case the above statement that logiec ceases at
relation of being and thought and that metaphysic succeeds to it has no
meaning, and would be unquestionably opposed to Hegel's general position.
Doubtless the term 'logic of reason' suggests a oléser connexion between
his earlier and later view than the term metaphysic; none the less the
term 'logie’ is ciearly inaccurate and loose in this connection.

Logic then in Hegel's present sense deals with the purely abstract
and formeal determinations and characterisations of being and of thought, 
taken each in the definite meaning usually belonging to them as distihbt:
and distinguishable entities.l This does not as we shall immediztely sce

imply that Hegel conceived them to he fundamentally opposed, and

(ay: (2). (3)
See below. Ros. 110, , Ros. 104, . 2
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unrelateable; z11 that this division of the subject matter of logic means

is that these are the ultimate-?aw}wm cf what is determinable by external

- thinking 211 along; it is systenl and systematic connectedness which is his

b . ote 0 AR B 0]

reflexion. The discussion in both ceses does not confine itself to a
aimple statement or catalogue of the determinations of each; there is a
astrenous endecavour to unite by some inner connexion these various

qualifications. And this last feature marks Hegel's plan and method of

dominant 'tendance.' Not@w that he is at first clear as to how this
connexion is to be ohtained, or vhat is its ossential method: all we can
claim is that it was an unhesitating presupposition that such connexion
must be Found and that he endeavoured in some measure to realise it from
the first.

The diseussion of being (the real) deals with its categories, which
fall into two groups, those which determine being taken by itself, and
those which determine ite relations. In the first group we ﬁave at the

cutset Quality; this is the most immediate determination of being.

i-Qualily raises itself or gives rise to Quantity by virtue of the

: indeterminatepessjdf its character which essentially implies limitation;

o B
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for quality is limitation. Quantity again possesses as its forms the
numerical one, numerical plurality, and numerical allness. If further we

combine the concepts of ~uality and quantity we shall find that they are

‘constitutive elements of Infinity. For this last is the m.qa'.-u.mof one

quality through another, and of one quantity through another, or of =
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quality through a change in 1its quantiiy or degree. From consideration of
these we get two kinds of infinity, that which is the result of a
quantitative determination of 2 quality, (ths quelity in this cese
persistently esserting itself and uniting therefore in the form of a

o
quantified qualiiy hoth determinations i.e. quality ¥ undetlerminateness
i.e. gquantity), and that which results merely from the passing of one

) vathes v
definite quantity into another. Here thenfye find already the *true' and

the' false @ infinity, dadrmnsd

Without further elaboration or analysis Hegel passes to the second
group of categories, those namely cf the relations of being. These are
Substantiality, Causality, and Reciproecity. His conception and analysis
of these were at this stage for the most part the same as that found in the
‘later forms of his system. And we £ind even that here as later reeiprocity
iis the category wh;ch leads the way to the notion, or concept as such
(Begriff); and since Hegel at this stage takes the concept to be the
absolufc form of thought, reciprocity forms the stepping-stone on which we
Epass from the discussion of being to that of thought, it is the link which

- LM, : ¢
unites the emﬁg%fgéeal determinations of logie with the thought

4}

determinations. : 77
The elucidation of this inner connexion between the two is perhaps

- the most substantial and permanent contribution of this his carly logie

éto his later system; and that he should have made that connexion cleér to

éhimself thus early in his development is in itself very significént and

zthrows considerable light on his general pcint of viey For it indicates
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to begin with .hat he thereby completély broke down the wall of separation
‘Ttetween teing =25 such and thought as such, which was set up by Descartes
and which endured up to Hegel's ovwn day. And it shows whet for him the

*relation of thought to being' meant; the method he took to show their
3inner connectedness was not that of a critical analysis of thought, and
iits capacity for knowledge, nor was it that of a deduction of the one out
%of the other, the one (thought) being sk a8 the ground, while the
éother was wrenched from it as a ovvwa1p~;4n Rather to Hegel both are
;actual in their own right and with eéagl right. But they are connected
iessentially because the "sﬁbject“ is zlso "substance”, because substance
;has its truest form in spiritual substence, ag 'substantiz cogitans' i.e.

. as subject, that consequently rerrocity which is the highest formal
édharacterisation off substance will necessarily lead us to the concept or
?potion, the absolute form of though{? Hegel thus turns from the form
‘which this vital distinction (between being and thought) had received in
.“is cwn day, especially at the hands of Kant, and takes the distinction in

;its final most universal form which was likewise the form which it

3

foriginally received when it first eppeared in the earliest stages of
fmodern nhilosophy——the distinetion namely hetwaen the 'two substances,’
?*suhsta%i;a cogitans®, and 'substantia materialis.' This was the root of
;he mattgr, and Hegel, we may sey, made out that these were not in reality
%e&;dgeJOus, that the former was not simply the abstract passive universal
I;upport.of properties, hut was that whieh determined its activity as its

i f—s“"j*'“"“
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own, was conerete and universal at once, and mmde=emm® its content
through and by itself, 2nd related it to itself——was therefore Subject,
which was at once all that substance could be and was more. And since

thought was the content of the subject, the direet and immediate connexion

"

was estaplished between reciprocity as the completest determination of

being and the conceprt which was the primary form under which thought

(1)

appeBred.

We cannot however do morc than give this general statement of what if

(2)

expmnded night lecad to a long digression. The above explanation will

iperhaps sufficiently indicate the point of view from which Hegel must have
%prcceeﬂed in order to establish 2 relation of whatever kind hetween

Treoiprocity or the "paralytic infinity" as he then termed it, and the

: HAJJLLA4§L1 ‘ _
notlon, the zbsolute "infinite" self—smsipemee (unity between universal

'

ipartieular and individual. Such a relation as he sought to exhibit is

?merelv an instaneqé*consequence of a point of view which determined even

et

1frﬁn the start his whole conception of the content and purpose of Logic.

iAooor‘dmn‘ to this point of view mind and object thought and being (reality)

l

;were elements in one total reality; they existed together side by side, and

i (D
" This connexion however was not established in the same way as later
ﬁﬁ)nor did the significance of the position above described present itself
;to him at this period in the way it did later. All we have is the general
pogition. See below. f"“ .Uﬁ
(2)
‘ See zlso below : e
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tand were hoth realities, forms of the one comprehensive Reality. The

.I{ -

“buginess of Logicx(the ebstract general science) was simply to state the

i '

igbstract content of this one Reality without limitation of that content to

1

Tthe one element in the whole rather than the other. But just this
iexposition of this content marks off Logic in Hegel's sense from Logic as
iordinarily treated. The latter is "formal", it deals with thought only and
;ég opposed to being. Hegel's includes both thought and being. As opposed

(therefore to "formzl logic" in its ususl traditional signification, Hegel's

Elogic deals from the first with what iseénstitutiw@ of zll Rezlity; it is
\"Transcendental Logic."(1)

In pessing from this discussion of being to that of thought we may
imerely note the very close similarity there is hetween these categories of
Ebeing as given by Hegel and the 'table of categories' in the first paft of
fKant's 'transcendental logic.® And in vicw of his Opinion(B that the

possibility of the *completion of science' was opened up by Kant's system,

:and would be reelised by following out the principle it contained, such a
i
‘resemblance might perhaps have been expected. As in Xant we have quantity,

Equality, relation so here we have auality, quantity, relation.ubvurdnlalﬁ

Hegel omits partly hecause it is clearly not a category of being in his

¥

sense, and partly for = reason which will presently appear. But whereas

1
&

——

L

(1) o (2) ,
- See belov. % 3{ = Ros. 10. : (‘v }n-SFWV*
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% for Kent the order in which the categories were stated was immaterieal,
i seeing that his purpose in the ‘tahle’ was merely to make a list, a
é catalogue, and to make it complete, for Hegel the order is of the first
éimpor,ance. Fgr his aim is not simply to state all the categories, but to
%state them in systematic connectedness with one aznother; and for this
-%purpose it is obviously essential that he should determine with what to
?begin. Hence Hegel starts with quality and that apparently for two
:'rea sons (1) because cuality is the lowest most elementary determination of
oA h01ng we can find, and (2) simply in order that he might connect quality

D e
;and quantity. To establish which, in the connection of these ﬁiﬂ.illﬂ!s,
éshould be priorkcould not have caused great difficulty, because the
éimpossibility of gett;ng quality out of quantity was a fairly obfious
5philosophicai commonplase, and nothing was therefore left but to unite them
;by starting from the side of quaiity. We cannot however lay too much
;;stress on this similarity ﬁetween the two schemes of categories, proﬁounced
iand unquestionahle though' that similarity is. We have‘already indicated
Ebur reasons for not pressing too closely in Hegel's case an apparent
'idépendence on his predecessors which night be discoverable in his

terminology, and here we find, where he seems simply to borrow from Kent,

<
&
.

ja divergence which nust not he overlooked. For Hegel does not mean by,
HEEET;;‘H;TéxQEEEEEE, vhat Kant inecluded under that term. Indeed we might
_say that quality in Hegel's sense was not 2 category at all for Kant. For

ithe latter, 'quality® is 2 general name for certain categories; for Hegel

i‘
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it is in itself an abstract determination of being. Dut we cannot pursue

PERENEE AT Y Om.

further at present the connexion in detail between theml

§ The connexion between reciproeity and the concept or notion (Begriff)
%having heen indicated we have now to learn what the nature and feature of
;the concept itself is. It is in the first instance determinable from that
relation to recirrocity. Substance as the universal differentiates itself,

and is not merely differentiated (is not merely passively recipient). It

ity S cota il S or Gl e Tarkl -t

. therefore owns the opposites as its particulars; but relates them to itself,
, and distinguishes itself therefore from them, therby constituting itself
subject of them, ideally (;MNW“Junw¢&1) containing them, and not merely
the substraté in which they "whase " But in so uniting its differences

| in itself, distinguishing itself from them and yet relating them to itself,
it is not 2 mere universal, nor a mere medley of differcnces, it is a self-
relating individual. And ihese three are the'moments' of the concept or the
' "notion.” They aré not external to reflexion, they are themselves realised
in our reflexion, -and accepted by it as its own moments. Our reflexion is
their actual reflexion, it is the relation which they themselves possess
gwith cne apother.

The noint of this reference to 'reflection' becomes ohvious when we

bear in mind the content of the Logic. The categories of heing form one

;reflected moments. In the notion we have content of mind proper; our mind

3
3
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is the reality in question. The reflexion of its (the notion's) moments
igs the reflexion of our mind)thaught proper. Our reflexion is one and the
seme with the reflexion of the moments of the notion. In the categories

of being therefore we have the reflexion of being as it is; in the moments

of the notion the reflexion of our thought as it is, "our reflexion."

Thought and being however are not absolutely severed; for the notion is

the "idezl reflexion of being." But what this further mezns, and how the

- "reflexion" of cach is reclated Hegel does not here indicate.

The notion further appears as definitely determinate, i.e. concretely

es universal, particulsr end individual. It appears also as judgment, and

;finally as syllogism. In the form of judgment Hegel considered two cases,

- one whcre the subject is.habmamnwi.under the predicate, the other where the

]
3
i

rredicate ig Sbasresd. under the subject; in the former case the predicate

is first definitely bm“ | , in the second the subject. He sought to

‘ [4
~convert the purely negative character of the predicate in the infinite

T Sy

¢

4

- ‘ - - - - ) -
Judgment into a positive chearacter, to conceive the negation of being as the

/

-denial of 2 pgotentially necessary'predicate. For this reason he did not

zmention modality as a qualification of judgment.&il The assumption being

£
£
r
t
1

e

:

apparently that where as in this case all judgments become necessary,

modality ceases to apply to them. ©Syllogism likewise took two forms, a

E '
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(1)
Ros. 109,
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'frelationé of opposed predicates inside a subject which holds their
“determination ideally in itself, and a relation of two opposed subjects
;identified and united inside the reality of the fredicates. This distinc—
“tion gave him the hypothetical and disjunctive syllogisnms.

These various determinations of the concept were not treated by Hegel
}at great length, and the barest outline of his meaning is the most that is
Tindioated. Ve zre simply leé to conclude that these moments of the concept
ihave gignificance solely for thought, and inside the sphere of thoughe.as

‘an actual reality msesesassssenprssinageadion,

2 The separation which he at the outset makes between being and thought

“he attempts in part to overcome by his doetrine of "Proportion," which is a
{kind of methodology and aims at finding how they may be connected, by what

‘means or on vhat terms they may be brought together. As might be expected

+

2 this relating of the two eevwes in the first instance from the side
jof thought; for fhis is the reflexion of being, and its own moments there-
ffore have a relation to being as such. Hegel attempts to establish an
?'equality' between the universal and the individual; and this by three

fmethods, Definition, Division and Proof. The first determines a given

{

subject by reference to and in tewms of its universal, the second by
t

;presenting the differences which the subject in its universality can
:
.contain and in which that subject can particularise itself. So far the

= 1]

"proportion' is determined solely hy means of our reflexion, ourm
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*dialectical’ treatment of it. In the case of proof however the reflexion
;is by and through the reality itself; the reality 'reflects itself'; it is
the actual unity of the universal particular and individual; and proof just
eonsists in this totality mediating itself through itself. This
thorcughgoing mediation can be nemed 'construction,’ and from another point
of view, that nemely of the complete Bjuality' of fhe reflexion with itself,
:édeduction.'

The foregoing statémont of the nature of proportion, as will be seen,

L)

eontains no reference directly to 'being'; and indeed we would naturally

[

genclude from it that proportion meant not a relation of being to thought,

/4
but rather a relation among the component elements of the concept, i.e.

‘between universal particular and individual. FPFor the discussion secks to

Adetermine by what methods a universal is to be formally equated with an

1

individual. It viould secem therefore more appropriate to have treated
proportion as a subsection of the discussion of the concept. Still when it

Jis borne in mind that the elemmnts of the concept are not taken to be

errely the moments of thought, but, as thought is the "ideal reflexion of
{ihe real," to be moments of or have direet reference to being, the eecwaemsds
__:M\‘propor‘tior{‘ between heing and thought is not inappr‘épr‘iate. And the
_éeed for bringing together in some way the elements of Reality already
Iéeparated gives roint to a separate discussion on the "proportion" of being
?nd thought. In connection with this part of the Logic it is for our

Purpose necessary to note the identification of the process in proof with

&
-

I
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the process of the real itself, which as it were proves itself; this has
clearly a suggestion of the later attempts to determine the character of
. w " #
the real for and in itself, of the idea as such. To this however ve
shall recur immediately.

W%th thé discugssion of Froportion Logiec proper endé. That we have
there is & somewhatl systematic statement of the fﬁrmal abstiract determina—
tion of Reality furnished by reflexion. The content of the Logie is not
dﬂﬁ;nﬁ%-vnukﬁﬂnn but éetermine@ vy refliexion from without. It is our

reflective activity which constructs the Logic. When therefore an

‘equality' or union is cstablished between the form of reflexion and the

- content, when these are mediated through each other, when the content

Fontinl

ol

reflects itself and furnishes its own determination, we pass from the
sphere vhere formal concertions stand in various relations to each other,
where’because in relation,these concertions lie apart from each other and
retain a character by themselves. The sphere to which we rass is named
'knowledge® (which is the ‘equality® of reflexion with content). But it
is to bhe noted that the content in questiﬁn is metaphysical absolute

content, and the knowledge iz absolute knowledge; and hence the name given

by Hegel to this sphere is “etaphysic. Yhat he has to do in fact in

* metaphysie is to discuss absolute Reality abstractly, its formal but

. self-determined, self-explicating moments; and since this self-

hy=ppesmn g ot

determination is only possible through its content, which is itself, the

process of reflexion must implicate the 2bsolute content; we have, in
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; short, absolute knowledge, the formal moments and process of absolute .-
? spirit. |

This knowlege comprehends 1. a system of principles which form a
complete sphere in themselves 2. objectivity 3. subjectivity. The first
%contains the discussion of the prineciples of Identity, Contradiction,
zExcluded Middie and eivv-~uJL and Consequent. All his characteristic
iconceptions of-thegprinéiplesare 2lready formulated and expressed in thEsq
?early treatment of them. In particular we find him insisting on the
%neeessity of contradiction as an element or factor in a concrete identity,
Eﬁhich develops and thereby differentiates itself info opposites., His

j mastery of this fundamental principle at the outset of his philosophical
:;career is very significant. His discussion of the second feature
f(objectivity) is in itself somewhat strained and unfruitful, though as an
j--_iru?a'.ca‘t‘.ion of_his present attitude suggestive. By objectivity he
,;understands, the Soul (or 'Monad'), the World, and the Supreme Being. And
léihese are connected with one another, demand each: nother. Objectivity is
.fa self-sufficient self-determining reality. This qualification is
'Efulfilled by a self-conserving individuality; the primary form of
Eobjectivity therefore is the monadésoul,'or simply the monad. Monads differ
Eand various individual souls are M under one monad-genm§as their

fground. Thus we get a variety of generic monads, 6r'monad—genera. The

jtotality of these genera make up the world. But as such the world is a

&

fmere aggregate; this aggregate however has its unity and its ground in the
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Supreme Being, which contains all differences and is the creative principle
-of the various monad—-genera. The Supreme Being is the gewvs of the
:genera. But so conceived and as such it is simply the abstract universal
;for which the various individual genera exist and over against which they
fare rlaced. Consequently a completer more inner relation between this
;universal and its elements is found when it determines them as its own
gmoments, posits itself as universal in their indivi@uality, raises itself
;in short to self-conscious Subjecfivity. Here alone have we thet which is
ildealitg without qualification. Only when the Supreme Being is an Ego can
iall the endless multiplicity of its content become tranSparehtly
jrecognised'as its own. But again the Ego, as we know, is theoretical, and is
;practical. ‘In both these cases however the subjectivity is not absolutely
?selfwsuffieient; for in both cases we have a limit which is not its own,
_in the former case in what is given to be known, in the latter in what is
éﬁemanded as thét which should be objective. Absolute subjéctivity nust
Etherefore be distinet from both of these, it must unite both and be
féb501uely at one with itself, absolute form of subjectivity and absolute
;eontent at once; in which knowledge is eternal without any beyond; its
iéoncept immediately realising itself, its reality possessing ideal existence

;in itself. Such is the idea of Absolute Spirit, of the Absolute Reality.

But even when Hegel has so determined this Supreme Being, the doubleness

wh1oh we have noticed in Hegel's present attitude asserts itself here too.

_For in reference to the formal character of absolute spirit he points out
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that while a2bhsolute spirit relates itself to itself and so makes of itself
an 'other', this relation is one thing to absolute spirit, another thing to

~us; for absolute spirit it is that which is ip-finite, that which is not,
and is not determined as, a limit}; for us on the other hand, i.e. for
- spirit which is in process of realising itself, that relation is an other
. to spirit, we take it in its otherness, it is over against and as contrast—
ing with and so limiting absolute spirit.
This earliest scheme of logiec will be seen on examination to contain

at least the germ of his later and final logie. It indicates to begin with

W T L e g rw Pagh e LTS TR LR TN

© the point of view from which he regarded the problem of logic and the

4 function he assigned to it in a gsystem of philosophy. For Hegel rhilosophy
; has not to commence with a criticism of 'the nature_ﬁnd limits of

% knowledge.' Here at the very start he parts company with Kant. What

? philosophy has to do is to determine in and by thought the essential

f hature of Reality, absolute and finite. Acting on the principle which he
later described as learning to swim by entering the water, Hegel at once
;-assuﬁes that the knowledge philosophy proposes to furnish is possible, is
‘not to be sought or justified by & preliminary enquiry, but has simply to
’?be expounded and exhibited. This was in the first instance due to the fact
;that Hegel started from a conception or principle (that of spirit) by which
;reality was to be explained and 1n£erpréted, a conception which as we saw
éagreed with the needs of religion and the'general conclusions of the

_fphilosophy of his time. What he had to do therefore was to make clear the
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| content and implications of this principle. And,directly connected with
; this, in the second place it was due to the absence of any question
; regarding the relation of thought to reality (being). Whether thought is
% able to know or how far it can know being at all, is a problem vhich from
; the start he never seems to have considered, at any rate never discussed at
g_length. These prima facle divided elements of experience secm never to
é have been dealt with or regarded by Hegel in absolute separateness; it was

¢ always as elements,factors, contents,in one total Reality that he

i eonsidered them. This made it both possible and necessary for him to start
éfrom the whole as a whole, as a unity, and thence deal with those ultimate
;;elements simply as different contents inside this one whole. There was
_ftherefore no initiatory problem regarding knowledge, philosophical or of
iany other sort. The only problem was to state in some system the content of
jgthe whole.

| Now the universal conceptions, thoughts, forms constituting reality
Eéfurnished the matter for a science which had been dealt with by all Hegel's
{active and prominent contemporaries to a greater or less extent——the
-fscience of Transcendental Logic. There was every reason thérefore why Hegel
éwho, for reasons indicated, adopted the prineiple common to all these

;thinkers, and characteristic of the philosophy of his time, should also in

'presenting his views systematically have found it necessary to state the
ﬁfundamental conceptions of reality, in other words to make Transcendental

}Logic 2 necessary part of his systém. And because for him there is no

e i rices o)
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the

abrupt opposition betweenytwo ultimate elements in reality, thought and Lol
being, the Logic contains the formal universal concepticns, contents, of
both, not of the latter only as in the case of Kant. These elements are
% the start wiamda of.a whole; are as such on the same level;
transcendental Logic therefore éoncerns itself with both, each furnishes
content to the Logic. The whole Logic is thug the exhaustiveﬂ@&tément of
tﬁe formal deternining conception of his own Principle. And this general

position on which his Logic is formed, and from which it proceeds, remains

virtually the same throughout all the history of his Logic; it is the

- general and indeed the only permanent element determining all its history;

it is the vital prineiple in all its forms, the common germ from which they

-all spring.

The Logic then is from the first transcendental. So far Hegel came

- at onee into line with his immediate predecessors, and agein in dispensing

+ with a preliminary criticism of-knowledge he took the side of Fichte and

Schelling egainst Kant. Hegel in all this must be considered if not the

follower at any rate the independent and confessed puﬁil(l) of Fichte and

Schelling. But the discipleship'seemsuéfer, even at this early stage, to

have gone beyond the acceptance of fhe géneral position adopted, defended

(1), =
Briefe-I. 21.
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and expounded by them. He was in fact too much bound over to Kant their

i common master to be simply a follower of Fichte or Schelling; and on the

. other hand too sympathetic towards and convinced of the value of the

f position insisted on by Fichte and Schelling to meke it possible for him
te attach himself exclusively to Kant. He was in short independent of =all

&, and had his own reasons for adopting such positions as he shared

L

‘ with them. Thus we find that the Logic of Hegel markecdly differs from

« that of all these prominent contemporaries; freom the start it diverges

! into a péth distinctly its own.

At the time the above logic was put into shape (between 1798 and
-é1800) Hegel must have been acquainted with the most important works of

;Fiohte which had appeared up to at least 1796-7; and we have distinct
E
;’evidence that he had carefully studied the 'Wissenschaftsl&href of 1794 as

_fwell as the * KAl aller Offenbarung.'(l) Yet there is hardly a
;trace of influence on the details of Hegel's Logic of the detailed and
'gpeculiar construction of the prinoiple which Fichte expounded in the "W.

5. And this in spite of the community of principle between Eichte and

13

”%Hegel. Even if, then, as is most probable Hegel regarded the "#. L." as a

[

 form of Transcendental Logic we still find Hegel constructing a Logic

i (2
swithout immediate help either as to content or methodq from Fichte.
@ —

- v. 2nd and 3rd letters to Schelling. Briefe I. 10-17. .
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Again Hegel must also have become familiar with the earlier

a :
fichtqgised views of Schelling as these are contained in Schelling's

first philosophical writingsi——— "Uecber &. Mggltchl(elt wndim Form

eimer Philosophic Uberhampt" and "vom Ich als Principg ctec.”
both 1795 and "Philos. Briefe uber Dog u. Rrit," 1796. Probably not much
detailed help could be found in these works for his Logic as they did not
themselves present a system. In any case they did no more than help Hegel

towards an understanding of his fundamental principle; they could hardly

| determine the course of his Logic. Even Schelling's “Fhilosophy of

i Nature," we may” note in passing, which appeared in 1709, bears little or no

i resemblance to the content of Hegel's "Philosophy of Nature" belonging to

{ this time, so far at least as we can gather from the extracts from it

given in the biography. It is possible however that Schelling's work

- may have appeared later than the time at which Hegel's sketch was formed.

1

Finally close as is the resemblance, as we have. already noted between

+ Kant's transcendental Logic and Hegel's early Logic the differences are
f{too striking to be ignored or to be considered differences of detail. For

“indeed the initial position of Hegel (that Philosophy is concerned with

Ethe vhole, that the opposed elements in this whole are factors in one

-~

f unity, not radical orposites) distinguishes completely the presupposition

(1) _
" V. 2nd and 3rd letters to Sechelling Briefe I. 10-17,
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of Hegel's Logic from that of Kant's, so completely in fact that

"transcendental” "a priori" hardly means quite the same to Kant anfi Hegel,
at least in expression. For Xent "transcendental" means primarily or
ostensibly subject~constituted, applied to that which the subject
(thought, understanding) must have in order that the object mag be
necessarily constituted, if it is to be possible object of knowledge, and
it is for the sake of object that the concention must be transcendenta%‘or'
Ithat transcendental conception is required. The whole point oq‘idea of
'transcendenta{’ turns for Kant on that initial distinction between
thought and g'subject and object mthe_ consideration of which indeed
his vhole view starts and which to the.end rémainé vital t& it. llegel,
following Fichte end Sehelling,.seizes upon the kernet of Kant's theory,
synthetic a priori conceptions and their "deduction," ' emphasises solely

. their constitutive function and charactér, plants himself firmly on the
hasis of Kant's whoie structure, self-consciousness in its unity, and,
casting aside Kant's preéuppositions, deepens but at the same time~dhn)tb-
- transforms the subjective~transcendental conception into all-sustaining,
all-pervading fundamental universal objective*transgendental conception.
Hegel starts from Kant's result, hut escapes or avoids his conclusions
(the inferences from that result) by fh%uéihgf_ to recognise or be
influenced by the presuppositions fron which Kant started. Hence it is
thé%i;egel thought as well as being has also its fundamental 'transcendent=—

al' conceptions, and these,as well as those of being'fall inside the Logic.
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Thus it is that while the categories of being in Hegel's Logic show close
resemblance to.Kant, the treatment of the notion which forms the second\
part of Hegel's Logic zbove has no analogue at all in Kant and by‘the
nature of his view could not have. That Hegel should have taken this step
so early in his carcer is extremely significant, and that his Logic should
.have held so closely by Kant as against Fichte or Schelling indicates very
decidedly his historical affinities.

But it must not be supposed that Hegel fully appreciated at this time
the significance and importance of transcendental Logie. " The Logic is not
a complete exposition of ultimate conceptiong The conceptions sgain are not

exhibited as determinations of his single principle; they are not shewn to
be moments of spirit, self-consciousness; they are assumed to be énd
iaccepted as such moments; but how: or why is not established. 1In thié
;-reSPect his early Logic does not profess the same thoroughness as Fichte's
;W. L. And again it seems that on the whole the Logic is a subordinate
épreliminary discussion in his present scheme. His main interest and the
?important part of "theoretical philosophy" seems to We in "mectaphysic.” It

- is here that content 'reflects itself', it is here that the Idea is found

N

6 whieh nature is the 'other'. His idealism at this point is not at all

]
Zlogical idealism; but rather metaphysical idealism. His principle simply
%as a conerete fact ccntains in its conereteness all reality. The treatment

%éﬂi the formal abstract content of this principle seems to occupy a

I: -
, secondary place in the scheme.

h kT
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And when we pass from such general considerations to take the
*theoretical philosophy' in detail its téntative provisicnal character
hecones ayparent. To begin with, the distinction of logic froa; %
metaphysic shows merely a close adh-erence to tradition. e Sineeﬁliegel-
had not yet' done more then nsmed the principle of reality and viewed " . v
absolute reality as such in the light of it without determining completely
‘and explicitesdly the nature of that principle itself, such a distinection
was perhaps also ineviteble in hig scheme. The treatment of the formal

:concertions as such naturally falls at this early stage apart from that
of absolute reality.

The division again of logic into a discussion of tﬁe formal aspectis of
being, and of thought (thinking, Denken) shows in scme respéctsrgﬁcloser
adhérenoe to tradition than is found in Kant. BEeing is not taken in his
later sense; it is not in this carly view a category at all; rather it has
categories. And$ﬁt is the general use of the term being which makes it
unnecessary for him to have what aftefwards appears as the discussion of
essence. The qualifications ascribed to being are, aé we noted, taken
dircetly from Kaﬁt. Hegel_seems'to have been at no pains to amplify them;
or even closely to critige them, A possibie inerease to fheir number does
not seem to have occurred to him. The oni& nodificetions he introduces are
primarily due to the nced of Systematisiné them, to weaving them into one
ftexture. Sueh systemdtisation in fact is the sole contribution of Hegel

to the discussion of the categories, seems indeced to have been his only
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i;%erest in the discussion of them. And it is this same interest which
induced him to connect the determinations of being with those of thinking.
‘In this way being and thought, &g originally separated, are viewed a&g
merely distinguished inside reality; both are forms of reality; hence the
possgibility of an inner connexion bhetween their qualifications. As‘in
_the case of being so in that of thinking the determinations related by
jHegel are those currently attiributed to it; no extension or examination of
them is offered.

The doctrine of *proportion’ is made necessary to his scheme because
%of the distinction so pointedly made hetween thought and being; it is
%hecessary to complete and to round off his logié; having separated he must
?somehow bring the parts together. Beyond this significance, it seems in
?itself artificial, and vnn44;dig.iP% the forms included under it are simply

‘those accepted by logic, and belong vvﬂéwﬁ;ja to the doctrine of thought

¢
;proper. It contains hnwéver, end this is its importance for us, Hegel's
tearliest attempt to make logic"ohjeotivé?yin it Hegel seeks to leave the
?éubjective as such (thinking) and to state those formal determinations
-Fhich the real Pcﬁja for itself, and which are not simply attributed to
iit by external reflexion. This is particularly seen in his interpfetation
'?f proof. Indeed‘it is difficult to see why, except on the gencral view

;above stated that logic contains simply the formal character of the real, and

is consirticted by means of 'external® reflexion, rrcof should not have been
[r. '

included under metaphysic. Hegel has not yet identified the %@rms, laws,

RIS S3 T LA
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% modes of procedure, ways of thimKing which hold inside the real with the
reality; &: yet form and content of the real are kept in some way distinct.
: Hence under the doctrine of proportion he merely gives the formal character
E of proof.as such, as 2 mode of procedure.

It is only in the metaphysic that we become acquainted with the

t content of the real. And here almost without exception , Hegel has simply
%_adopted the results oflhis predeceséors, and has merely connected them
é gystematically by a method and for & purnose of his own. The first part,
; the system of ground-principles of the real, contains merely those
: principles which philosophy up to Hegel's day had shown to be necessary
%.to experience. They are however interpreted and expressed in the

{ characteristically Hegelian manner, i.e. they are viewed not as principles

simply
neeess;?ﬁlto knowledge of the real, but principles in and of the real

. itself——they are not simply forms of reality they are reality itself,

;'It is this conception of them in fact which seems to justify their place

+ in his metaphysic; and this is significant for his whole attitude, which on
ﬁithis point at any rate he never changed. It is, for example, the content

. of the real which makes contradiction possible, as well as the solution

- of contradiction. Mere inconsistency of concepts in itself mecans nothing,
}for‘these concepis can oniy contradict if they possess content, and the
:contradiction they can exhibit is in virtue of thet content. Contradiction

; therefore is the essence of the real. These principles however are notl

Eéconnected in any way with the other parts of his metaphysic; they are.

L
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treated as elements of the real, and nothing further is stated of them.

Then too the second part begins auite abruptly with the essence, or
fundamental nature of the real. This part does little more than repeat
the Leihn§tz~ﬁolfﬁﬁn metaphysical conception of the real, and its

[

difference from his later view of 'objeectivity' is too glaring to need
. comment. The real is divided in the usual way into the self, the world,
and God, and = monadistic interpretation of reality is given. That
Hegel should simply have accepted without extensive enquiry the
monadistic scheme of the world indicates the uwmv“gkm‘- character of his
- idealism at this period, and of his conception of spirit.

Yot a view which like Hegel's regarded spirit as the princijle of
the real qould hardlg,have done otherwise without a more thoroughgoing
, interpretation of spirit. As we have indicated)all he was concerned about
in the first instance waé to hold this conception of the real. He had
! accepted the view that the selfhood of spirit is' the primary reality,‘
" that Absolute Reality was spirit, and the natural form which such a 2 i-7 %
é conception at first cnuld take would be that all reality is spirit ;
fidifference in reality meant plurality of spirit. His idealism meant at
. this stage-reality is thinking beings (monadistic idealism) not as it did
% later, reality is thought (1ogical'idealism). That he should have advanced
;from one fto the other is significant for the interpretation of his scheme F

. indicates the line of his development. This view of spirit which he

;adopted, and his conception of reality as thereby determined, account for



his early view of logic as a discipline gerarate from metaphysic, and also
'for‘the neced of a2 metaphysic as distinet from logic. Hence too it is
evident not oﬂly that they are not systematically connected, but that on
~such a view they do not require to be connected.

It is toc he nofed that there seems little connection between his

given in the metaphysic and his view of nature in

vicw of the ‘world' as g
;the_philosophy of nature. In the 1att6ﬁ}nature is the determination of
-apirit, spirit in itself hut not for itself; in the former the ‘world' is
the totality of monad—-genera. These views are nerhaps compatible; but
étheir arreenent is 2t least not obvious.

Agzin in regard to the conception of Absolute Spirit this carly view
shows a striking end significant differeﬁce from fhe later. This early
:coneeption of the Sﬁpreme Reality was Deistic. All reality is not
?Absolute Reality; nor egein are 211 finite realities 'moments® of the one
}Ahéolute Reality. Absolute Spirit is one reality among other rcelities; it
15 the sur:reme monac— O‘M . But it is distinet from is even separ'aj:e
?frem the others; for it 'alone is the abscolute union of objectivity with
?subjectivity, that whieh is the other teo it ié itself, it knéws no other
Zbut itself. Such a conception was perhaps natural enough on llegel's cably

?view of spirit. BAnd this conception is a metaphysical idea; but while in

- some external respects it resembles the determination given to the'Absolutg

5

?Idea: it cannot he at all identified with it. He is careful too to point

“out that this metaphysical idea of the Supreme Reality is only idea; is

gy N e T
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i:not the reality itself———a difference on which we have already
r cormented dg.
i The trensmutation of this metaphysical idea into the logical, and the
%removal of the distinction between the metaphysicel determination of the
'-Supreme Reality and the formal determination of this Reality in itself in
iall its completeness, we have to trace in his firther development.

It only remains toc conclude this part of our discussion by pointing
¢ out the unsatisfecteoriness of this early attempt to frame a scheme of logic,
'Its fragmentary character, its incompleteness, its unsystematic form, its
{uncritieal treatment of its concepts, the ambiguous insistence on the dis—
r‘tinetion between form and content, thought and the real, a distinction whiecrk
fat one time seems abrupt at another hardly seems discoverable, the
iuncertainty and indefiniteness in statement, the merely relative indepen—
-idence of his point of view and even of hig treatment,——all this is nquite
.fﬁanifost from the féregoing. He seems in fact hardly to have been aware
.;of the real nature of the problem he had undeftaken,.or of the kind of
isolution which would satisfy those needs on behalf of which he had turned
ﬁﬁo rhilosophy. And his conception of his problem seems to have been limited
cand overpowered by his close adherence to the results znd views of his

_Ibreﬁecessors in the field, views whieh he had accepted perhaps too readily,

_énd which he had not yet fully determined for himself.

i v o . .
N Of one thing he scems to_havel?ssured~—-the necessity for thorough=-

.gbing system in philosophy, aﬁd this with however limited success he

..',? :
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certainly strove 1o attain.(l) That such 2 claim was ineviteble on his
view of the ‘object and purrose of philoscphy is obvious enough. With this
as his 2im he seems to have vorked special parts cof his scheme into as
systematic a form as they could well admit e.g. the treatment of
Substantiality Causality and Recirrocity. On the other hand it is just as
evident that certain parts of his carly scheme are not systematically
Econneeted, anﬁ bhear no résemhlance excent rerhaps ;n name to his »
later results. This incompleteness of system seems due to the limited
iappreciatinn of the neced for thoroughness, to the looseness of his terms,
Ee.g. formal, abstract, etec. hut mainly to the absence of any definite
: )
' method for attaining it. The means by which system in . the eerly scheme 13 !
ibrought about is that of analysis of the concepts and relation of them by
;external reflexion upon them. This relation may take the form of that of
{ genus to species, (as e.g. in objectivity), or simply that of implication.
+ A given concept € is analysed and found to contain a certain element A which

~whielr-characterised another form of reality; but A by itself does not fully

jdetermine C, we require for thet purpose another eslement B. It is not A

(1) - . |

. The conception of orgznism, organic unity, which is the basis of

_Hegel's idea of system, was early realised by him. It has especcial pmess

at this poriod in the srhere of ethics. v. Ros. 124 ©f. | ~
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therefore which demands B but C which demands hoth; nor dces B by itself

: . 3 b
fully determine C. One category does not *rass whlo another; they

" exist side by side. Sueh connection as does exist is quite externzl. The

o

(o)

E-process of uniting the differeﬁt moments is not inmanent in those moments

: themselves, hut operating from without. The Logic is Logic of externzl
reflexion; it is our reflexion the recflexicn of the subject investigating,

- that determines the content of the Legic end its arrangements And when he
declares that in metaphysic the content 'reflects itself', it is not made
clear hovw this zelf-reflexion iz related to the external reflexion. The
conceptife” of reflexion is as 2 whole uneritical, confused and undefined,
and seems to have as many fcrms as there are matters to be reflected upon.

" There is philosophical reflexion as the process of philosophy s a whole;
there is sxternzl reflexion in the Logie; 'ideal reflexion' characterising

? the notion; self-reflexion in the metaphysic——and these are in no waj

i relzted or critised. There is therefore striectly speaking no one method

€

in this early scheme; and this accounts for the he?&ogeqéty and incomyplete—

. ness which the gsystem exhihits., He does indeed describe reflexion as a
'movement’ but this simply applies to it as a process. Aﬁd again he uses

i the term(dialectic)to desceribe the process of ncgating'limiting’and
defining the ccntent; but it has no precise meaning for him; no meaning

?_distinct from what it might have had for azny one using it after Kant or

§-Fichte, but yet not using it in their restricted and specific sense.

All these obscurities ere perhaps inevitable in an early scheme

i M IR A
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which is rerhaps merely tentative, and too much ought not to be expected

from it. Still these difficulties point the way to the course Hegal nust

pursue if his view is to gain clearness and completencss.

- b e
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PART II.

THE GROWTH OF HEGEL'S LOGIC.
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; PART 1I,

We should expect the deficiencics, the errors, and unecritical
Epositions which we discover in the early view to be gradually removed in
;the course of Hegel's development. And this is what to some extent is
;found in the next period to which we now pass. The more prominent defects
%are removed in the first instance. The difficulties and ambiguities under-
ﬁlying the distinction of Being (Seyn) and Thought (Begriff) are met and a
idefinite interpretation offered of their nature and.relation. The
‘distinetion of form and content as the basis of the separation of logiec . =
%from metaphysice is dropped, and vhile this distinction is still in a sense
tmainfained we shall find that it has anofher meaning, is determined .in
ﬁanother wvay. The nature therefore of logie and:metgbhySic in this new view
‘is in decided eonﬁrast to the earlier. And with this change also the
;uncritical adoption of the results, both in metaphysic and in logic, of
gpreceding'thinkers, to which we referred, vanishes. The breaking down of
%the abrupt distinctipn of content from form leads likewise to an
;assimilation of logie to metaphysiec; the latter becomes more 'formal’, the
former more concrete. The incompleteness in systematiec connexion between
ﬁhe elements of the two disciplines as also between the various parts of
?hilosophy is in a measure removed by the adoption not so much of a

_philosophical method as of a2 more determinate philosophical point of view.

 A method in the striet sense he has not yet obtained. How far completeness
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" of system could have been realised by means of this principle we cannot

{ decide, as no detailed scheme similar to that already given is presented

'in this period. What we have in fact is rather the analysis of ternms,

principles and systems. We still find therefore greater precision and

- definiteness in Hegel's conceptions, which come from a reconsideration

- and examination of ideas and facts hitherto simply accepted or even

f assumed. We thus have rather the elements and fundamental principles of a

. system than an actual connected scheme.

We have only material to enable us to determine Hegel's general
attitude and the main influences which dominate his thinking in this
period. In a sense it is one of transition. Hegel becomes conscious of
his philosophical position and master of his terms. But still the

principles adopted at this time are not worked out and some of his

i positions are in his later treatment modified or even abandoned. We

- might perhaps naturally expect that Hegel in such a period of criticism

W
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would prove establish and defend the position he actually adopts; hut this
is not the case. Trus to his characteristie manner of exposition he works
from the prineciple, adopted as a conclusion, and we are left simply to
state what this is without being infdrmed as to why or how he came to
adopt it. We shall therefore best bring out Hegel's view of logic at this
stage of its development by first of all indicatihg his general

philosophical position at this time and then stating more fully the place

.and nature of this logiec.
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The period we are considering Talls between 1801 apd 1807, hetween

" the departurc of Hegel from Frankfurt for Jena and the publication of the

- 'Phanomenclogie.

' Hegel was drawn to Jenc in the first place because

he felt thet his apprenticeship was ended and that his 'Wanderjahre' had

' best be spent in filling some post at a university} and in the second place

because Schelling, with whom he had for years kept up friendly correspond—
ence, and with whose work and thinking he was thoroughly familiar, was

teaching a2t Jena and advised his going thither, the university being at that

- time the literary and philosophical centre of Germany.

et S
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Such a step meant much intellectually as well as practically for Hegel.
The hitherto dominant interest in religidn pure and simple scon became al-

most wholly supplented by the interest in philosophy; the religious view of

‘facts in the world gives place to a purely philosophical interpretation of
- them; the indeterminate concepts of religious thinking are exchanged for
‘the zccuracy, definiteness and explicitness of systematic thought. And with

f this entire abandonment to philosophy comes a corresponding revulsion from

the vaguer mjsticism in which he had hitherto sought light and satisfaction.

(1)

Mysticism he now characterises as a pictorial imaginative medium for the

!expression of the Idea or the Absolute; it is neither feeling nor science,

but a "triubes Hittelding' between both; it is a 'speculative feeling', or

. o B
T R e S (L ELE

c1) .
Ros. 182.
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again it is the Idea bound by fantasy and emotion. He deseribes it
-roundly as & 'splendid rhetoric' which itself confesses the impotence of the
mediun through which it seeks to express the esssence of reality. Ie will
‘have the cssence brought into definiteness, and that solely through the
?clear element' of thought, through the medium of determinate conceptions;
;for the 'clear element is the universal, the concept, the notion (Begriff).'
: This zll—importance of the purely philoscphical interpretation of
Treality does not however imply the absence of that religious‘tgnden&i' which
we saw to he the essentieal form of his interest in philosophy and the
;ource of hiz vital interest in it. This appears not merely from the fact
%hat philosophy is to him a 'Specuiative science,' whose object is Absolute
Reality as such, but also from the nature of the supreme principle of
jgeality which hé adppts, and from the place assigned to religion in his
E%hilosophy. He s3till helds Spirit to be the principle of Reality,(l) and
in'ane sketch of phiiosopﬁy he makes reiigion the final and highest moment
it. The change of cttitude may perhaps be best described by saying

| interest

_+hat whereas formerly he had a religiot%lin the object of philosophy, he has
:gow 2 purely philosophical interest in the object of religion, the object in
_loth cases being ultimately the same.

It is otherwise impossible to eppreciate the position he adopts on

-t

(1) (2)
Werke 1.395., Ros. 188, Ros. 179.
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certain roints (more especially the place assigned to Mind (Spirit) in his
treatment), or to connect the view of the present period both with what
;succeeds z2nd with what preceded it unless we keep in mind that 211 z2long the
iAbsolute for Hegel is Spirit. That this is the nature of ultimate Reality
secems in fact never to have meant anything else for him. We have already
Eindicated the origin of this position which lHegel consistently adopts all
ithrough his career, and we need not insist further on its significance.

The probhlem of philosorhy as a speculative science is to determine
%this ultimate reality, znd to interpret finite reality in the light of it.
It is not one reality among other realities; if 50, it would be a finite
?reality; it is rather the ground or basal Reality of all realities. Hegel
3ﬁad therefore to deal in the first instance with the .usual general forms or
kinds of finite realities that presented themselves; for thereby he would
ispecify more particularly the problems and aspects of philosophy. And he is’
zat no great pains to determine what these realities are; that had already
%eeq done hy his predecessors and was in fact an obvious commonplace in
;hilosophy. These most general -and distinet finite realities are Nature
%nd Mind. He takes these as palpably dilferent facts of experience and
.geeks speculatively to systematise their content and to conncect them with
;ach other and with the Absolute Reality.
; We need seek no other reason or origin than that just given for this
_ﬁistinction of these ﬁhilosophical sciences, which indeed we have already

. Y
met with in a certain form in the early perioé and which becomes a

W prog
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permanent part of Hegel's phiibsophy in its finel form. He simply takes
TNature and Mind as distinet facts, and the most gencral of distinet facts
fand shapes them into a sreculative scheme of the universe. It seems hoth
;untrue and unnecessary to treat them merely as *deductions' from 'ideas.’
_§or Hegel they are and seem always to have been the primary realities of the
Ipniverse, dependent for their reality solely on the absaiute. It was in the
finite forms that Reality exhibited itself, and where it was immediately
;resent and known. There seems little doubt that in the lectures repcatedly
given at Jena on 'Philosophy of Nature' and 'Philosophy éf Mind’(1) he
discussed these facts primarily as we immediately meet them, seeking merely

_ an :
%o interpret them from ®®e absolute roint of view. FEach is in itself so

Far independent of th® other, and in the first instance can be treated

%eparately, presents a distinet order of facts. They are and must be also
éonneeted as aspects of abéolute rezlity, and such connection is necessary

Fo the completeness 6f speculative science. DBut the determination of this
}atter connection, while it occupies Hegel in the present stage more than

ih the preceding, and occupies him still more in the later form of his
_?hilosophy is imposed on those realities from without, does not exclude their
éeculiar character, does not transform their nature. They have and preserve
?heir own reality and theg’as distinct realifies,are of interest in

{hemselves and must be treated by forms and concepts peculiar to their

(1
Ros, 161,
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; specific content.

We have little of distinetive importance regarding his explicit
z-interpretations and conecertions of each of these philosophical sciences.
é We have however some indication of the relation ofJMind as such to Nature
; as such as forms of Absolute Reality. There is indeed incoriorated in
Hegel's wor‘kgggn article from the * Kedirdus Journal &lPhilosaphie'
%;edited by Schelling and legel together at Jena which dea;s specifically
?lwith the ' Verh%ltniss d. Naturphilosophie zur Philosophie Uiberhaupt®; but
%_this article cannot he admitted to have been Hegel's production, . In
;;another article however in the same volume 'Uber d. wissenschafte
;iﬂeﬁandhrnasartevl d. Naturrichts' we find the relation of Nature and
 Spirit as forms of the dbsolute determined. From this it appears that
ithe supreme expression discoverable for the Absolﬁte is 'Sittlichkeit', that
=iform of spirit in which the freedom of a people most completely'appears, in
ﬁwhich legality as sﬁch, and morality as such are found and identified. It

3

_would azppear thet this for Hegel completely expresses the nature of

ks - : .

ithe Absolute.(a) For here a2lone are body and soul through and through

- #hrough united; here only is subjectivity also objectivity; identity and

- reality posited as identical; individuality, the union of universality and

iparticularity, completely realised. And these are the characteristic of

W (2) (3) -
- Ros. 161, Werke I. So also maintain Erdmann,ﬂt‘~W1?.$4““:t
: - Facke | Hopn -

(4)
Werke 1. 374-5,
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ihe Absolute. He distinguishes(l) i;;;gé the Absolute its actual finite
Eppearance and exist%nce for and in finite empirical consciousness (the
gody, the real side of Ethicality), and 'the living spirit, the absolute
;onsciousness, the absolute and undifferentiated union of the ideal and

Ehe real of Ethicality.' It is the latter which is the absolute unity ahove
;poken of; the former does not conpletely attain to the *divinity' of the
iatter, though it still contains "its absolute idea' efid is necessarily
iound up with it; hence the place and significance of religion. Dut this
listinetion, as he himself indicates, does not effect the determination of
%he-Absolute as eabove given; it is merely a difference of aspect of
“Sittlichkeit.® This then is the essential nature of absolute spirit; in its
';”"._bsolute whndaon (MM) of itself is one and the same with self
350wledge of itself as itself, its absolute ‘reality and its absolute
ﬁentity and reflexion are identified. Such a union places spirit (mindj
.ﬁgher than Nature; for the latter is 'absolute self intuition, and the -
';ﬁumalisation of infinite diversity and mediation', i.e. the endless
‘Pocess of eternal relation of part with part; it does not know itself, does
”ﬁt intuit or view itself as itself. Mind does(nof)know itself, and is at
Hhce the plurality of the universe, which it grasps, and is the impliecit

“'deality of that plurality.(g)

i 1) _ (2)
' Werke I, 301. Werke I, 395,
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In this assertion of the superiority of Spirit to Nature (a
?uperiority, the ethical importance of which Hegel was zealously eager 1o
naiﬁtain and exhihit(1)-~hence for instance his expression the
impotence' of nature) Hegel separates himself decidedly from Schelling, by
thom he is otherwise at this period very much influenced, as we shall
sresently see. The latter at most merely copbrdinates the two (Spirit and
lature). The determination of different degrees of reality of Nature and
f Spirit is one of the most important general rositions established in
his period. He maintains tooig) that Nature in the totality of the
ontent of Spirit, is the 'negative moment', or the phase of difference,
axt@nality,'distinct from both the mere 'idea' and concrete real mind; but
oints out that it is an essential and neceésary moment of the whole. In
this last contention he again differs from Schelling, for whom Nature is
s 2 'precipate’ from the idea, and thereby a contingency, a *happening, !
nd not a necessity. We are not civen more definite information as to the
elation of naturs to mind or to that 'ideal’logic-metaphysical aspect of
speculative science to which we shall immediately turn; we may note
wovever that wnlike Schelling, and the Romantic school.generally Hegel
wdhered characteristically to a logical treatment of philosophy of nature,

o the exhibition of the immanent reason in the objects of naturec.

(1) - (2)
Ros. 187. Ros. 1l&8.
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Much more important for our purpose than the determination of thefi\
~content znd relation of the two forms of reality above indicated are thguk
views which Hegel holds at this time on logic andé metaphysic. It is hereg
that the advance on his preceding position is so manifest; and it is here
+hat the influonce.of Schelling is so pronounced. Logic and metaphysic
together form again, as in the earlj period, the first of the triad of
philosophical sciences; and, as in the case of the other two sciences
(vhilosophy of nature anfi of mind), Hegel is in the first plece and mainly
concerncd to treat logic and metaphysic together simply es an imdependent
and self—subsistent part of philosophy, without immediate reference to
either of the cother two saiences. He does indeed seek more ceagerly and

~
L

perhaps more suceessfully to connect the
(1)

irst part of philosophy with the
éecond (philosophy of nature), and seeks to determine the"transition'
from the 'idea' to nature or the real, to pass logically 2nd in - A
from metaphysic to a 'Realphilosophie’, from the formal determination of
reelity, to its concréte actual content. But what we must observe is that
this for Hegel is rsnother and a different problem from the independent
systematic treatment of the science in itself; the latter (philosophy of

nature) does not depend on or wait for the former, nor are the results and

content of the latter deduced or even in this period derived by the same

(D
Ros. 179, 192.
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method as the conclusions of the former enquiry. It is very important to
keep this in mind for the ‘transition from logic to nature' in his later
philosophy when thus regarded historically ceases to be the riddle znd
~the enigma which it is usually considered. The Philosophy of Nature is all
along @ distinet branch of philosophy; just as Nature is from the first

a2 distinet form of reality. Nature occupies a sphere of its own, and the
treatment of it is as such distinct from that of the others. It is not a
dependent branch of philosophy but a self-dependent, self-contained
exposition; its distinctiveness of subject-matter ensures that independence
It is no more inderendent than the other parts of philosophy; but it is no
less. It is so from the start and it remains so to the end. Thus as we
shall find even at the last there is no attempt to sink away one part of
philosophy in another, or to evolve one part from znd out of the content

of another (say Nature out of the Logic as such). The three parts of
philosophy are moments of 2 single whole, but self-dependent moments,
contained in and depending on that whole but not on cach other in th6r¢
separateness. But_this ig anticipating.

‘The independence of this first parﬁ of philosophy of the two other
parts appeared zlso in a sense in the early period; and thet logic and
metaphysic should be a separate branch of philosorhy, and should be in the
first instance treated independently and in themselves secems obvious'

enough. They had zlways formed 2 part of philosophy, and the nature of

Philosophy itself demanded it. For clearly a science is huJ‘J. to state in
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the most general way, and determine in the most universal terms the
fundamental and essential character and nature of Reality as a whole; and
such an expression of the Absolute in formal ‘pure' ‘simple' universality is
what this part of philosophy specificelly furnishes., Neither philosophy of
nature nor of mind does this; each deals with a ecrtain aspect or definite
content of reality, not realitg'in its completenszss. In a8 sense these two
sciences themselves demand the other investigation, for only by its result
can it be deteormined vhere znd in what form the ﬂbsalgto is most conpfetely
revealed. Agd we find as ;faatter of fact that the nature of the Absolute
as determined by me aﬁhysic is that which the Absolute possesses in the

1)

conerete form ~f 'Sittlichkeit'’ above considered.

(1)
W. I. 304,
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It seens again to be in virtue

(@]

£ this character which metaphysiec
possesses that it iz freated as the first of the triad of philosophical
digciplines, and this not merely in the earlier schemes hut in his later
philosophy; it furnishes the most universal, essential, fundamental and
formal determination of reality, nob as this specially appears in definite
aspectsin perticuler (in nature or in mind), but as it is in itself.

J The name which Hegel assigns to this part of speculation varics a
little in the course of the period wve are considering, and is partly
significant of the development he goes through, At first he calls it
simply Logic znd letaphysic, on which in 1802 he propcses to jublish a
This became either a part of or gave place to a compendi um
dealing with the_whole of philosophical science, on which he repeatedly
lectured. This > compendium (for there is no publication of such
a work at this time) in 1803 is the carliest presentation of hig *System
of Philosorhy' as such. He calls it a 'Syétem of Speculative Philosophy',
and includes under it 1. Logie and Metaphysic or Transcendental Idealism.
2. Philosophy of Nature. 3. Philosophy of Mind. The two last he
designates later (1805) as 'Rcalphilosophie.'(z) In 1808 Speculative
Philosophy contains Phanomenology of Mind, Ldgic, and Philosophy of Nature

and of Mind; Metaphysic as a distinet discipline being significantly

(1) (2)
Ros. 181. This term preserved in his f{inal
view: v. Lg. I. Vorrede I. ad fin.
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- omitted. Vith this change agrees a division of his system,(l) which must

- have appeared late in this period, and in which the first part of his
system is given as 'Logic or the Science of the Idea as such.' Mis own
stetements too in the course of his development during this'poriodcz) seen
to indicate that gradual identification of logic with metaphysic which
became his final position. But this point of view is not made explicit in
sl an o

e vritings @ fall within this period: we areﬁcompolled to regard
métaphysic as different from logic; and requiring separate treatment.

The grounds for this position are clearly rput forverd in his various
articles to the =bove mentionedl‘Journal' which are all with cne exception
on subjects falling within the first of ﬁ'ﬂ:‘philosolﬁhical scienceswd’:“"‘"
('Transcendental Idealism.'). | |

Speculative science he majntains must start from the Absolute.(s) This
is nothing less than an axiom with Hegel; philosophy he declares has not and
never had any other object. And this is not a postulate in thec sense of
being that which is never proved, but which must always he-&m’}u! in
order to make all prﬁof.possible. Rather it is present in every ‘proof’ and
the whole of philosophy is just a laying bare of the content of the sbsolute,

Nor agzin-doe# it appear as a ‘'demand' or a 'problem' at the end of

philosophy on which we are merely to 'believe'; it is real throughout and

(1) (2) (3)
 Ros. 179. #I. 18, 19. W. I. 168ff XVI. 50. Absolute here
C Te 024 Ty used not as specifically absolute
spirit.
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from the first in 2ll philosophy.(l
And the Absolute has 2 necessary character; it is the one, the unity,
the identity of 2ll and every finite. The absclute means simply absolute
. identity, that into which every finite is refunded, which contains zll
oprosites, that in and by which all opposition is conserved and at the same
time as orposition removed. The opposites so united are expressible in & iy
various ways; in one form they appear as body and soul, in another necessity
and freédom, in a third as Nature and Ego, again as subject and object, and
finzlly as thought (Begriff) and being. These, as the most fundamental
forms of oprosition we know, Hegel treats as ail involving one another, and i
uses e.g. the orposition between subject and object to express the same as
that hetween thought and being.
The Absolutg then is the identity of subject and object; and the identi-
ty of subject and objeet is the supreme principle of speculetion of all
- philosophical knowledée. But it is likewise presupposed in ‘common life' as
well as in all philosophy; it lies at the basis of the 'common sense® of

(2)

the ordinary understanding. And in this fact lies the possibility and
the necessity of philosophy. For it is because in common sense and the
'culturexiarising out of it, this identity is lost sight of, although, or

rather because the opposites have heen fixed as such and their reeciprocal

(1) (2)
w. I. 18-19: XVI, 50, ¥. XTI, 'Verhalt_d.su.rk.' (ad fin):
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connexion overlooked, is still implicitly present znd demanded, that

rhiloscorhy is required. Rhenever that which is only an aﬂpearance of the

— p wa =n F ot o

- ghgolute is UWvuﬁmluf out of connexion with its source, becomes isolated,
independent and fixed, the power and sense of unity has yanished from man's

life, and cen only be reinstated by philosaphy.(l) *Disruption,
separation, Tission is therefore the source of the need of jhilosophy.'!

I Sueh a need, says Hegel, is the only 'presupposition' philosorhy can have;

it is 21l that presupposition means for it; and in strietness there is no

‘presuyhositiop', for the recason that if there were this would lie inside

philosophy itself. And as vwe see this *noed® contzins two elements, (a) the

absolute itself, the ultimate identity above named, (b) the fact that.

consciousness has passed out of or away from this totality, has ccased to

T mmghg e 8 8 e raY.TE

be aware of itself and only in and for this totality, has therefore 'fixed’

et

itsell as separate from it, and thereby also split the Absolute into
fundamental but finite limited opposites.

Now this position which we have described is the general intellectual
situation out of which Hegel's phiiosophical (logico-metaphysical) thinking
at this time took its form, and from which all his philosoprhy in fact
proceeded, and by which it is to the last conditioned. His concejption of

this starting point is later on deependd and modified but it remains
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subgtantially the same to the end. It is‘the 'terrae firma' of his
entrance into pure philosophy, and the groundwork of the mature philosophi-
cal conviciions to which he now began to give utterance. As we shall
immediately_discover it is the general matter out of which he shares his
philosophy, the " ¥A% " of which his scheme is the " Tores v,
Such being the raison d'€tre of philosophy, its business is simply to
. : : L ()
restore and reveal to consciousness that hasal identity, to reassert the
supremacy and primacy of the zhsolute by expliecitly exhibiting its actual
presence in every finite and fixed reality, to show that all finite relativeé
ideniities are merely "repetitions" of onc and the same ultimate identitysz)i
to reduce all appearances of the absolute, (which are limited and finite
expressions of it, and arc set over against it as zlso- against ecach other),
to that one 'true' and only Reality. There are thus two noments in this
procedure of philosophy, one which iz the negation of the finite realities
as such by the unlimited, infinite absolute reality,_the other the
assertion the preservation of the'finite-by virtue of its sharing in and
heing determined by infinite reality.

Now the medium thrcugh which this Jdth and procedure of philosophy

oot
Es reclised is by reason. Reascon alone is adequate to the absolute; 'it is

the manifestation of the absolute';(s) the activity of reason is the

(1) .. (2)

W. XVI. Verhalt d. Seept (24 fin.) W. XVI. inid.
(3)

W. I, 189,



73.

activity of the absolute, and Hegel's expressions warrant us even in

asserting that reason is simply the absolute in us, and therefore in
philosophy. For, as we found the absolute to be zlways the immanent
principle of all philosophy, so he maintains philosophy is one in all
ages because reason is one and single. The absolute identity, is a
'reason—identity'; the principle of gbsolute identity at the root of all

philosophy is a2 'principle of reason'; philosophy is the ‘'zetivity of
reason’ only.( ) Hence the Jstatement that philosophy is the knowledge

of the absolute is made eaquivalent in all respects to the statement that
philosophy is the self-knowledge of reason. The business of philosophy

is therefore merely put in another form when it is expressed zs the
resolution of 2ll finite cpposites, fixed =znd determinate (a determinateness
duc as we shall presently see to the zction of understanding) into the one
identity, the one infinite of réason; which alone is and can be absolute and
unlimited. And as.there is only one reasbn, and as 'every reason which has
directed itself upon itself and come to know itself has produced =z true
phiIOSOphy',(E) every philosophy is in itself a constitutive and essential
mode form of reason. And this is the only significance which the various

philosophies which have appeared from time to time. possess, and

consequently so far as the inner essence of philosophy is concerned there

(1) | ol o 2
W. I. 162 ff: XVI., Wesen d. philos. KedK w. I. 169.
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is neither before nor after in prhilosophy, 'neither forerunners nor

‘ successors.’ FEvery philosophy therefore finds its rlace in the one
totality of reason, znd the most opposed and contradictory forms of
philosophy are the result of opposed fazctors or functions which are
constitutive of reason itself. Particular concrete instances of such
opposed philosophies we shall presently furnish.

Having then established what the zim znd purrose of philosophy is we
nust now determine by whet procesgss it is to attain its result. We have
already indicated the two moments or aspects attzained by philosophy, the
resolution, reduction of.determinate opposites to the absolute unity of all
opposition, the negation of the finite by the infinit%,the destruction of
all differences by the supreme identity; and the positing, assertion of that
identity, that absolute, in 211 finite opposites, 2ll relative identities.
To these two forms correspond two processes of reasbn(l)- hy which they are
realised; to the_firsf, Reflexion, 1o the _second, Transcendental
" 61-06£auA-“3. ", intuition, vision, direect immediate act of reason.

It must be.borne in mind 211 along that these processes are not processes
of our reason merely}in which case they would be distinct from the result
and even that which is 'reflected’ and could be thrown aside when the

result wes obtained. Such a concention of reflexion is necessarily false,

because the whole meaning of Hegel's point of view is that all such

(1)
W. I. 178 ff.
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distinections (2s that between process £ our reason and process of the
cbject) are merely finite, are not and cannot be absolute, hut are
themselves identified, their coposzition overcome in the absolute, in the
*identity of reason.' It were therefore a manifest fatuity if those
processes by which philosorhy systemetically construes the content and
nature of the ebsolute identity of all orposites, all distinetion, were
themselves based on or were merely oné of the finite distinetions which
fall inside that identity itself. Consequently the cnly.alternative left

that reflexion is ahsolute reflexion, reason-reflexion, reflexion which

[}
)]

is one with, is the same as thet which is reflected, reflexion as indiffer—
ent t- subjective and objective, which appertains fto both equally and

either espeeiully. And similarly of Anschauung. This will become clear

3

&3 vie proceed.

We saw that philosophy arose out of or bhecause of the fixing,
absolutising, of finife opposites. This *fixing' 'positing® is the work
of understanding.(l) Realities or aspeets of reality are isolated and
vhile set over ageinst each other and limited by each other are still taken
by understanding to be independent selfwsﬁfficient; beyond then
understanding does not seek to go and indeed by its very nature cannot go;
they are not therefore related to énything beyond or more ultimate than

thémselves. By understanding the task of philosophy could not be

(1) .
W. I. 172: 178 f.
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accomplished, for it does not attempt to construe the absolute; there is
no absolute for it, there are only finite limited realities fixed, and
~over against each other and 21l exis sting simply side hy side. Understand-
ing is indeed a kind of reflexion, hut it is 'isolated, isolating
reflexion', and is therehy distinguished from reflexion above named. What
distinguishes the reflexion of rhilosophy is just the ﬁresence.and relation
of the Absolute to it. And as therefore the impossibility of construing
the ahsolute was due tp the isolating and fixing of the opposites in it, so
this problem is only solved through negating these by, and connecting them
with the absolute. Philosophical reflexion is necessarily therefore
negative, and this in virtue of the relation to the absolute; it is *the
power of the negative absolu£e,' 'the negative side of the absolute,"*
'absolutgnegativity.' Reason indeed is active even in understanfiing, for
though the finite factors are-fixed, yet one is limited by another, and this
other requires a third to limit it and so on endlessly. This very foreed
progress to a complete to{ality sought by understanding is the work of
reason. Understanding remaing in finitude, and never reaches infinity, yet
it still isolates the former and fixes; posits the latter as over ageinst it
leaves the two side by side and thereby iv;JJAkﬁv infinity. But in so
positing infinity understanding in its *conceit' is simply 'imitating'
‘reason, for it negates the finite (as reason does) by the infinite, which
fo il oy
none the less is 1tsel§7a,f1n1te and exists side by side with the finite

'rnegated (which is not the case with the negation of reason). DBut when
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understanding does fix and oppose finitude to infinity it destroys itself,
for the maintenance of the one means the removal of the oﬁheﬁ, Rgason alone
however knows this, and thereby it destroys understanding iféélf, and trans—
lates its producté simply into negatives. |

This zpplies, of course,-to all the finite isolatead produegé of
understanding. Ve are left therefore with merely reason withoutlﬁny
opposites within it, pure reason with 2ll finitudes recsolved in it and

totality 5

negated by it. Now this self~identlé§?lof reason into which they can\be

esolved may in the last resort be one of two orders determined as dlgtinct
(1) .
by the kind of reality contained in each or the way in which tpq
o A
absolute is expressed in each, These are the objective‘totality or.\w\

inflnlty, and the subjective totality; the ‘objective world' and thé kingdom
Y

of 'freedom.' These are the final opposites presented to reason anp by

(2)
reason. But they are still not independent and selfmsub51stantﬂ they

"l

are related to and subsist in the sbsolute. Reason therefore must dEStPOY
their opposition and vuﬁ;4: them. . And this is effected in one’ and the

same act; for it unites them by negating both; that is the only unién they
possess; for they only exist by being not united. Both are relateﬁ}t@ and
exist for the absolute, and the absolute is one and iz the idéﬁtity; tﬁey

are therefore identical, and each is posited as the identity. The |

(1) | () + A
Nature of this dlst1nctinn in 'kind' determined below. Cp.

Spinoza's Inflnlte et ? (3) /

; w. I. 180,
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absolute, the same identity is that which negates the fixed finitudes in
the ‘objective world' (world of sense) as also in the subjective world
(intellectual world, world of freedom), and these zpparently different
worlds are simply the totalities, the infinities, the absclutes of finite
realities which qﬁ% finite and fixed are undoubtedly distinet. Dut the one
absolute determines them as totalities and hence they are different forms
of the same identity, and are therefore truly and essentially identical
and their apparent diffepmence is negated by that reason—identity.” which
constitutes edch.

Thus we see thzt reflexion from first to last is purely negative, and
the absolute in reflexion is simply the‘pvulig;, of oprosites.: The law of
reflexion is therefore 'that everything destroyfitself'; the life of each
finite reslity is its death. And this as we saw applies universally to
everything except the absolute identity itself. It would apply eve; to
reflexion itself, if this opposed itself to the zbsolute as a fixed element
of reality. It must negate itself likewise, for if it did not, ‘it would
be determining itself by the law of contradiction'; it would assert itself
to be reason and would be obeying thé law of understanding only;CI) it

would posit itself absolutely agzainst the 2bsolute and yet maintain that

the absolute is the only identity. The only law to which it can rightly

(1)
W. I, 180 P: 189 ,



79,

conform must therefore be that of self-annihilation. This self-annihilation
just means that synthesis of opposites vwhich constitutes the nature of the
absolute identity. But symthesis of opposites is not really contradiction,
but rather the contradiction which abolishes, sublatesitself. And this is
the mﬁ of antigogy. Antipomy therefore is the supreme law of
reason 25 reflexion, of the negative side of speculation.

But as we saw there is another moment in the process of ‘construing' th

absolute. Reflexion maintains throughout that_orposites must be negated,
that their being cancelled in and by the ahsolute is their truth. But it
does no more than this. There is a process which it even demends and pre-
supposes, and yet which it does not and cannot perform, viz: bringing to the
light of philosophic knowledge the positive side of reason. This element or
aspect which defies 2ll negation and endures throughout it ié the identity
itself which maintains and presewves the content negated; and this-side of
reason is Anschauung.(l) Anschauung does not 'fix’' ohe opposite over
against another; if it did so it would perform the work of understanding.
And it cannot make 'real', or, so to say, 'precipitate’, is 'ideal’,
for this would bhe simply to determine the other side of zn opposition, whiech
only exists as a2n antimomy, and has zlready been negated in reflexion. |

Anschauung is concerned with the identity per se as reflexion is councerned

(1)
W. I. 104 £: 1. 123,
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with finite opposites as such; and is present not merely in the case of the
absolute identity, bhut élso in that of those relative identities into

which the absolute identity differentiates itself. For even these relative
identities, ¢.g. the objective s such, is antimcmmial;for, though an iden—
tity, it is not primarily a 'fixed' identity of understanding, but is
related to the absolute.(l) Anad what Anschauung does is to assert and
insist upon what is merely indicated by reflexion, to substantiate and
rreserve what reflexion cnly demands and rostulates. In the identity

as such antimomy i3 immanently present, and in antimony as such the
indentity is implied. Anschauung expresses the immediate oneness of the
identity of reason o reason itself. It may function apart from reflexion;
but in this case it ié simply empirical, unconscious, the merely 'given';
the relative identity of the objective e.g. is accopted in this way ag
divided from the subjective. And similerly reflexion may operate by itself
and produce pure antinpmﬁ; in which case it furnishes indeed lhnowledge, but
'pure’ knowledge, formal negative knowledge, knowledge which determines

the content of the absolute by reference to that identity constituting its
substance, ™ut ean do no more then produce this reference, it produces
therefore antimomies and not the identity. Oonsequehtly if we are to have

the truth of speculation in its completeness we must not have either

-(1)
w. I. 188,
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reflexion without &nschauung]br Weaawer~=e. The one is as absolutely
necessary as the other. And the uﬁion of these two is whet speculation
seeks; this union is "transcendental knowledge," which alone fully
satisfies philosophy. For by it the union of subjective and cbjeective,
intelligence =and nature, consciocusness and the unconscicus, thought and
“being is zccomplished, and that is philosophie knovledge, or as we have put
it, the construing.of the absclute. What therefore is known, or vicwed

( ﬂﬂﬂﬂ#ﬂﬁ"ﬂ**‘) belongs to both worlds at once: the one vorld is
essentially identical with the other: being looked =zt from the standpoint
of thought is the scheme of intelligence, intelligence from the standpoint
of Bing is the.seheme of azbsolute being. And ohviously in philosophy,
transcendentzl knowledge and transcendental Anschauung are one and the
same; for in both thet identity is completely prosent; the difference of
expression 'denotes merely the preponderance of the ideal (formal negative)
¥ rezl factor' in the zbsolute identity.

. Ip the construction of the system of rhilosophy it u::t however W,
ambow. that the production of this systen iﬁAﬁhe work of reflexion.cl) For
it alone is concerned with the finitude, the opposites, the different
forms of identity, the manifold content of the absolute; and it ié simply

out of this plurality that system is constructed, and owing %o which

indeed philosophy is required. Reflexion therefore as the means by which

et e

(1)
W. I. 188. 21!
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this manifold of finitude is finally revealed as a limited determination
of the zbzolute identity, is necessarily the vital moving force in the
shaping of the system, and its formel essence is just that antimomy, that

synthesis of eorposites, which constitutes the absolute.

H

!
1
|
|

But this being so it is very important to observe that we are thereby
debarred from attempting to express through reflexion the ahsolute in the
form of a single proposition, which shall be the fundamental supreme absolut

ground-principle of the systen, whieh shall be valid for understanding and
from which the vhole system may ﬁe known and constructed.(l) Such an
attempt is indeed simply nonsense. For propositions of this kind are
limited, conditioned and do not contain a contradiction. If the expression
of the principle contradicts itself it is not a proposition, if it do not
contradiet itself it is conditioned, limited. Now the absolute. is the

unconditioned ground of reflexion, its expression therefore nust contain °

contradiction and cannot be given in a sincle proposition. Its only

expression is in e~ an'tim‘m‘, What in the absolute identity is united,®
the synthésis and the antithesis, must be expressed in twe propositions,

one expressing the identity, the other the opposition and division. Hence
e.g. either the propositions A= A and A = B are quite inadequate to the

absolute or else each expresses an antimomy and indeed the same antinomv.

(1) |
W. I. 188 r, TRk
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From the foregoing it is easy to see that whot rhilosorhy furnishes
is nothing short of & totality of knowledge produced by reflexion and
constituting in itself'a systen, aﬁ organic whole of concepts whose highest
law is reason znd not understanding.’ (1) It is =2n orgeanic ﬁhole whose
ground lies in itself, and has no ground outside itself, an organisation
~of moments or forms of knowledge (Zrkenntnisse) every part of which is
itself the whole (%hr-ugh its implication of the ebsolute). As he else—
vhere puts it 'every unit of knowledge is = truth, every particle of dust
an organisation.' And the method by which this result is to be obtained
is, as we ﬁight expect, neither synthetie, noy analytic, rut rather

- : (B . 4
development thai is of reason itself znd from itsclf; it is not
therefore the simple negation of its zppearance, and mere resumption of it
into its essence, tut rather the construing of every 2ppearance &s a
relative identity, and.its ovn identity. No more precise account of this
method however is given, though its purport is sufficiently evident.

In such a system it is clear on the one hand how the history of
philosophicel systems will be resarded, and on the other what plece will be
as3zigned to sreecial contra$ted and distinet modes of philosophising which
have appeared in the course of that history. For we see that the

conserusnee of maintaining'that the problem and object of philoscphy has

(L (2)
W, I, 188: XVI. 88: I, 182. w. I. 200,
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at all times been one 2nd the same, that philosophy is the self-knowledge
of reason, is that the nistory of philosophy is itself one philosophy in
different forms. Only on this view can we bring meaning into the history
of thought, and find it something cther than simply 2 collection of
individual opinions. And thereby also we can judge a given system, for we
can distinguish what it tried to do from what it actually accompilished, can
distinguish the philosophy of the system from the system itself,(l) and
determine its nature and result accordingly. And in particular directly
opposite forms of philosophy, e;g. scepticism and dogmatism, will thus be
not aﬁsolutely disconnected and irreconcilable modes of thinking, but

rather constituent aspects of the one content of reason. This nust
necessarily be the case, and an analysis of both the forms would show that
neithef is the whole of the neggﬁive of philosophy, hut actually imply and
require each other. All philosophy is scgptical and dogmatical at conce,
Scepticism a3 opposed to dogmatism is itself dogmatical, the complementary
side of dogmatism; as an’ absolute’ philosophy it is simply the negative side
of reason—-reflexion.(2) Dogmetism as an absolute scheme is the assumption
by a finite, a conditioned, an opposite element of the nature and forms of

the absolute identity itself. It would be outside our purpose however to

exhibit in greater detail the position which llegel here takes up; its

(1) (2) ,
W. I. 200 ff. - W. I, 201 £f: XVI. Verhalt d. Scept. passim.
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gnificance is 211 that here concerns us.

©

general si
Of great importance is'it for us to note that of the foregoing ground
plan of & system of philosophy Hegel assigns the name Logic to that part
which forms the content of reflexion proper and per se; and Metaphysic to th
that which was designated transcondentzl knowledge, and which was
convertible as we saw, with transcendental Anschauung. This is made ~uite
clear from a shori statement of the content and character of logic and
netaphysic reépacti?ely which is extracted by his biégrapher from the

. (D

nanuscript lectures of this period. llere he distinguishes bhetween
infinite knowledge, knowledgé of the éﬁggj;iQ, and finite knowledge,
knowledge of finitude. The former is the knowledge of reason without
qualification (Vernuntterkenntniss); the latter is knowledge of reason as
qualified by understanding. That is,'that which is finite is in the
ahsolute, has its source in reason, is not outside reason; but as it is for
reason as it presents itself to reason, it is negated“bt it, has no self-
subsistency, is related to the absolute identity, andlto other finite facts.
Put in its finitude it can be and is abstracted from the absolute identity
of reason, and thus in a2 sense robhed of its'rcaéon~character, and thereby

fixed in its finiteness, becomes finite knowledge, knowledge of finite as

such. This is the work of understanding. This knowledge of the finite

(1)
Ros. 180-2,
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determines-the problem of logic. For a 'true logic® will seek to state
systematically the forms of finitude, the formal eclements of finite
knowledge. It will include an exposition of those products of under—
standihg, in which Ey its abstracting and fixing of finite elements of the
content of reason it 'imitetes' reazson, though the identity it does produce
is merely 'formal.’

And further since the formskf finite knowledge are rezlly in and for
reason, a2 constituent part of logic must be the significance and character
possessed by those forms in this reference to reasbn. Such a significance
we have seen all along is purely negative; hence this concluding portion of
logie consists in the negetive knowledge of reason, the sublating of finite
knowledge by reason-knowledge.

W
The logie falls thus into three parts. The first contains the

univerzzl forms, laws or categories of finitude in general, both in its

objective as well as its subjective aspect, state#simply aslto their
finiteness, as reflexes of the absolute.J We must keep in nind that these
forms are not in the first instance as such categorics of rcason. Hegel is
stating in this part (and in the succeeding part) the elements which are for
understanding per se, the content of finite knowledge, knowledge as it is
determined by understanding. Taken by itself therefore it embodies, as we
shall see presently, no philosophical eonclusions; it is the work of
‘isolated’,limiting, finiting reflexion, not of philosophi¢81 reflexion,
reflexlon whlch we saw was purely negative. These categories are thus not

43'0-!‘: Py QH@«’.M p-ml? i e e &—7«7-_/«&-—‘&-4—.2
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real identities but formal identitiss; not identities which are at once
subjective and objective, but identities which contzin no inner difference,
no inner opposition, They are not relative identities, in the sense we
defined above, but identitiez which as égainst cach other are absolutely
fixed. These realities therefore, which though opposed are for speculation
identical, are taken in such formeal identities of understanding to be
qualitatively different and each merely self-identical. And these finite
forms are reflexions from the absolute, the one light of the absolute is
passed through the zngular prism of finitude; all reality is thus broken

up by it z2nd seperated into finite elements. But sueh finite determinations
are only idéaily<1) orrosed to each other by understanding; they are not
real opposites, for real orposites understanding cannot construe; this can,
as ve saw, only be done by reascn.

In the second part of the logic similarly we are still concerned with
finite knowledge, ‘'isolated reflexion'; understanding as such. In this
part.are considered the subjective forms of finitude, i.e. finite thought
itself, understending and its processes. These are the usual forms of
coneept, judgment and syllogism. It is in the first instance the concept,
Judgment and syllogiém in their purely formal character, that he has here

in view. He does use the term concept (Begriff) as applicable to the

(1)

By 'ideal' must here be understood abstract as oprosed to conecrete,
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absclute itself, and employs the expression 'absolute concept' in this

(1)

reference; and agein he treats judgment as an unconscious identity of
reason.(z) But it is not concept and judgment as elements of reason that
he dsals with in this part of the logie. It is the finite limited

concept, and judgment, formal, *'fixed', unreal (i.e. unphilosophical)., He
exnressly points-out that although syllogisn expresses more clearly the
nature 2nd character of reason, and is indeed commonly ascribed to reason,
still in this part of the logic he means syllogism as a formal proceés of
thought, as it is for finite knowledge for understanding. Such a syllogism
does not express speculative truth any more than the concept of understands=
ing ié equal to the nature of the absgluté. To apprehend the absolute
identity we nust in fact remove it from the sphere of such concepts.CS)

In the third part is stated the relation of reason to the foregoing
forms of finite knowledge. The first and second parts contain no reference
vhatever to reason; they state sinmply facts concerning finite knowledge;
the actual modes in which it appears. By its nature it cannot express f I
philosophical truth, and it is therefore not until we come to this thiraﬁj
part that we enter upon rhilosophy; for only here have we knoviledge ofuééf

by reason. But it is only knowledge (by reason) of this finite knowledge; 

(X

(1) ' (2) | (3)
W, I. 79. v. 1. 24. W, I, 211,
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is only therefore as we have seen purely negative in character, it is
‘negative knowledge of reason', it sublates finite knowledge b§ bringing

it into a new relation, which is =t once truer than the relations of finite
knowledge a2s such, and the only true knowledge which the finite forms oén
really possess. This new relation is the relation to the absolute identity.
Here then we have philosophical reflexion as contrasted with the isolated
finite reflexion of the first two parts of the logiec. Here as we saw the
identities are 'relative identities®, the orposites real ojposites. Reason
seizes upon concept, judgmenﬁ and syllogism, destroys their limited
character as they are for ungerstandinﬁ, gives them the content and characte
of the' absolute, and thus elevates them into expressions of infinite truth.
In this reference the crncépt as an expression for the absolute, becomes

the 'prineciple of opposition and the oprposition itself,' the one concept
ﬁﬁich differentiates itself into a plurality of determinate concerts, and
yet remains one throughout the plurality.(l) So again of judgment. 1In
it the identity of reason is unconscious, but it is still operative in it an
is in fact expressed hy the copula ‘is', though by this copula it is not
EXplicitlg uttered. Rather this copula tends to obscure the reason element
(2)

and in judgment we find the predominance of difference. And syllogism

he holds to be the very foundation of philosophical knowledge, the explieit

(L (2)
" W. I. 3e0. ¥. I. 28,



90.

expression of ﬁhe nature of the identity of reason.

This third pert closes the logic. He mentions indeed that there is
usuelly given an 'a;plied® logic; but the content of this he holds to be
paftly too general and trivial, znd to be, so far as it contains any
philosophical significance, a port of the third division of the logic. The
third pert introduces us to the metaphysic or to ‘philosophy proper*, where
we heve the knowledge of reason per se, the shhere of the truc Idea, the

(1)

the union of thought and being, reflexisn and Anschauung. The

distinetion therefore of logic from metaphysic is, at least formelly,
definite and decided. He mainteins it consistently and explicitly not
merely in this sketeh bhut elsewheré.(g) And he docs not strietly
coordinate iogic with metaphysic as equélly narts of philosophy; two parts
of logiec as was pointed out have no immediate philosophical significance.

(3)

Logic he says expressly is in a sense an introduction to philosophy.

This view of logie however, while it obvioﬁsly-is justified in 2 manner by
the conception of its subject-matter and that of philosophy, must be
accepted in the light of his present treatment of logic and metaphysic.
Hegel admits that he takes this distinetion between the two, whieh has been
so long maintained, for’the sake of its convenience.'(4) It had been

customary apparently to make that distinetion in philosophy, and to consider

e

(1) (2) ' (3) (4)
W. I. 356. e.g. W. I. 181: 324‘ ROS. 131. ROS. 190.
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one as introductory to the other. Hegel adopted it as a convenieni method
of distinguishing rroblems in rhilosophy, but pointed otut in so many

words that if logic is to be 30 considered then it must, to be en
introductionlto speculative science, be treated speculatively. He thus at
once preserves historical usege end his own view of the subjeect. Hence the
logic is not introductory in the sense that per se it is outside
philosephy; this it cennot be for one part of it is knowledge of reason.
Rather it is a first stage in philosorhy. |

What philosophy, 'transcendental knowledge,' end metaphysie, to which
logic'in that sense is introductory, has to accomplish, we have perhaps
e

sufficiently stated already. 'It has,’ Hegel says, iyﬁevioééiv-to construe
completely the prineciple of 11 philosophy' i.e. zbsolute identity, the
union of thought and being, of subject and object. This is the essence of
philosophy as of every true science; this is in philosophy the 'highest
Idea’, the ‘*pure Idea.! Or "The essence of knowledge consists in the
identity of universal and particular: i.e. of what is posited under the
form of thought and of bcing."(l) In it 2ll the content of philoéophy

(of logic, of‘ﬂnschauung) is teken up and presented in its pure absolute

form, determined by its relation to the absolute identity. And such a

philosophy is necessarily Idealism, becausc it takes neither of the

(1) .
. W. I, 324: 356, XVI, Scepticism ad fin.
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opposites contained in the identity (subject, chject, ete.) abstracted from
each other, but holds its highest Idea, its idea of Reason piar excellence,
' S . , o 1
as determiping both indifferently, each being by itself unreal.(*)

When we seek more definite knowledge as to how this system can be
exhihited and what precisely its result would be we can furnish from the

' _ @) _
remains 2% our disposal no accurate answer. Ve can however state that the

conclusion reached in such a system, its final result is ccnceived in a

distinetly Schellingian form. The ‘highest Idea' he says, is 'die Nacht

(2)

f”

e
des gottlichen Mysgriums.'

' he says, 'demands, in its

'Speculation,
highest synthesis of fhe conscious and the unconscious, the negation of
consciousness itself. And thereby reason buries its reflexion of the
absolute identity, and its knowledge as well as its very self in its own
abyss.’(z) There is doubtless a certzin degree of mere.metaphor in such
phraseology, though its.philosophical purport is quite evident; it is indeec
the legitimate consequence of his principle of absolute identity. And it is
of significance and importance in view of that relation of philosophy and
religion in Hegel, already noted; that such a conception.is in entire
agreement with his attiiude in religion, where the principle of resignation,

with its abandonment of self, its negation of zll'subjectivity' and

_ (4
reference to self is held to be fundamental,
(1) (2) = ,
( . 1., 16, Ros. 192. W. I. 188: similarly I. 156 etec: Ros.
4) ) _
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It will now have become évidant from the foregoing statement that
Hegel in this period has made a decided advance in his conception of the
the
nature l?llogic. We have it is true no systematic exposition of his view,
but we have suffiecient to enable us to appreciate the distance he has
travelled from his earlier position. It remains for us now to conclude
this survey of his second period by bringing into relief the main features
yhich chaeterise this advance.. We must also indicate briefly in what
essential respects he differed from his chief immediate predecessors, a
difference which in this period he has_alfeady insisted upon in his
criticisms of Kant Fichte ete. And finélly we must point out in what
direction his further development proceeds during the next period, the
result of which finds its expression in the Larger Logic.

We would, to begin with, lay emphasis on four prominent and important
results arrived et in fhis period whichlchiefly exhibit in what respects
he advanced on the preceding. ‘Thcse are i, the acquisition of a
determining fundamental philosophical conception, II, the ascertainment of
the nature and procedure of the instrument of philosophising, III. the
closer approximation of logie to metaphysic, through the assimilation of
their content, IV. the naming of the method to be employed in constructing
a system. In virtue of the first-named feature Hegel gains an indepcndence
of.attitude in philosophy'which places him outside the direct influence of

traditional or current philosophy. The mere repetition of the results of
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others which was found in the early period is now no Ioﬁger possiblelor
necessary. He has made up his mind as to what the nature of philosophy is,
~vwhat is itls fundamental principle, a prineiple vhich is not only that of a
particular philosophy, but is that of all philosophy whatsoever. He does
not profess to work out a system. He is rather content to exhibit this
principle throughout the hiétory of phiiosophy than to construet an entirely
ney system.(l) From this point of view he starts and by it he judges z2ll
that has appeared as philosophy. The principle is not expounded fully and
requires: nmore exact deternmination,which however it does not receive in this
period. An identity which is the.ground and unity of 2ll opposites, that
which reason, (whose identity it is and which determines the activity of
reason,) seeks to exhibit at the end of its procedure as the essence of all
orposed finite elements, is assuredly a wide enough designation for all

that philosophy has done or seeks to do. But it was doubtless natural that
Hegel in stating thislprincipla for the first time should have laid emphasis
rather on the unity, the identity of impbft in a2ll systems than on their
speecial differences. And, though this principle receives modification and a
more definite content later on, it: remazins none the less in its general
form a fundamental position in his system to the last.

It must be'kept in mind too that this is not merely for Hegel at this

(1)
Ros. 192.
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or 2t any time a-principle'from which to regard philosophy in its inmost
nature and in its history, it is nebeésarily also a principle by reference’
to which 211 the concepts of philosophy come to possess a really

. philosophical meaning at all. " And if we keep these prima facie quite
distinet spheres, to which this same principle applies, clearly in view,
we will see how easy it was for Hegel to take up the position, vhich he as
a matter of fact does later on, of finding the actual counterpert of the

| sequence of the concepts of the logic in the history of philosophy itself.
It was 2 common principle which determihed the content of both; why then
should there not.be an exezct parallelism between the two? We seem there-
fore warranted in finding one of the clues by which ﬁegel determined the
order and place in the sequence of the concepts of the logic in this
conception of the nature of philosophy and the significance of its history.
For, we may, in passing, note again, Hegel was thoroughly acquainted with
the history of philosophy befo;e he wvrote the Phanomenologie, 1806~7,

and the logie did not begin to appear till 1812, He thus knew what the .
forms were in which the one principle of philosophy had appeared in the
course of its history. What more natural than the suggestion thet these
had 2 necessary sequence? that this sequence was a lpgidal one, (in his
later meaning of logie)? and that thus they afford a clue to determinipg
the sequence of the concepts. in the logic as such., and even put the

thinker on the track of discovering the law of this sequence?
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It is further of importance to note that Hegel does not work up to
this principle which governs his philosophy; it is simply his starting-
point, and fundamental notion; it arises from his conception of the nced
and funetion of philosophy in life, but has no other ‘presupposition® and .
no other warreant as a2 principle. The significance of this lies in the
fact that his system.thus necessarily works from that principle which is
at once its conclusion and goal as well as its starting place. And
hence it is that the specific character whicﬁ the philosophic method all
along assumes is as he calls it 'deductive.' It ocould not be otherwise
with such a beginning. He did not seem to think it necessary to
establish his principle in the sense of give a ground for it; the.only
proof of which it admitted was to be found when it was systematically
worked out and completely presentea, i.e. at the end of the system, not at
the beginninéf) Indeed it would be futile to try to prove or establish his
prineiple in any other way, as we have already pointed out, And this modus
operandi, here for the first time clearly expressed, remains permanent in
Hegel's philosophy.

Thus we see that the securing of a definite point of view can remove
two prominent defects of the preceding period, 1. the indeterminateness of
the content of his scheme, and its arbitrary acceptance of traditional
ideas, 2. the absence of €QS¢ERLLLe. connectedness in the content owing to

the lack of a central determining point of reference, the various

G- w-ijﬁw'%ow
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conceptions cannot be 'dedﬁced.‘

Again the accurate analysis of the procedure of philosophy, ' the
ascertainment of the significance of reason, of reflexion, of Anschauuné
goes very far indeed to obviate the obscurities and remove the inadequacies
of his early view. 1t is clearl} of the first importance as a preliminary
to the conctruetion of any system, that the fundamental terms, the primary
factors and functions ﬁecessary to that construction should be genecrally
defined. This determination however does not give us the system itself;
it is merely an essential M%fb-’t‘:c to it.

Hegel agein does not cannect these factors systematically with each
other; they are no more than definitely formulated, and in this sense are
used thfoﬁghout ail his eriticism of his predecessors. . And this znalysis
has not merely & value for the accurate construction of a system; the
definition thereby given to the terﬁs auuééﬂw the nature of the content
of the system. Formerly we saw Hegel had distinguished the form from
the matter in knowledge, the fon; of knowledge from knowledge itself,
thohght from beihg; In the second period these different factors are
identified, and the determination of the above terms signalises this
identification, which, though its form is changed, remains permanently in
Hegel's systen.

- Reflexion is = process which operates through and by means of this

identification; it is 2 reflexion of opposites, which are relatively

identical, are what they are by sharing in, being determined by, the one
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identity of reason. t is unnecessary to do more than point out the ex-
treme importance of this step, which not merely gives a greater definite—
ness , precisian,land consistency to Hegel's thinking than was found in his
early view but stamps Hegel's thinking ever after as ma&mz
*Identit¥ts—philosophie.' For exemple it is simply this same notion of
identity of opposites which appears when in the later logic the universals
of thought the categoriecs are at the same time determinations of reality
(of the object, Gempenstand) or when opposed categories are vieved as
moments of their own unity.
We must not howevér%imp#rt more into his present position than is
~ warranted. Roflexicn, for examplt?, must not be taken to be theAdialectic;'
v o lakr Pl woe p tod- b « U 6 tgadein bihes Ta Cokor deallecdie
/(and it must be viewed also as dealing, like the latter, with what is both
form and content, both thought and being. DBut unlike thé lét‘ter‘% it has
not as such a positive side, it does not conserve the negated fac’tor‘s;@
'%he negation is produced by relating each to the 2bsolute identity, i.e.
is produced by what in the first instance is external to -the- pl;ocess of

reflexion itself;% the positive side of 'philosophical knowledge' is

referred to another sphere, that of Ansbhauung. As a matter of fact the
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word ‘dialectic' is herdly used at all in this period. No doubt it would
have been in agreement both with his own previous and with current
terminology to have used it as s designation for the process of reflexion

(1)

in the sense already defined. And from this roint of view he cculd well
have called logic as understood in this period, logiec of reason

) X he
(Vernunftlogik); dialectic. We would CpAARRAAS however have to
distinguish this general use of the term dialectic from the lator exseew
arzeiwwe 2nd specific sense. ths::;;L&oas we are entitled to find in

reflexion as defined in this period the source, the immediate forecaste of

the later dialecticy
QA ibig,. To this however we shall presently return.

The divergencies from his early views already stated necessitate a «i'n

(A
change which is also an advance in his @SRMRQM schemes ?:etqr.hysic. We
are hardly justified‘in,constituting 2 roint=by-point comparison between
the conceﬁtions of the two periods. We cannot find so accurate a
: s

correspondence betgoen them, The previcus doctrine of $h+7hcr¢un~ is
simply supplanted by the third part of the new logie; there is very little
connecticn or similarity discoverahble betwcen them. The second parts of

both logies d¢ indeed correspond somewhat closely; the later seems

unquestionablg a more definite and precise form of the earlier. In the case

(1)
cp. W. I, 366-7,
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of the Tirst parts however we are not entitled to affirm a close
gimilarity, owing to the absence of zny detailed discussion of this part in
the.;ogic of the second period.ﬂ Doubtless the céntent of the two must
have been similar, but to what extent we cannot fully determine. Both
contzin forms and categories of reality; bﬁt whereas in the carly logic

" these are categorieé of *being', in the second logic they are oategories:

(laws) of finitude in general, both in a subjective and objective refcrence.

Both again regard +hb.qthePt matter of logie to belong to understanding;
but while the early logic is merely logic of understanding, znd is
illuminated by no analysis of understanding and its relation to reason,
the second logie can be only in part viewed as a logie of understanding,
contains one division devoted solely to the work of reason, and can in
virtue of the close connecction hetween reason and understanding as already
determined be considered zs entirely a logic of reason. This is &s we saw
in virtue of the nature of refleiion, with which logic deals, and in which
the distinction between knowledge, (though?) and being, (a distinction

vital to the early logie) is removed.

1t is an obvious and necessary result of all this that logie should in
this period become metaphysical, that the only distinction which obtains
between the two should fall inside metaphysic itself. The distinetion in

fact is that between reason as nrimarlly negative and reason as both

positive and negatlve at once, reason in relation w1th finitude as such,



101.
and reason as dealing with its 'infinite' content, the absolute identity.

And this approximation of logic and metaphysie is of vital
significance. Metaphysic itself comes to he dealt with in terminology which
holds directly of logié¥} The use of such terms as 'absolute notion'
(Begriff), ‘a%solute Idea' (Idee) for the identity of reason indicates this.
All that is required to bring his later position clearly into view is a stil
further criticism of his terms, and a more thorough systematisatioﬁ of his
fundamental ideas.

Finally we have the method characterised by which Hegel would establish
his philosophical system. This method is described as development. As was
already stated we have no complete exposition of the nature and mcaning of
this method, or of how it actually works in detail. That it should have beel

by st et aplhdid) | .
named developmenﬁkis a decided advance in precision of method on the previou:
" period, indicates the form in which his system would appear, and'points the
direction his further aafance will take. " The conception of a developmental
method (as distinct from the purely "dedﬁctive" method of Fichte and in part
of Sehelling) was in all probability suggested by Schel%ing's."Transcenden-
taletldealismss”, where 'philosophy' is stated to he}andfexpounded as}the
'history of the steps or erochs of self-consciousness', a history which start:
from a position 'deduced' as fundamental necessary and indubitable and
"allows the various acts" of self-conseiousness to "arise" in a series
Y Berdy oy prot L322 e T oo S “"‘"““"‘”“"@
' ! o 29 ? ol 27
s ftoton , T ey,
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representing grades of complexity and explicitness of selfwconsciousnessgl)
More thah the general connection we cannot, owing to the incompleteness of
our rescurces, indicate.

In 211 these ways then Hegel has made disfinot and ascertainable
progress on his carly view. For the rest, it is not difficult to discover
the defects and incomnleteness of his views at this period and the.nekt
steps of advance. -But before doing so it will be well to state as briefly
~ as possible the nature of the relation to his greater contemporaries more
eépecially to Schelling, which his views at this time exhihit. We say
"briefly’, &My because such a statement is rather of the nature of a
_éigreséion from our main subject}and . Hegel's views at this time @ ¢
~are too generally stated to admit of an indication of any more than

general affinities (or the reverse) between Hegel and his contemporaries.

(1)

v. "Trans. Idezl." Absch. III. . Vererrin. XII. ad fin: also preface.
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We are not left in much doubt regerding Hegel's attitude during this
period towards his immediate contenporaries. His main contributions to the
_fCritical_Journal" were critical and expository discussions of their
positions. It is important however %o hear in mind that in these statements
he is econcerned primarily anad igdeed almost entirely with the fundamental
conceptions of the various systems rather than witg:E;tailélldﬁdﬁiﬂhltl’F
he deals with their principles in the broadest and most general outline,
not with particular parts of their system, or special developments of their
prineiple. Henee we will not find’and cannot expect’that muchzairecp light
is tﬂrown on thegy treatment of the nature and content of Logice by the
examination to which he subjects those systems. The main interest for us
of his criticisms lies in their accentuation of the central and fundapental
principle which he had by this time gained for himself, in the confirmation
we thereby find of the exposition we have given of that prineciple, and the
Bk oo wiion T ix brousi by centrast il the posttiane Ha
.criticises- They merely signalise his attainment of a governing conception
"and his triumphant confidence in its truth; and perhaps too in & distant
manner suggest the future system into which thet conception will develop.

In all of them, we nust observé at the outset, he found the recognition
of the same general "speculative idea”,'the ultimate identity of subject and
objeet. It was not this conception in its general form which serarated

 Fichte from Sechelling, and both from Kant or Jacobi. It wes the menner in

which this prineiple was grasped and expressed by each, the completencss
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end explicitnoss with which the full meaning of thet idea was maintained
and oxhibited in their several systems, which distinguished the one thinker
from another. This princirle he himself shared with 2ll these thinkers; it
is his own clear and comrlete donception of its nature vwhieh is the basis
of his eriticism or of his interpretation. His =2ttitude towards all of
them 1= thus at onoe sympathetic and critical; his criticiom is, true to hi
unvarying method of treatment, ossentially immanent.

Towerds Kant and Fichte he takes up 2 position primarily antagonistio
and negative. The genuine speculative(l) element in Kant Hegel finds in the
problen5and in the solution offered to the problem)“how are synthetic a
priori judgments possible.” The very expraession of this protlem indicates
and implies the ground idea of the unity, the'i&entity of subject and
predicate particular and universal, being, and thought.cz) This unity is
not a prodﬁct'of theége opposites, but the original and zbsolute identity of
them, from which in fact they sunder themselves. The judgment fdrmed fr0m
them is just the oricinal and primal dividing, or severing (Ur—teil) of the
elements in.the unity. The possibility of this union lies ihreasom; the
ideg it expresses is =n idea of reason. This original and ultimate princi-

ple of unity appears in Kant's Kritik in various forms. It is found in the

(1)Specu1ation neans henceforward for Hegel the scientific comprehen—
sion of the Absolute quf Absolute, a science which starts from and deals
with all reality from the point of view and vantage—ground of the Absolute.
ep. W, I, 270-1,

(2)

W. I - 20-21.
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'synthetic unity of apperception’, 'productive imagination®, ‘category’,
*scheme'’, as also in 'the forms of intuition' Space and Time. In all these
forms it is one and the same conception that is dominﬁnt and actually
present, They descriﬁe different functions, but functions of one and the
sane unity of reason,(l) It is in the light of this ultimate unity that
‘we are to explain and justify Kant's insistence on the concrete character
of knowledge, on the reciprocal necessity of 'Anschauung' to ‘Begriff'; ?
Unless again we regard the 'original synthetie unity of apperception',

not as a go-between, not as a meeting-place for an isolated subject existing
on one gide and a werld of objects on the other, but as the primal and
absolute unity out of which, as from their ultiﬁata gern subject and object
proceed and in proceeding sunder themselves apart,——it is quite impossible
to understand Kant's deduction of categories or forms of intuition.(g) For
this reason then we nust distinguish between the merely logical Ego which
"accompanies’ nresenfiations, and this all constituting unity of the subjeect
with its object; we nust separate the one from thaﬁ of the other to give
neaning to Kant's position. All thet Kant establishes regarding the con—
crete character of experience, its unity, follows consistently from this

his fundamental position, and justifics the above interpretation of his

meaning.

) (@ @
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Still Kant himself did not fully comprehend the significance of his
ovn eségntial conception. Instead of explicitedly taking that identity in
its truth its valid and ultiﬁate meaning, that is as a concreie identitly
with diverse aspects, as the cnncrete'finai Idea, reason-constituted, and
reason—determined, where the diverse elements weré explioité@ly and un-—
equivocally posited as identical, because moments in that one primary
unity, Kant held by that unity simply and solely in the form in which it
arpeared in judgment, where the divided duzl elements are exhibited and
maintained only in their duality. For in the judgment what is insisted on

is primarily and indeed solely the diversity of the content; and for Kant

the judgment is the primary form of knowledge. Froductive imagination which;

is the proximate ground of judgments, and is in fact understanding,

remains,(though in reality a pulse, a function, a potency of reason itselfs)

sunk in diversity. The absolute uniiy therefore never comes to light. The
identity, the universal which it contains viz: the category, remains for
ever over-against, opposed to the particulesr with which in judgment it is

united by the copula. The identity therefore is merely a relative formal

abgtract identity. The other element, the particular, does not exist in it,

it comes to it, as a foreign element from without, which is necessary to it

but not a constituent, 2 moment of it. The identity of the two, of

(1) .
W. I. 25.
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understanding and zense, of universal and particular, of notion and
intuition is never completely and adequately established. Hence arise the
'thing—in—itself',lthe ‘limitation of reason', the emphasis on 'human’
reason, the dialectic of ‘pure® reascn, the ™fixed and insurmountable
opposition between freedom and necessity etec. In all this Hegel finds
nothing but the consequences of his limited and erronecus conception of

the nature of that ultimate unity which it was 'his great merit' to have
laid bare. Not that Kant is not forced in spite of himself to be truer to
his own prineciple than his determination of it will logically allow. The
Idea of en "Intuitive understanding”, for example, is the same idea as

that off transcendental (productive) imaginative; and such an understanding

'Kantldeclares to be 'necessary.’ Though he rejects the 'real’ necessity of

while admitting the conceptual necessity)’problematic' reality of it; yet
the bhare admission of it showé his transcendence of his own limitations,
while the rejection of the absolute validity of the conception was after
all dpme, Hegel thinks, to his resolution to be limited, subjective and
consistent with his finite formal position.(l) Or again his emphatie
insistence on the  autopony and spontaneity of reason likewise carries Kant

beyond his restricted views; for this eoncention is in flat contradiction

with the azssertion of the necessity of an opposed non-rational element

(1)
I, 42-4,
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over against and therefore limiting that freedom of reason. How can
reason be free and automdnous, if by ité very necessities it is for ever
linited and hampered, modified and,it may be, even indirectly guided in its
activity by this foreign material?

Hence, Hegel ccnecludes, Kant's scheme though cartainly in principle
Idealism (i.e. a construction from and of the ideﬁfity of opposites ) is
nothing more than merely formal Idealism. It contains the principle of
the absolute unity of opposites, of reason-knowledge, but by its restriction
to knowledge of understénding alone, ("finite"knowledge), to knowledge which
remaing riveted tc the diverse counter-posed elements of the one Reality,

(3)

instead of being genuine Idealism it hecomes rather dualism. Its

i3

"eritical Idealism" ccnsists in nothing but the knowledge that Ego and things
4
remzin each fixed by thenmselves and unreconciled.( ) The whole content
of the philosophy is not knowledge of the absolute at all, but knowledge
of mere suhjectivity a criticism of the faculty of knowledge; a revised
' (8)
Lockeanism. ',
Now from the foregoing criticism of Kant we can gather with some
accuraecy some of Hegel's own conceptions concerning the content of logie and

metaphysie, which at once extend and accentuate what we have already

presented as his views at this period. We see at once how the above is a

(1) (@) (3) (4)
1. 35. 1. 10, 1. 8L, L. 27,
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review of Kant in the light of &z pronounced philosophical prineciple, which
transforms the notions and principles of Xant to its own purgoses in the
belief that the principle of Xant is thereby most truly conserved. "A
priori"” ceases to have the subjective 'nuance' which it has in Kant, its
meaning is“convertible with 'absolute identity'; 'universal and necessary a
1

priori® means rooted in the reality of the one identity of reason( ); it is
reason which has a priority not understanding as such. So again Hegel seens
rrepared fo accept Kant's notions as far as they go, as expressions or forms
of the absolute identity itself; but they &re no longer ncre notions of

: : 2
understanding but finiteﬁ, fixed, limited notions of renson( . Kant's
Logic <eases therefore a2t a single stroke to be regarded merely as 2
subjective.human épparatus for putting the tangled complexity of the worid
into harmonious order, and hecones essentiélly constitutive of reality,
- becomes at once objec{ive énd immanently determinant of it. And with this
comes the introduction of notions of both subjectivity and dbjectivity, as
we have already noteds Henée further it is in the same line of transforma~

tion that since the notions of Kant are notions of reason for legel, and rea-

gon is the ground identitj; the absolutetieality, Kant's 'transcendental’

(1 . - ) o
I. 21, 24, 32 cte. Kant himself deserves the great credit,
according to Hegel, of not limiting reason to the forms of finitude; but
rather placing reason as such above and beyond it.. 1. 57.

() pov?
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Logic should cease to be that which states 'the conditions under which
experience is alone possible,’ and become a 'metaphysical' Logic which
exhibits the ground notions of all reality; and that in general
'transcendental’ should cease to have the limited meaning it has in Kant,
a@@ hecome in every sense synonymous with 'metaphysical.' And finally we
3Pwc indicated how the possible knowledge of the absolute the reason
knowiedge (which Hegel dogs not give but which he all along implies or
hints at) could be brought about. Such knowledge is no more than implieit
in Xant. But Kant's error just lay in restricting himself solely to
Judgment as the form of philosophical knowledge. Hence the direction in
which true finél reason—knowledge can alone lie is in that form of

knowledge‘which completes the judgment by making entirely explieit by

thorough vnaaf;ﬁ4~*“ the identity it implies. That form is the

: h ) .
syllogism;( It is here that we have most clearly expressed and exhibited

(2)

that 'tripliecity vhich is the germ of speculation' s, and which it is one
of Kant's merits to have disclosed. It is in virtue of this triple content

and character of the one 'Idea’, that there is and can be no ultimate

(1) _

I. 24, 26, With this may be mentioned the thesis defended by Hegel
at his *Habititation® in Jena: "Syllogismus est principium Idealisimi.”
(Leben 157): but too much stress cannot in the nature of the case be laid
on his"defence” of such a thesis.

(2)
I. 33.
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opposition between a pricri anq & posteriori, that one is qu\;ivf in and
throuzh the other. |
The above views vhich have now become fundamental Tor Hegel agree

clearly enough with the content of'the Logic of this period which we have
already given. Dut they do more than this; they indicate the direction any
further development on his part would be sure to ?EEE;I-“%IE;_FiGhte too
Hegel stands in decided opposition; an opposition which he is never weary
of reiterating. The ground of his opposition is precisely the same as in the
case off Kant, and the criticism only differs slightly from that of the
lavter. For Fichte the primal principle and ground-fact is the Ego,
Subjeciivity, Thought, inward Self-consciousness. This is the absolute,
the Identity. So far his prineiple is idealistic, and so far it is genuine
sPeculation. But it is of the essence of his coneeption that Ehé)nothing
more lies in the Ego than the subjective content of the Ego. Hence all the
detailad econtent which the ohject pbssesses cones externally to this mere

: 1 _
abstract 'empty' form of Reality.( ) Or to put it in other words the
objectivity has no self-subsistance, no reality on a level with the reality
of the'subject; objeet is dependént on it, and even produced and brought
forward by it. This being so the identity is not an identity of both

subjeet and object but an identity of subject only; the object does not

share equal rights in the absolute unity; its rights to be at all is

(1)
I, 118-9.
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congtituted by the subject. The whole system of Fichte therefore remains
rooted in subjectivity alone; and the very reality of the objective world
which he sel oult fo explain does not possess the substantiality necessary to
_wérrant any explanaﬁion of it; in short-bhjectivity per se is no®t explained
at 211. So far as this. prinéiple has content, that content is subjective
_Qn%y, 'sensation’, 'intuition', 'feeling', ‘impulse'; and thesc and their
eompiexities constitute all that objectivity means for Fichte.(l) And this
remains true not merely in the theoretical construction of Reality, but in
the complementary or supplementary realisation of the objective seﬁse~world
through praetical act of pure will. For here too there is nothinz but
subjectivity to start with, and out of subjectivity it does not pass, and
cannot by its own logic pass.(g) There is thus on Eich£e‘s view no absolute
Identity; there is only a relative identity, thet of the subject and its
content; there can indeed hardly be said to be an identity at all for the
ultimate fact is a merely formal principle and the perticular the filling in
is and remains external to it, or forced into & wb extra. Thers is no
objective content; nature is only sense-conient, and has no subsistency of
its own. The absolute identity therefore does not contain diversity of

content, hut rather one order of content into which the other is simply

merged. It is impossible to regard Nature per se; it exists merely in

(1) ' (2)
s 220, I. 138-9.
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(1)

relation and by reference to the empirical subject. The whole
principle is therefcrevmerely formal; its content limited, its reality
solely subjective.

Again when ve consider its method similar imperfectioh is found. That
method consists in what ig called 'Deduction.' Its nature is in roint™of
fact a result and zn implicit fecognition of the finitude and inconplete—
negs of the fundamental principle. For the ultimate primal ‘and universal
truth and certainty, pure Egoity, pure self—econsciousness, is adnitted io
be itself incomplete; it is limited by another from which it is and must

-

be abstracted in order to be obtained as ultimate principle.(”} But this

limitaticn is a conditionedness which in order to become absolute, the one

identity, it must overcome, and overcome by embracing thét other. The
recognition of this conditionedness and thereby of the necessity of passing
'over to the othér, of supplementing the incompleteness, of filling up the
enpty and sbstract principle is the nerve of this "deduction" of the one out
of the other.(s) That other staends in absolute contrary opposition; it is
non-Ego. It therefore is and remains in itself foreign to that which it
supplements. The deduction is not the result of an analysis of a content;
but rather of the-absenee of any content at all; it is the result of a want,

[l
2 need, a vacancy., The Ego startskthe utnost abstraction}a mere negation of

(1) (2) (3)
I. 126-129, I. 120-121, I. 122-3.
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all except itself, of chjectivity in general; objectivity is to pure
knowledge a mere minusi The deduction.éonsistS‘ in taking up ageain that
which was abstracted from, and attaching it on to the pure notion; in short
changing the sign in the process, changing the minus into a plus. It is as
if one had spent one's money and had nothing left but an empty purse; then
proceeded to deduce money from the fact of the empty purse)the sole meaning
of the empty purse just consisting in the absence of money.(l)

It is true that this completion cannot be recognised without the idea
of the totality from which the abstraction is made. And there 2gain lies
the error of the whole'procedure. For if this is so, then why was the
absolute merely subjectively conceived; why was merely one term of the
identity, one part of the ﬁhole taken as absolute? Way.was the start and
the construction not made from the whole itself, from the underlying unity?
The only reason apparently w:; that this part, this subjectivity has
immediate empirical certainty and truth, truth which every one can accept at

(2)
once.

Since however Fichte restricts himself to this partial reality and
vet insists on completing it, by passing to another and from this again to
another, it is clear that this process by its very nature, if the objective

world is to be gathered into the fold of the Ego, go on ad infinitum. No

matter how many times ninety and nine have been safely housed, there must

(1) (2)
S ibid.
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ever remein still one outside the fold; for without that other still to
seek the Ego would ccase to be itself. The totality therefore is never
really attained; it continues as always what is t be attained; the complete

identity the ahsolute unity which is the goel of philosophical endeavour
remains only an unfulfilled 'ought‘; a 'sollen.’{i)

From all this therefore, aﬁ? the above contains the essential errors
in thé scheme, Hegel conclﬁdes(h that by Fichte's principle and method
abgolute knowlédge can never be attained. Fichte's idealism is an
entirely harren.knowledge; a mere 'formal idealism'. It is no true
knowledge, which must begin from the zhsolute, and the absolute is not an
abstrzction, nor incomplete, nof a part. Its idealism is indeed like Kant's
a2 kind of dualism; its ideﬁtity its principle of unity is the merely
relative prineiple of determination of one by an other, a casual connection
of one with the other. An insufmountaﬁlé oprosition is the essence of its
content and methodg contradietion and not the resolution of contradiction

_ (3)
is its inevitable result.

It is eﬁident then that Hegel's differences from Fichte are based
on the same groundslés in the case of Kant, and that the correction of

Fichte'’s principle and method are to be found in the fuller and more

concrete appreciaztion of the ahsolute Identity on the one hand and by the

(1)1, 117. (2)1, 117, 123,
(3)
e.g. that between freedom and necessity. I. 127-8.
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use of 'true intellectual &nschauung' as the instrument of systematisa—
tion.(l) This we found already established.

It is significant for the understanding of the development which Hegel
thinks at this time philosophy should undergo, and for the actual
realisation of which we may reasonably infer Hegel now (1802) intended,
or had already actually begun, to set himself to labour, that he cansiders(g
that with Kant, Fichte and Jacobi an epoeh in the development of the new
prineciple of speculation has exhausted and completed itself. For in all
these that prineiple has been conceived and expressed in a one-sided,
limited, incomplete form, and all possible variations of that single form
comnon to them all have been exhibited by them. That form is subjectivity,
the idealism in all three is grounded on a restricted reference to one sid%
one pole of the absolute identity, that of the subject; their idealisnm is.
nothing more than the dogmatic metaphysic of subjectivity. In all of them
the one -primal reality is the subject; the obje;tive wvorld becomes mere
appearance (Kant) or affeetion, determination of the sensibility of the
Sﬁbject (Fichte), or merely th?t)whose reality is supported by and

3

conditioned on belief (Jacobi). In all of them the absolute as such, as

. absolute identity is 2 mere beyond, for Kant a Ding an sich, for Fichte a

(1) (2) (3
I, 128, I. 155 £F, The separate consideration of

Jacobi's fundamental ideas would yield no more light on Hegel's position and
can be here dispensed with. ecp. I. 119-120, 156,
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Sollen, for Jacobi a Glauben (for Clauben is the condition both of the
objective world and of the absolute per Seil)). In Kant the absolute
Identity is 2 mere thought,a mere form of objectivity, is not actually
realised by and in thaﬂ which for him is the fundamental element———the
notion, the form, the universal. In Jacobi the oprosition found in
experienoe is only overcome by what is beyond for knowledge, and the
attainment of this bejond which is to reconcile opposites is merely
qubjoctive; it is a2 belief, a 'yearning'. Fichte then is a union of the
bare formal objectivity of Xant with the yearning the mere subjectivity of
Jacobi, in the form of a 'demand'; which however is still not an absolute

(2)

identity huf_still confined to subjectivity. Thus these three exhaust
the possibilities of this oﬁe~sided concertion of the principle of Idealism,
without satisfying the needs of absolute knowledge. Their system begins and
remaing inlthe process of reflexiéh, of relétivity, of dual;ty, of
diversity; and this characterises their entire exposition. It is because
theze forms of philosophy éomﬁlete the cyecle of systems based on the
*absoluteness of finitude', end rooted in the one-sidedness and limitétion
wﬁich characterises a time of culture, discipline, development (Bildung)cg),

that a true philosophy may be expeeted to rise to its full completeness

through and by way of the negation of the absoluteness of their positions.

(1) (2) - (3)

~

I. 102 ff. 8. 116-7, I, 155-6.
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And the time for the appearance of such a development of philosophy has
@ - | _

nov come, says legel. Not that the negation of those syastems means their

annihilation; they contain what is of essential philosophical significance.
N}‘#‘M"—

For in“their thought, hy that ccaseless process of negation of orposition

and finitude, is recognised to be, what it in truth is, infinite, 'the

negative side of the absolute.' May we not fairly discover in all this the

words of the herald vho was himself to recome the apostle of Absolute

Idealism?

The disagreement which Hegel shows with the positions of the thinkers
ahove considered is bhased upon prineciples explicitﬂ@ly and cconsciously in
harmony with those of Schelling. That connexion is so close in form and
expression at this time that-it would invelve needless fepetition to state
and conmpare their several nositions. We find the same gencral donception

of the nature and meaning of the absolute identity(l); the prescrvation of

2 :
both opposites alongside the negation of each per se ; the dividing,
(3)
negative function of reflexion ; the character of the absolute as the

(4)
vandrane= "the indifference-noint"” of subject and object ; and the

: ‘ - | ‘
difference between subject zhd object wdas simply quantitative, duc to a

W) e Leheo 2165

e

(5)
'preponderance’ of the real over the ideal factor. It is.to be observed
(1) (2) (3) (4) |
I, 250 fr, T 551, I. 262. I, 2606_ 268 ete. ep.
(5) I. 19.

I. 264,
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however that we have only grounds for asserting a general community of
principle; further comparison of views of Hegel with those of Schelling,
beyond what can be gathered from what we have already stated, is not open
to us. Their logic and metaphysic would presumably be the same in content
for Hegel remarks, both Fichte and Schelling in their respeetive viays had
like himself attempted to state in some systematic form Logic or

- (1)

Sreculative Failosophy. The difference of treatment between Hegel and
Schelling on these points, so far at least as discoverable, is that Hegel

deals confessedly with logic as a distinet and separate discipline of

m

rhilosophy and acknowledges its importance; while Schelling fuses logie

: . (B e

with metaphysic proper. Thig difference between them secms of less
importance 2t first sight than it really is; for we shall see that it is
Just the separation of problems regarded as identical by Schelling, that
Grratn

waeme Lo he characteristic of Hegel's own system,

Other instances of divergence betwecn them, of a more pronounced and
deliberzte kind, cen also be found to exist at this time, zlongside the
generzl ostensible agreement, There is a difference in the conception of
method in thc two cases, a point on which Hegel laid ever increasing

importance as he proceeded. lHegel's fundamental conception is that of

development, transition from lower to higher, and ordered involution of

(1) (2)

Ros. Leben. 188, in 'Trans.1q®alis wares '



/20

the later with the ecarlier steps in the process. Applications of this we
have zlready had to a certain very limited extent in these schemes or
sketches of schemes of philosophy and its parts which we had so far stated.
The fuller consciousnsss of its importance grew with his intellectual
development ©ill he finally arrived at that conception of the method which
he could and 4id regard as the very pulse-heat of the life of absolute
truth, its only final medium of expression. It is the lack of development
which he considers the primary defeet in Schelling's system.(l) And this
is easily seen to he true of Schelling's system as exﬁibited in the work
vhich had appeared just hefore llegel came to Jena——the "Transcendental
Idealismns.”™ There is connection for there is both "deduction" and
"construetion” in the system: bhut there is no development in any proper
senze of the term. Like Fichte, Schelling starts from what he calls
fundamental supreme principles and from these as the highest, ultimate

of speculative knowledge proceeds to educe or deduce the remaining content
of the system as der%@tive though of course constitutive and neccssary
elements in the whonle. This iz the reverse of 2 developmental method.

And moreover there is no inner connectedness of part with part; therec is
the eonnection of a single purpose in the system, hut not the objective

self-connection of the content itself. It is by the secmingly arbitrary

(1)

Leben 180,
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'Machispruch' of =n external agent that the whole obeys 2n ordered plan.
These and similar defects of method (and it would be easy to discover othefs
would be readily perceptible to Hegel, to whom system was second nature,
and for whom the significance of development was becoming ever more
manifest.

And indeed he did not rost.cnntent with merely recognising this defect
in a general way; we find Jome indication of his views regarding the
function of development in the ‘system of Identity' mentioned in the only

(1)

article in which at this time he deals with Schelling. He there points
out that while the two philossophical sciences of Intelligence and of Nature
are both sciences of the content of Identity, yet because the content of
each is itself, the one Identity, the sciences cannot be.left side by side
and opposed but 'must he regarded as forming one continuity as one conncected
science.’ So again mind is not merely in its totality 'mind but also
carries with it the self-construction of nature'; and vice-versa. Or
firther 'the original identity nust unite both (the nogative synthesis,
synthesis by negation of opposites, and rezl positive synthesis of them) in
the Anschauung of the objective process  of the Absolute in its complete

entirety.’ Now this conception of an immediate and necessary continuity

between the contents of the respective orposed sciences of the absolute, may

v
. 26/ 72,
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not scem in dircet contrast with Schelling's own views as ™S  C. [,

in the introduction tc the "Trans. Ideal.™ But it ought to be jointed out
that the conception has al least no warrent or support from Schelling
himself, for whom those seciences were palpably different vays of stating
objective truth, the objeetive unity of subjeect zhd object. They were
different because that unity vas construed on-a different basis in ecach case
in the one case from object, in the other from the subject; and their
respective constructions were as different as object is from subject. IHegel

prohably supposes he is in agrecment with Schelling in his interpretation;
& 53 ¥

but it seems to indicate the presence of a conception alien to Schelling's
i [ 2

‘own view, and peculiar to Hegel himself. Hegel has however not shown in

detail how it could be brought about, so that it would be valueless to
w Y
eswsanmd it further.

But again not merely in the method but in the nature and meaning of
philosorhy, llegel differs from Schelling. Tor the latter philosophy has its
origin in poetry, is by itself 2 subjcctive activity, which remains inside
the limits of its identity, and can only be again delivered from its
subjeetivity, can only pass beyond these limits into complete objectivity
by means of ﬂrt. Art is the deliverer the coadjuter, the essential"the

only and true and external organon und document” of philosophy, the

ereative productive function necossary to realise the objectivity philosoph:
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(1)

demands. with Hegel on the other hand philosophy has its roots in
religion, has its own functions and instrument complete in itself, is a
self~-closed zetivity, lives and moves in the clear transparency of the
n-tion, of conceptions, and as contrasted with religion i3 the

reflective process by which the immediate unity of the individual with the
universal present in-religion-is reproduced in the sphere of conception and
of thought. It is hardly nécessary to point out how this profound differenc
of point of view, purpose, and content of philosophy would affcct the
respective systems of the two thinkers. '

Finally there is a specific advance and tranécendence of Schelling's
point of view. That 'quantitative preponderance' of the polar opposites in
an indifferent neutrum did not long satiéfy llegel. DBy his work in ethics
primdrily but alse »y other considerations to be mentioned presently it was
not long before he broke through that conception of an indifferent unity of
orposites., Mind vias Seeh to be higher than and not on & level with

5 'm
nature. But with such a radical change of conception of the relatssss of
the orposed elements in the ahsolute there would necessarily come a change
in the conception of the zbsolute itself. And this change we shall find
taking place. How soon Hegel gplit with Schelling after their first

collahoration in 1801 we cannot exactly say. Certain it is that his wvarm

(1)

"Trans. Ideal." Absch. VI. 3 ff.
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(1)

agreement did net last long. We find him writing in his note book

guring this Jena period that "a short time will make it clear what
Schelling's rhilosorhy essentially dis. Judgment upon it stands edataegs
so tn say before the door; for many gLBRPY =lready understand it. Indced
philogophies like these required for their W not so much argument
or evidence as simﬁly empirieal experience how far they can lead us."”
Surely these words would loosen for over any rclations of intimate union
or intellectual sympathy which Hegel had for Schelling, and leave Hegel
again, hut at 2 very much higher lavel of cttainment, in the independence
which he possessed befeore commitiing himself to the philosorhicel

influences of Jena.

(1)
Lehen 544,
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In order to understand the line of development which leads Hegel to
the position which he finally adopts, and the reascns which induced him to
alter the views which he held during the period we have just reviewed, we
must hear in mind the demands which he expeected philosophy to satisfy.
These were that it should be the completé exr:lication of the knowledge of t
Absolute, that the system of such knowledge should be determined by the
inner and immanent connexion of its contents, and that the nature of the
Absolute should be shown to be mind, spirit, (Geist). These are for Hegel
simply elaims, postulates, fundamental contentions which must be made by
those who would fulfil the task of philosophy. ' He doecs not seek to prove
them, or rather he takes the only rossible proof of them to be the actual
realisation of them by philosophy; they characterise his personal interest
in rhilosophy and the predominating influences which were active throughout
it

Now in'spite of certain appearances to the contrary Hegel did not give
way on any of these points during the second period; they existed gide by
side with prositions which were in themselves incompatible with them. It is
of course on the third point that this seems less evideny. It certainly is
irpossible 2t the same time to hold that the absolute, the unity of subject
and object, is mind, and zlso that the zbsolute is the identity of subject
2nd object which is equally indifferent to hoth, in the sense that it is
indistinguishably both at once and not one more than the other. For the

nature of mind holds more directly of the subject than of the object, and
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consequently the Absolute would not be equally indifferent to hoth subject a f
and ohject. And this view Hegel undoubtedly allowed to fall in the back—~
ground at this time. But we are not entitled from the records left us to
infer that that position had heen even temporarily abandoned. For not to
mention that the influence of Schelling lasted at the most for so short a
time, after which Hegel brought again and finally into prominence the

supreme importance of the conception of Spirit, we find throughout this

period continual fluctuations between the Schellingian councertion of the

Absolute and that which hefhitherto held and later established. At one

tine he regards the Ahsolute as the 'Indifference point'of subject and ob~-

ject, at another he takes the Absolute to be most properly concrete

individuality that union of universal znd particular which is the natire of
' (%)

intelligence. Or again the Absolute 'is supremely 'Sittlichkeit‘; at

: o 1 -
znother time a characterless Identity. Further when deseribing ,( ) (in

semi-theological terms, it ié true,) the nature of God he does in such wise
as te indicate fhat God as such was not a mere jusmApuan of reality, but a
living active self-consciousness. This attitude of hesitancy and ambiguity
he abandons by maintaining the position of the supremacy of mind over nature,
of subjeet over object, the poéition which’as we already pointed out‘marks

his abrupt and decisive disagreement with Schelling.

(1)
Ros.. Leben 182-3.

) gt
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But it is important to note that this was no more than the reassertion .
of that principle which was indubitable dogma with Hegel 211 along. And
having now adopted this position, he sought to establish it and to elaborate
its complete import during those years immediately preceding the appearance
of the 'Phanomenologie', when his separation from Schelling, or as Hegel
preferred to say, 'the Schellingian school', was once for all signalised in
the famous preface to that work. - |

This contention that "mind is higher than nature" is no mere secondary
and unimportant difference from the view that the one is of the same value
as the other for the Abéolute, where hoth are identical; it hecomes the
foundation of that doctrine of degrees of reality which characterises
Hegel's system, it determines the point of view from which a system is to
be obtained by stating the fundamental reality in it, and it indicates the
line of development which he must immediately follow in order to obtain that
system. Let Hegel once abandon the position that the Absolute is the
indifferent identity of both subject and object and there was nothing
possible for him except to maintain that the Absolute should be per se
mind.

It must however be observed on the other hand that this did not mean
the annihilation of the.view that the Absolute is unity of subject and
object, of all oppésifes. On this he is at one with Scﬁelling and also with

Fichte. The point is what most accurately and completely expresses the
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nature of the Absolute? Mind and natufe, subject and object together are
the Absolute, 2nd are opposed in it; is .the Absolute the neutrum of both or
is it one rather than the other? There is no third position possible.(l)
Now it is stating the same problem to ask are subject and objeét on the
same level of reality, of content, of import, of meaning, have they both in
all and every respect the same natﬁre; or is the content of one higher than,

superior to the other? Hegel maintained for 2 time the former alternative

in the period we have been considering. For it there appears that each is

simply a ‘relative identity', the ‘preponderanee‘ of one or the other
opposite is due to the point of view from'which the Absolute is regarded,
all philosophy consists in the 'repetition of one and the same identity', "
the Absolute is the 'indifferent unity of both.' Henceforward however he
adopts the second alternative, and thereby breaks with Schelling. All his
subsequent philosophy is simply the complete establishment and exposition of
this view. The plan by which he sought to obtein this result, we shall
presently indicate. We have merely to note that this explicit adoption or
rather readoptién of Mind as the fundamental philosophical principle is what

leads him to abandon the Schellingian attitude of the second period and

(1) :

We might say that the initial difference between Fechte Schelling
and Hegel just consisted.in the alternative adopted by each respectively.
Fechte chose the latter giving none but a subjective reality to object;
Schelling chose the former giving equal reality to both; Hegel chose the
latter giving merely a Sugrriart reality to the subject.
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determines finally the current of his subsequent thinking.

The reasons for this zdvance seem: to have been cumulative. We have
already insisted perhaps sufficiently, on the essehtially religious and
moral motives which led Hegel to abandon himself to philosophy. These
fashioned his interest in its problems, and in a manner predetermined the
result. Mind always appemred to him as the deepest, most real of #ealities.
This is seen for instance in the place which he assigns to Morality in his
scheme in the second period. It ié there taken t- he the fullest most

(1)

concrete expression of the ahsolute. Again the actpal relations of mind
to nature in moral experience, the very idea of freedom scemed to compel him
to place one on a different plane from the other.(z) And on the other hand
in intellectual experience the difference was also equally clear. The very
meaning of knowledge meant the dominance of mind over nature, of subject
over ohject, a superiority and prerogative which had been established by
Kant in such a way 2as to have become almost self evident. Moreover the
meaning which Hégel gives to philosophy in particular would seem
necessarily to lead him to this rosition. Philosophy as we saw was the self:
knowledge of reason; the identity which is the ultimate fact iz the

identity of reason. But if so, then reality must be primarily nind, which

is concrete self-consciousness; reason, mind must contain and not be co-

(1) (2)
W.I. 392. e¢p. Ros. Leben. 187.
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ordinate with object, nature, ’nccgssity.' It is impossible to treat all
philosophy (rhilosophy of nature ingluded) solely in terms of reason, and
impossible to spea& of 'the self-knovledge, the self—intuition of the
absolute,®’ 'absolute knowledge'(l) which the absolute possesses ﬁf itself
and vet maintain that the absolute is mefely the indifferent identity of
Poth mind and nature. Rather it is in néture of that self~knowledge that
it must be ‘higher than' it.

There is further to be calculatad the influence on Hegel for years of
Plato's philosophy, in which assuredly there is little indication of an.

equality of value or significance hetween mind and nature. And the concep—

tion of this relation derivable from Flato was confirmed and more

systematically elaborated by Arigstotle with whom in the later years at Jena |

Hegel beceme intimetely acquainted and whose influehce unon.him hencefor—
ward is pronounced and effective, And finally in addition to all this we
must take note of a characteristic of llegel's mind which made it impossible
for him to acquiesce for long in such an identity as Schelling offered.This
was his deep appreciation of the fullness, the richness, the multiplicity

of the content of the world. When therefore he saw the results to which

such a view as he advocated in and out of the "Critical Journal® really led 

and were actually tending inside the School of Schelling how it denuded

W.I. 399. Ros. Leben 102-3.
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the universe of its plentitude of difference, and converted it =t best into
a monotonous repetition of a characterless indifferent identity, it is small
surprise thz2t such a position should not he long atiractive to 2 mind zee so
fullv alive by nature, knowledgeknd experience to its varied meaning. All
these factors therefore taken together seem to make it inevitable thet
Hegel should find satisfection onlv in the principle that the absolute is
.mind, and should seck to 'demonstrate’ that it is so.

The mention of the last of the above influences leads us to another

aspect of philosophy which, gasidisessdew, 25 we have already stated, must be

insist~d@ upon and realised, if it is to attain its end——the completeness

of the knowledge of the content of the absolute. This was obviously
present and operative in the second peribd, though it is not itself carried
out, As it appéars there however it is certainly defectiﬁe.and questionable,
and it henceforth undergoes'decided nodifications. We found that Hegel made
a somewhat abrupt distinction between infinite knowledge and finite
knowledge, between the knowledge which is concerned with the absolute

identity qua absolute, and that which deals with the f;nite realities taken
as finite. And we found that the latter was dealt with by reflexion per se
finite and infinite, was determined by understanding and by reason in its
Negative aspect, and formed the sphere appropriaﬁed by logic; while the
forner was dealt with by transcendental knowledge which was one with
transcendental Anschauung, was determined solely by reason and that in its

Positive aspect, and formed the Sphefe of Metaphysie and f]ﬁhirosbth
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proper,.* And'Logic we saw had at hest merely a negative value for
metaphysic, the finite had significance for the zhsolute only where and in
so far as it was negatedr Now such a result was soon seen to be unsatis—
factory in many ways. For in the first placé how could the knowledge of
the ahsolute be complete if the ch}ent of the absolute was removed? and
what content remainecd zfter all the finite content was sbstracted from the
abhsolute as such? How was it rossible to 'construe' the absolute at z11
when the opposites which appeared were viewed simply as negations and were
merely negated? And since these finitudes helonged to the sphere of logic
what remained then for metaphysic, for transcendentzl knowledge to do? All
finitudes being as-such excluded from metaphysic nothing was to be done but
to show the ‘repetition' of cne and the =ame identity throughout all
reality. ‘Construing' it could only mean exhibiting its self-identity
everywhere, not showing how it maintained itself as different or in
differences, hut showing that zll differences were not differences at all
but the same identity. All differences vere finite and could only appear
in the view of finite knowledge to be different. For infinite knowledge
there was literally nothing hut the one identity. But such a metaphysie
in the attempt to give complete knowledge of the absolute succeeded or
night succeed in giving completeness but utterly failed to give knowledge.
Nothing was.io be gained or received from the'coﬁtinuous manifestation of

the same identity; in knowing it at one step we knew all that was to be
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known. In addition this identity could hardly ke exhibited in the
gifferences, for there were no real differences for it at 2ll. These all
held good merely inside the sphere of the finite and were already negated

in logic (in *philosophical reflexion'); the differences were for the
absolute indifferent. What made them different was the absence of that
positive element, the identity, found and discussed in metaphysie; when

this appeared or was exhibited the differences vanished. In transcendental
knowledge therefore, in that 'union of rellexion and Anschauung® nothing
could be dealt with but the zbsolute identity which was at bhest rofunded inte
into those realities which had a mere semblance of difference.—-a

procedure Whiditondsnz. cither impossible'dr inadequate and false, the former
&f thege réally are no different realities into which the identity is to be
refunded, the latter #f thege are such realities. And further it is also
evident that such a metaphysic seems perilously near to a discussion of

what is 2 merely abstract identity of understanding, ageinst which Hegel had
already waged war. The logic had heen the negative assertion of an absolute
wvhose positive reality was exhibited in metaphysic; but the negative
;ctivity of this absolute which arpeared in the logic had wiped out as with
2 sponge all the plentitude of content which would have given meaning to

the positive assertion of its identity znd left ncthing to be considered

but a characterless blank. No reél knowledge of the absolute was given

in the lqgie itself; at hest only a knowledge of what the absolute vas not;
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yet when the metaphysiec seeks to supply £his knowledge of the zbsolute
identity there is nothing in particular to know except that the "absolute
identity alone is. It is not open to show that this identity is

determined as different; there is no gettiing back to thehdifferenceé at all
for the simple reason that they have been already abolished in the logic in
order to find place only for the one absolute. It is as if zll the wealth
of the world were reduced by a process of elimination to a single species
of commodity—=which thereupon turned out to have by nzture of the case no
exchange value whatever. It certainly seemed therefore that with such an
absolute what had been attained was not an identity which substantialised
the various opposites of knowledge but rether one which remained zrart from
them altogether and at most destroyed the substantiality they rossessed in
finite knowledge. It was in fact an absolute identity which did not appear
ahstract merely because it had established itself by destroying everything
which offered itself as a rival to its supremacy——the lion which herded
with the flocks and heceme lord of them by the might of its hunger.

And this result was not the fault of the loéio, but rather of the
metaphysic; the logic becaus%negative of the finite content did not demand
the metaphysie, the metaphysic rather demanded & negative logie; it was
because the metaphysic was so conceived that the logic was negative to
prepare for it. For metaphysic there was literally only one reality; and

vet in spite of this finite elements actually existed. It was plain that the
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completeness of the knowledge of the absolute ought somehow to find a place
for these finite realities, whieh would at once do justice to their reality
while refusing to take them as simply finite. MHegel appreciated the
importance of this intensely, and soon felt_it inpossible on these
intellectual and other grounds already indicated, to find satisfaﬁtion in

a picture which secured the harmony of its effect at the grice of the
nonotony of its colouring. And he saw that there was only one requisite nec
essary to attain a different and more satisfactéry result—— namely to alter
the ﬁurely negative character of all finitude. This was the sole ground of
objeetion, the source of all the harrenness of the result of his previous
conception; and here accordingly the change should be effected. The finite
factors thé finite opposites should not be entirely negated, and zll
differences vanish before the onz identity; they should be posited.

But note that by retaining as he did the conception of en absolute
vwhich must be infinite in the sense of including 2ll and determining all,
and one 2nd identical (just as formerly) the character of finitude as
hitherto conceived was not entirely changed but only partially so. The
finite opposites were to be Qgﬁé posited, substabtialised, ggg negated as
well. The mere insistence on the latter had turned the absolute into the
immediate tomb of the finite; the ingistence on fhe former only would give
imégrtality to all finitude, and destroy the meaning of the zbsolute. To

avoid hoth these results required him to demand the negation as well as the

Preservation of the finite.
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In

iications indeed are not lacking that the importance of both these
factors had cccurred to him even when holding the view which he henceforth
abandons. For as we saw zhove the finite realities arc related to the
absolute)arc therefore in a sense posited in it, though the positing is
pﬁrely negative, %they are only related to it in order to be negated by it.
Similarly again by asserting that the finite as such was the province of

o

understanding, and yet that knowledge of understanding wes ‘'not entirely

’ (1).

orposed to that of reason, hul rather intimately connected with it, we
have clear suggestion thét a pozitive ChQPaC+PP belonged even to that which
was negated hy reason. And when it is maintained that reflexion, negation,
is merely cne side, the negative side, of reason the same idea is in a
neasure contained. The truth is tﬁat the purely negztive treatment of
finitude which is undoubtedly the dominant tone of this period was due to an
over emphasis on the merely negative side of the activily of reason, which

was perhzps a natural exaggeration when he had for the first time seized the

ignificande of 2n zbsolute philosophy. If then the consequences to which

1]

this led did not by the nature of the case rcalise that knowledge of the _ 4

-

MNLLLrP
gbsolute which he sought this purely negative activity of reasoq<?uxrb be

qualified.
Now the positive asreet or moment of reason had hitherto been contributs

A - D
ed-bwﬂ‘nschanung; and the pos 1t1ve element was we ﬂaw the identity. _Effb

' (1)803; 190, | e e, 4;f’f”#”’
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negative moment of reasoqiwas thmaf to iﬁland belanged.to metaphysie.

If therefore a positive character was to be contributed to the finite
realities as such it could only come from the Anschanung of metaphusic.

But in that case the relation between reflexion and Anschauung nust cease

to be so external, the one must share the nature of the other, must be

found with it.( They must in faect become one activity with two insepara—
ble moments, a2 single moment with opposite poles, a functional unity of two
factors; reflexion must function with Anschauung, 4nschauung must m
and negate with reflexion; all externality of relation between the two must
vanish. This then would give the completeness of knowledge desired; nothing
finite would in such a case be left out; every finite would get its due, and
find its place in the @bsolutey its positive reality would be conserved by
the positive function introduced; and yet the absolutelwould likewise hold
its place as absolute because every finite is to be negated, and negation

in suech a case can only ccme from the one zbsolute and infinite reality. Anc
nothing more nor less than such a unity of negative and positive function

would satisfy Hegel's demands; and nothing else except such a unity con-—

ceived somehow just as that sort of unity and no other.

(L)
o O ne says that transcendental reflexion and-Anscheuung are
“&a&é: u%“‘the int is that in spite of this e llees identification,
they still remain side by side as distinet factors or processes, neither is
abandoned, or olves way to thp o+her, and they are not ulternatlvee.

’7'&“ w 4”22‘“‘- L‘ ) MKW “M‘.‘:ﬂ"
W }ﬁ,m,‘-m % H'f"
_ -J% s m—-r{M«.‘vrﬁm do&bu ; $§ I't:"‘%;“
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It is not, he it noted, by 1aying sreater emphasis on understanding
as opposed to reason that this new result is to be brought about. True it
heen by the denial of that figity contributed hy understanding that the
negation of the finite had been maintained in the logiec. But this fixity,
we nust ohserve, was attribute@/ to an unauthorised and indefensitrle act of

(1)

understanding, which ‘robhed' finitude of its reason~charéoter, and

& '
stemned the flux of its own essential negativity. -The nature of understand-
ing was determined from ihe point of view of reason, aﬁd es this was purely
negative in.character it had no right per se to fix and determine finitude,
and was much nearer in so doing, so far at least as philosophy wes
concerned, to illusion than truth. Now however when the positive clement
of the finitz becomes emphasised and insisted on, understanding assumes
another and a most important place in Hegel'é treatment; but this is
because the rositive element sanctions the fixity of the finite which is
the work of understanding, not because understanding of itself asserts a
positive clement to helong to the finite. Here as vefore it is reason that
settles the place and value of understanding; it is because reason demands
and asserts a positive aspect in the finite in order 1o attain that
completencss of knovledge desiderated, that the claims of understanding to
to substantiate the finite are zllowed to hold good, just as it is reason

vhich determines how far they are valid. No doub® this rele which

Ros.
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understanding usually plays influenced Hegel at this juncture, and no
doubt his reaction from the barreness. of an ebsolute identity weuld find
greater resource and satisfaction in the definiteness the coneretencss of
the world as determined by understanding, and would induce him doubtless
to insist on the recognition of its claims per se, and this might suggest
the necessity for esserting tﬂat positive aspect of the finite already
mentioned. Still in spite of this, and in spite of the extraordinary. pro-
minence he henceforth attaches to understanding, which he declares to be
"die verwundersamgte und grdszte oder vielmehr die absolute Macht,"(l) it
is clear for.thé above reasons that it is the positive character derived
in the manner and for the purposes stated that gives force and authority
to the claims of understanding, and not understanding"which fuses a posi-
tive content into the pﬁrely negative activity of reason. And this will
become still more evident as we proceed,

Now, since the zbove considerations indicate the line of development
which Hegel is to follow in order to attain thgt completeness of knowledge
of the absolute desired, if we can lay bare the plan and the means he
adopted to ebtain that method which would realise that end we shall have

gone veryaindeed to disclose the clue to his Logic. We cannot hovever

(v
Phan. Vorr#de. 24,
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accomplish this till we desl with the third essential cheracteristic of
philosophy on which Hegel insisted. We may note in jeassing thet it was

1

sible to make the change above deseribed by itself. Along with such

Wil

impor
a change were necessarily involved the abandonment of the absolute as
hitherto conceived, and a change of attitude towards the finite opposites,
subject objeect, Mind Nature ete. The latier could not henceforth be
viewed as indifferently the same znd identical with each other; with the
insistence on ﬁhe rositive ceharacter of cach finite opposite these finite
facts required to be considered per se, and their relations te be deter—
nined by reference to each other as well as to the chsolute. Hence the

possibility of ssserting thet one was 'higher than the other.'/ The thirad
characteristic which in llegel's view philosorhy must have was, we saw, the
sysiematic connexion of its content. Duringltho period we have.oonsidered
there is obviously cnotgh an ettenpt at systematic connexion, and with
sone neasure of success. But it is caually clear that this connexion was
not thorough nor was it brought abcut by the inner relation of the
content. The parts of the logic were not, directly connected with each
other, nor was there ény except an externsl relation hetween logic and
metaphgsid. There was lacking that inner necessity in the scheme, which
could only come through development. .He had indeed hinted that this was ;

the proper method by which to attain the system he required. But the law

of this method he had not yet formulated. All the parts of his scheme have
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this much connexion that they are 1l determined by rezsoin, vhich zisne im
fact cave them philosophical significance. But more thzn tais thoey eczm
hardly be said to rossess. The law of the logie is one
cornexion; that of the metaphysic another. The former is zntig.wy, the
latter the immediacy of 'An$chapung. But one proceecds inderendently of the
other,.and no direet relation is established bhetween them. Finitude is
lzid waste, and no connexion hetween the finite elemenis existis eregpt ithat
of & common ruin by a common enemy; and fhen without any evident prepara—
tion we enter at a single stride dinto the imp;egnabie citadzl of the
_absolute. Ve are not led up to the ehs~lute through znd ty msans of
finitu@e; simply by the magic might of anschauung the sbsciuie rises smd

takes shape hefore us. How we come by such 2 metl

-

od is not estehlished, mor

is it shown how we get pogsession of the two—edged svord of reflexiom.

oF
[F)
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These are not so mueh distinet forms of knovledge, as distine
W - - - - [T
and ona iuza_hltrary in starting point and procedure as the olher.
Again the same objections can be raised, and for the sane Ieascns, |
against the relation which exists between the identity of the zbhsolute amd
icced over snd

X

the finite opposites, =% finite differences.

. LW - SR ,
egainst cach other in smmediated and unreconcll{ed ornagition snd no
connexion, organic or other, is exhibited between them. The result is 25 we
saw they occupy two different spheres, in the onec there is no identity im

- the other no difference.
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There is further no inner connexion stated hetween the various
-functions understanding, reason, anschauung, negative and positive rezson;
and yet 2ll the knowledga supplied in the scheme is derived from these
sources. They are, as it were, various closed chambers of knowledge, all
important in themselves, hut one herdly more so than the other, for each
contains distinct information, and with no evident unity or connexion
between them except that they 2ll exist together under & common roof.

There is finally to he noted the ambiguous character of rcflexion and
anschauung in the scheme. At one time he scems to distinguish between
reflexion and the object of reflgxion, between anschauung and what is
‘angescha:i'; at another time he seems to make no such distinction whatever.
The general prosition he takes up inclines him towards the latter rather than
the former; and as we saw any other view would make his position meaningless.
For its essential import is to insist on the identity of each with the
other; ang hé is concerned not with the psychological process of thought,
but with its result.  Still the other view doeé appear either as a survival
from his carlier scheme or because as a matter of fact the terms in
question were ambiguous. The effectual removal of this ambiguity was
clearly imperative before any system could claim to be thoroughj and its
deliberate removal would go 2 long way to attain that systematic completeness
desired. Such an undertaking is indeed what Hegel set himself, the final
outcome of his efforts appearing_&é part_of_what we now Know as the

Phenomenology of Mind.
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It is evident from the foregoing indication of the defects in

=

systematisation of the content of knowledge that if Hegel was fully to
attain his'ideal of system decided changes required to be made. For_the
purrose of the cénstruotion of the system he desired, one tﬁing was
absclutely nececssary, and would indeed be sufficient, there must be 2

unity of method governing the whole procedure from first to lest. This was
the radical defect of the construction of the scheme he had formed in the
second periocd; though this defect was in the nature of the case, for the
parts of the scheme contained forms of knowledge each determined by a
different principle. Since the parts were external to each other and_each
had 2 distinct method of procedure there could he no one systematic whole
determined by a singloe method. Method is necessarily dependent on content,
if the system is to possess that characterlof inner necessity which Hegel
sought. DBut the various functions above grecified, negative and po;itive
reason etec., were nof to be gbandoned as valueless when the new advagge was
made. Rather that advance proceede along the lines indicated by theﬁ; they
are in reality permanent factors in his systenm. Bpt inasmuch as the defect
of his rresent scheme lay in allowing each to do its work independently

he was bound to remove thié defect if he would accomplish that purriose

~he has in view. And this could only be &6ne and wéuld be éatisfactorily
done, if ecach factor were shown to be 'a function bf a single activity, a

moment, in a single process. Hence the @LR4# remaining problem to be
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settled was how to obtain such a method.

Now it is impossible to understand how Hegel overcame these three
kinds of defects which rendered his second scheme unsatisfactory unless
ye realise that no one could be removed without a corresponding alteration
in the others. They were all necessarily involved in each other. It was
at once impossible and useless for him to attempt to discover a true and
thorough method of systematisaticn without taking account of the
completeness of the content of the system; and similarly he could not
determine the completeness of the content #ithout immedizte and essential
reference to his fundamental prineciple. And it is again clear that the
primary fact on the meaning of vhich all else depends, is the nature of
that fundamental principle itself. If once this is determined zll the
other elements (the method and the contents) will appear at once, or be
easily determinable; for on that depends everything else in the system.
The first problem then is to determine the nature and meaning of his ground
principle. That principle which henceforward is the fundamentzl tenet
of his system is as we have seon that the Real of Realities is Mind. The
Absolute, Ultimate Reality, is not the mere Aqur4L of Indifference; it
is not the mere quantitative_equilibrium of the ovposed poles of reality,
(subject, object cte.); it is one rather than, more than the other. One
is actually superior to the other, higher than it, because embracing in:
itself what the other is,gh_yet something further which lifts it above the

S

other, And therefore the absolute can be expressed more truly by this one
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than by *the other. Since that which is higher contains in itself as a
nmoment what is characteristic of the other, the absolute is primarily and
essentizlly and in the last resort the higher of the two. This is what in
realiﬁy the absolute is; this is what in reality is absolute, what is
ahsolutely Real.

Dut if Hegel has once risen above the position of Indifferent Identity
has once estahlished that there is a difference, mamtly a difference in
degree of reality, between these polar orposites, znd thet this difference
is vital and fundaﬁental, he has thereby set himself a uniaue and distinet
problem. That problem is to establish and exhikit this in philosophical, i.
e, for him systenptic form. It does not and cannot remain a mere
conviction; the other two essentizl demands which he makes on philosophy
force him to work it out in detail. Philosophy must not be merely love
of knowledge, but must actually be real knowledge. And it can only be
called real knowledge if it is complete knowledge, knowledge of the whole.
This is simply what it claims to be, less than this will not Satisfy it.

But knowledge of the whole must be a whole of knowledge, mugt be system, 2and
must by the nature of the case be & necessary system. Philosophical truth
is 2nd must be therefore system of philosophy.

Incidentally therefore any prineciple which claims to furnish
Philosophical knowledge and yet cannot or does not furnish it in this form
is thereby on this ground alone self—condémned. Thus when we are offered zas

3 principle _eT- thet we know the absolute immediately by feeling or
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by anschauung, notﬁing more can by such a process be supplied us, no
construction no whu;*;n . But wo do not thereby get philosophical
knowledge,rather we get a substitute for 211 philosophy, not a system of
truth but that which renders any such system as dispensable as it is
impossible; and indeed the satisfaction thereby sought is not the
satisfaction of science, but rather that of religious enthusiasm, something
nearer to cultured mysticism than explicit knowledge, not truth htut rather
edification.

Jﬁégel then must work cut his new conception systematically. And this
is tﬁeémore ne¢essary when the difference which he asgerts is as vital
asfho bglieves:it to be. For =1l finitude is embraced under one or othef of
the'fundamentai opposed realities subject object ete., and hence the
asserti&ﬁ of thézsuperiority of the one over the other must affect all B
re;liéy,?he present throughout it, and must therefore be thoroughly
é;taﬁliéhed evefywhere, if it is to be ultimately valid et 211l. Nothing
Ee Ss +hﬂn fhls Will satisfy; a more general exposition of his contention
Wi}l,not suffice; he must show it to hold at every step where subject is
brpﬁght;iﬂto felation with object, mind with natﬁre, ete. For take up
reélity at any ﬁéint and we shall find that there we have ipso facto a
refwtionfbetﬁeenﬁthese two.opposites; the reality we deal with either
helonrs ﬁo, 15 a part of the world of nature only, or of mind only, or

Dartiy of one harﬁly of the other. But in any and every case that

Felatlwn is in some form present; one opposite cannot be taken by itself
I?H
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without farther reference, it must imply znd be related t& the other.
Consequently if this superiority is to be real it must be shown to exist
wherever that relation exists, it must be shown to hold in short of cvery
phase or rart of reality.
n And it is not only necessary to do so, it is in the nature of the case
quite possible to do it. For we have this relation a;peéring in different
ways, in different spheres embracing 6ne order of fact at one place,
gnother at znother. We have it now for exanp:le as the relation of per—

» b
;:;;;;k to perceived, now as that of observation to observed, now as that
of an assertion of a law hetween facts, or sgain in conduct, in moral
action. All these are gdifferent, and vet all imply and express this same
fundamental relapion. Now each of these because different can be treated
separately and'by itself; we can isolate it from othérs, and regard it
simply as it stands. Hence we can'examine cach of these various forms
where the relation holds, and show that in every form withcut exzception
this sureriority is discoverable.

Heﬁoe thgn the maintenance of the supremacy of mind is simply the
othar side to, has as its necessary completement, the complete and
detailed exhibition of this supremacy over all reality. It means that mind
is to embrace its ohject i.e. not to exclude it (that would be dualism);
nﬁr to negate it (that would be s&lipdsm); nor to be on a level with it
(that would be the Indifferentism of Schelling); but to contain it in

itself. This zlone for Hegel is Idealism.
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Now it wasAto solve this problem and establish that position that Hegel

yrote the "Fhenomenology of Mind." Such being the general nature of the

problem which he has to solve, it is not difficult 4o see that to accomplish

=
il

his purtiese the enquiry will conveniently fall into two parts. In one

ﬁart he will be exclusively engaged in showing, that mind, when and wherever
we find it in relation to an object, is actually ‘higher than'(l} its
“ohject, actually contezins that objeet in itself, that only in so far as an
object is the mind's own, is the mind's own self, is it an object for and
over against mind ;t_al}. In such an enduiry there vill be no need to
confine ettention 'o any one form unhder which the relation exists. Any and
every form will have to bo considered. It must he shown that wherever the
relztion exists, throughout the whole range of the life of mind, an analysis
of the relation will in all cases show that the essential character znd con¥
tent of zn object is mind—-constituted mind-determined, that its being as an
objeet for consciousness is the same as its being for itself, that its
constitutive moments are determined by mind znd for mind. Here then we

have no speeizl regard for the ultimate form under vwhich such a relation is
nost truly expressed, or indeed is only expressed truly and fully at all,
This will of course be in the background of the enquiry gll along, for it

is the final result to be arrived =%, and in a.measure determines the

enquiry from first to last. Still because it is only at best one form of

- —

(1)This phrese will become more precise as we proceed.
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the relation, it will not in this part be treeted in any cther vay except
‘gimrly 23 2 sreeisl Torm of the relation in suestion. For not merely the

_trie form of the relation, but untrue, in the sense of imperfeect forms of

it must he considered. In some cases e.g. in perception the object secms

end is ordinerily teken to be juite external to mind; the latier seems to
exist by itself, it is merely Pgiven! to mind from without. Yet this is a
form of the relation cf mind to an objeet, and for that reason zlone must
find = place-in the enauiry. In others again e.g. the moral order or
religion the cbjeet seems entirely determined dr ¥ lcest mainly dectermined
fromwMnd itself, iz 2 sort of effeet of its own activity; but here we have
also a relation of an objeet to mind of a certain distinet type. And
between the srparent pure externality of the objeet to mind, and the
appareﬂt simple 'manifestation' of mind in its objeet there is room for
considerahle variety of formé of the relation, zll of them actual relations,
hut all more or less imnerfect (when jﬁdged from the Tinzl a2nd true form).
A1l these then must he dezalt with separately, for ell have claims to
consideration hecause in all of them mind is established in relation to an
ohjeect. Fron the point of view of this enquiry it is in the first instance
of no importance what degree of perfestion any relation may possess what
degree of inwardness its terms mey have to each other; the determination of
this degree is zn after result, discovered in the course of enjuiry and by

it. The mere fact that the relation actually is discoverable, falls inside
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the experience of mind, the mere fact

no matter how that o

may teke up towards it is all that is

n the and

[

i

t exists must be dealt with

e

a definite pulse in the life of mind.

is necessary to mind, for in 2ach

end the richness of its exrerience is
The question regarding the truth
it has

form, not of whether any truth

jeet may present

miry of the relation therehby established.

and
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that mind is related to an object
itzelf, or what special attitude mind

ary to warrant the discussion

necess

Every relation because

simply hecause it expresses a determination,

Bvery relation hecause it exists

21l mind is determined differently,
not summed up in any one only.
of any given relation thus takes the

at all; the fzect that mind is so

determined with reference to an okjecct itself implies that it has truth, for

any relation is a determinate part of

necessary to it.

taken by itself, true; for in each mind is

satisfied 2nd rests with it, there is

And hecause necessary to it,

the experience of mind, and is
each form of the relation is,
closed with its object, is

an 'agreenent between the mind and

the object',(l)'and the symbol or indication of this agreement is the

certainty’

the mind possesses in deallng w1th tho obgcct in ques+ionv~—a

certainty which is present in every form under which the relation appears.

Since then every instance of the relation must be ipso facto true for mind,

the further and second question is vhat amount or degree of truth does each

(1)

The ordinary conception of *truth.’
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possess; what degree of intimacy is expressed by any given relation, how
par does the objeet dealt with at ang point realise express the actuzal and
essential nature of mind, how far is the mind in dealing with the object
explicitly «emd avare of itself as being in its objéct, as being et one ﬁith
it as well as its own self. To express it briefly and from anofher point
of view, the degree of truth of a2 given relation between the mind ahd its
object is determined by reference to and in virtue of the fundamental
prinacy and supremacy of mind in the relation; the fact that each relation
dcos have truth at all, ﬁo matter what the relation be, is due to the inner
unity of mind with its object in every case. i

. Looked 2t in this way therefore the enquiry deals with all actual
relations between nmind and objects hecause they are frue and in virtue of
their truth. But it at once distinguishes itself from two other enquiries
which hardly concern it at zll. It does not deal with the history of any
given relation in itself, does not show how any relation arose, out of whatl
factors or proceises it was produced. Such a discussion wés excluded
because it was not the genesis of the relation fhat vas phiiosophically
important, but the relation itself, not the process but the product, not ﬁhe

origin but the actual meaning. Nor again is the above enquiry concerned

. or ot el (D
¥ith the conseq@iences which resultﬁyhen a given relation is established.

Each relation is regarded simply as a particular form of experience with &

distinet character, appearing in a way distinct from other relations, having
b ‘.H-u-ﬂ- Muﬂﬂ &WL‘ - ‘ —_— f j : f
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econditions and 2 nature of its own. Prom such a trecatment of the relation

we can exclude all the detailed content of the particular sphere of
experience constituted by the relation in question and determined in all i

respects by it., For example in the relation between mind and its object

found in perception, we can analyse its nature simply as a relation, can
dgetermine its constitutive factors, can show that in it the objeect appears

as a thing and its qualities and is in this form a particular mode of the

activity of mind; but in so doing we nced not state vhat particular things

and alities there are in thersphere of experience to which perception is

appropriate. Similarly of the relétion of mind to its object for example
in morality. It is the form and character of any relation, not the varied
content which it embraces and determines, that is considered in the above
enquiry. It will therefore deal with all the different relations in
which the mind can stand to its object, but will not include either the
genesis of those relations or a systematie statement of 211 that is
contained under them. To include the former would be at once irrelevant and
umphilosophical; to include the latter is impossiblé and unmecessary, for all|
-Ithe forms treated of (with the exception of the last, as we shall see) are
wimperfeot aqﬁ cen neither contain nor exhibit the full truth which alone willt
completely and without reservation satisfy mind.

But it is clear frqm what has been said that if we are not to have
here a genekie history of mind nor an explicit system either of impeffect

or perfect knowledgg;of incomplete or complete truth, we have at least
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elements of both history of mind and of truth. For each mode considered by
itself expresses an esseniial and necessary attitude of mind, and in each
there is truth. All modes or relations of mind to objects are simply to be
taken.as thoy aetuau%appear or have appeared-—-that is we are to have a
history of these various forms. And all such relations are regarded solely
with reference to the kind and degree of truth they possess. Hence the
enquiry is a historical analysis or analytical history of the kinds of
truth of which the mind is oapahie.

Or again if we consider the relation of the mind to an object as the

(L

essential characteristic of all that is named Experience, the enquiry
in question may be named =z constructive history of the forms of experience.

Once more if we take conscinusneg%hq,pe the fundamental form under
which mind exists, that which constitutes its very exisfence the enquiry
can be looked at as a philosophical histdty of consciousness.

Or findlly regarded as an analygis and statement of-the functions,
the activities of mind in its relation with reality we may view it'simply
as a transcendental psychology. All these various expressions merely
indicate gifferent aspects éf precisely the same problenm.

To carry out this enquiry is then the first part of that problem which

Hegel was foreed to undertake and to solve if the prineciple he sought to

(1) : _
Phan. d. Geistes Einleit 27.
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~ establish was to be fully developed. Such an undertaking was precisely what
he sought to accomplish in his “Phenomenology of Mind," the origin and
purpose df which iz contained in the general statement we have just given.
We must defer for 2 moment any further exposition of the content of
the Phenomenology. It is of immediate importance to note that the analysis
and discussion contained in it must have ocecupied from abogt 1803 ikl
the time of its publication 1806-~7, For it was from this time onward that
the breach with Schelling became ever wider; end his examination of the
various forms of experience seems a2t once to have created and confirmed his .
difference from him. All along he had mezintained with Schelling that
subject was one with ohject; in the Fhenomenology he nhroceceded to-ekamihe
and analyse this in detail. It was this analysis that was the vital problem
on the answer to which depended the nature of the relation between thdse v
orposed eclements of reality and the character of the unity which'héld'them
together. This enquiry alone cculd give Hegel any new result of his 6&5, as
it alone could establish a final rhilosophical position. Not that Schelling
or Fichte or even Kanf had not likewise maintained the 'unity of subject and
object®; nor had they neglected the enquiry into the reiation subsisting
between them. It was neither such an enquiry nor‘the fact of the ﬁnity whict
distinguished Hegel's problem from theirs or made nécessary his new and

) =

(1) ' _
7 He promises to have the FPhen. published by the autumn of 1805.
Briefe 1. 52.
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up the position that if subject and object are one, then in all cases where

© in experience we find them in reletion we ought either to find them actually

case and thereby pointing towards and 'leading up to' that complete explicit

31,

W
distinc?~ena1ysis. It was rather the character of the enquiry and the

nature of the unity which distinguished him from them and which compelled
him to reundertake an enquiry and esteblish in his own way a result which i
in their general form were similar to those of his predeeessors. For |
instead of 22 in the rcase of Sehelling(l) as aLso of Fichte beginning
consciously and expliecitly with and from the bare zbsolute unity of the two
gtated in the form of a single prinecirle and thence 'deducing® from this
highest fundamentzl fact all the content of experience, Hegel ncither starts
from that unity nor does he even‘admit the validity of expressing in the

f;rm of a single proposition the prinéiple of 211 rhilosophy. Schelling and
Fichte start from the supreme fact, which should rather be conclusiowm znd

result than a starting point; but a teginning in philosophy should properly

be the simplest truth and not the highest., Hegel on the other hand takes

expressing this unity, or else by their imperfection, their incompliiz?egs

their irner disagreement revealing to analysis the presence in themAin every

unity whieh is their inmost reality. Let us then, he seems 1o say, instcad

(1)

Viz. in "Trans. Idealism."
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of starting from the highest form of their reletion start from cases where
they are obviously separate and opposed end let us by examining these see
where and why_they fall short bf and how near they approach to their
essential unity. This was clearly a Aifferent procedure from that of either
Fichte or Schelling, and held in itself ﬁrOSpect of a conclusion different
in character, though necessarily not in frinciple from theirs. The
suggestisn of such an enquiry may possibly have come from Schelling's
conception of the content of philosophy being simply the history. of self-
consciousnosé; though it is manifestly suggested also as simply thé reverse
process of egtablishing-idealism feemthat of Fichte =nd Schelling.

There were moreover two secondary but very important reasons for
undertakihg the enquiry contained in the Phenomenolégy. There vias first a

consideration of praetical importance. Hegel had a distinet and in that

_ sense 2 new philosophical point of view, and 2 new philosophical truth to

lay hefore the wvorld, and being nevw it was distinet from the ordinary
conceptions of his immediate audience in the lecture room, and of the

larger philoscphical publie. If then he was to succeed in establishing

the claims of his own view, if he wvas to get his new truth understood,

he was bound to meet his audience half-way. This implied thet he should

treat tho forms of cxperience familiar to his audicnce and deal with them

in such a way as =2t once to appreciate their conceptions of these forms

and indicate the significance which his own view compelled him to attach

to them. This vas the more necessary because each of those forms laid claim
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to possess a2 truth of its own a e¢laim which the natural consciousness
%as ﬁrepared to adnit as absolute. Hegel admitted this claim on the part
of these various forms to possess truth and thereby stood on the seame level
with his audience; hut by a f“;ﬁ7'7;° device he converted these several
forms of truth discoverable in experience into steps by which he might
lead hiz puhlic up to his own final point of view. Thus he at once
enriched and enlarged the conception of truth and of experience familiar to
his 2udience by doing justise to each form in which the mind experienced
f truth, and hy bringing »11 such forms within the sweep of his analysis;
while =t the sams ftime he thereby conduzted osthers to the position at
vhich he himself stood. Lcoked at ih this way the Phenomenology is a
ﬁﬂ?wulthi introduction to Hegel’s philosophy, the preparatorg text—
hook ﬁo.AﬁéoluteIdealism.(lD
The other reason which made the enquiry necessary was theoretical;
Hegel's philosophical point of view was in the first instance merely.cﬁe

: emong others which hzd 2lso appeared in the course of history, and prima

facie had no more right to be considered final truth than any of the

3 the

; others., Yet it was of its very essence to lay claim to gglabsolute and
true philosophiczl position; 2all others were at best simply imperfect

forms or precursors of it. Such a claim was not merely opposed to the

S

o+

(1)

Phgn. Vorrede 20.
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similar contentions of other thinkers who had appeared.in the past, and who
1ikewise claimed to have the final truth, but came into abrupt collision
with the views of his immedizte antecedents znd contemporaries, who egually
claimed to have fashioned the [ineal scheme. Ille was therefore bound to
defend his clzim and establish his rosition, and this could only be
accomplished to his own satisfaction and that of others if he systenaiically

-~

proved the truth of his o&n view.

Now only one method of proof was open Lo him. For he held on the one
hand that his own view was the absolutely true and on the other hand that
the views of others were likewise true, but imperfect, His proof therefore

1

had to reconcile hoth these positions. And this was only possible by

=

showing thet the truth the other views contained was true by being 2 form
or exporiense of his own, and was imperfect hecause it did not completely
hut only impliecitly contained his view and was thus at the same time out of
egreement with its own immanent principle. And on the other side he had to
show that his own view zctwally and explicitly expressed the truth implied

in the other imperfect views and really contazined whatever truth was

present in them. This second part of the proof is merely the counterpart

of the first, and indeed is obviously presupposed by the first itself. If

then Hegel could estahlish hoth these clazims he would completely justify
theoretically not merely to himself but to the philosophical public the

¢laims he had put forward on behalf of his own philosophy. Regerded in the:

light of this purpose, the PhenOmenolbgy may be considered the systematie




e

3.

(1)

proof of the standpoint of absolute idealism. It was then to
accomplish all these ends ahove indicated, viz.: to remove the defects of
his preceding position introduce and establish his new conception that the

enquiry contained in the Phenomenology was undertaken. In what manner this

the first part of his problem was carried out we shall presently state.

(1) - _
Logik I. Einleit p.31: also p.57.
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It iz not difficult to discover what bearing sueh an enquiry will

1

s3en

u

oF

have an the cther two es ial factors in philosophy, its content and its
méthod. For while the systematic and exhaustive discussion and grounding
~f the prineiple of Hegel's'philosoﬁhy form the problem and purpose of the
Phenomenology, it must not he surposed that the enmuiry is 2 by§.product

of his system 2 mere introduction, external and inderendent of it. This we
shall show léter on more fully is net the case; and meanvwhile we may merely
note that Hegel himzelf considered thét the pcwﬁkas a constitutive part of
his system. It iz ineviteble then thzt the enquiry would determine both
content and method 2s well as principrle. Now 211 relations between subject

and ohject, the wholec contents of experience are to he passed in review from

=L

=

the most extreme forms of oppesition between these two elements, up to their
closest most explicit affinity. And in all of them subjeet and object are
to be shown to be essential one, subject bzing 'higher than®, the

determining cround of znd including the ohject. The whole content of

experience will thus zrpear as moments or rodes of the ground reality of ;

experience . )VUH,I . Sinece then all experience is to be embraced, since in
all that unity between subject and ohject iz to be exhibited, nothing of

experience will be omitted from the content of philosophy, and every content

(1

there mentioned seems obvisusly due not to change of point of view regarding
the work; but to external reasons.

Briefe I. 52: Log. L. 1st Preface ad fin, note: The change of title T

o
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will have thet place in exverience vhich it is entitled to as e
moment in the one experience of the one reelity, mind. Consequently on

this new.vicw and 23 2 result cf this new enquiry there will not be 2

merelv abhstract characterless X

indifferent' identity, the finite veried
content of experience will not exist simply to be negated. Both the unity
and the differences will be naintained znd preserved, and the sne by means
of =nd hecause of the other. Thus the only and complete content of
philosophy will be the whole diversit J%exl ericnce which alcne reveals and
where a2lone is found the meaning and content of that absolute which is the
only objeet of philosophy. Kot the zbsolute per se as on identity
indifferent to though uniting subjest and object, but that absolule, that

nnity)only in and through its own wealth of varied content is what hence~

forward is to be found in philosophy. The absolute because essentially

and trulv nind iz not merely at once substance and subjedt, but is pre-
. " o (1) . o :
eminently and primarily subject, 2 unity containing and revealing all

its diversity to itself and rreserving it because possessing i£ as its
self, and thus knowing, containing, exhibiting nothing ﬁut what it revealsw—
the whole contents of experience. 'Tm?t the absolute is subjecet not
substance, that all the reality of the absolute can only be whaﬁ it

reveals, that all experience is just the laying out in extenso of the

(1)

Fhanomenologie: Freface.
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content of the absolute.——all these are nutually implicative or even
convertible statements. That then will ho henceforth the actual and only

-
|

" eontent of philosophy on llegel’s princirnle.

And it iz elear ths t thi

'f’}

h

st

advance

[
Q

wh 2 is to take is just the

counter—stroke of his rrevious negative atiitude towards all finitude.

Not merely does he maintain and preserve all finitude thrcugh and by means

(®]

f the shoolute:; the tendencey of this now view even sesms to he to do full
?

justice to them at the expense of the 2bzolute itself. It is clear that

this complete rreservation of finitude is 2 necessary consequence of the
suprenacy of subject over object. DBut of this again.

Wiith such a determinstion of princirle and content, the method of
philosophy must necessarily arnear ﬁf only, so to say, unconsciously and
naturally)by meens of and in the course of the enquiry itself. Not that
Hegel eould possibly be unaware of the method bw which this 'system of
experience® was to be constructed until he hagd well begun. He must
certainly have had & conception of the course the enquiry was to follow
from the start. But it is equally clear that he could only become fully
econscinus of the richness and full significance of that coneeption after it
had been thoroughly and comprehensively used. That general conception
Was undoubtedly that of development, a method ﬂhich he had already
SU(Q sted as the only appropriate one for philosophy, a method 'neither

synthetic nor analytic.® This coneeption he found lacking even in his
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(1)

hilosphical comrade Schelling nd it is sitating this divergence from
r ] &> p=3

enother peoint of view to say that the method of rhilosophy was the weepon

=

of separation of the one from the other.

But whet can develorment mean, cxcept that we must begin from the

(=]

{ furthest

o N

lowest form of cxperience, the form where subject and ohject stan

-

apart from each other, and from that point work up and through all the |
various reletions of suhject and objeet which will and do show various

n vetween these oprosite poles,. till we reach

=
Q

3 of un

0]

decrees of closere

a point where they are =xplieitly and without any reservation zhsolutely

1

one. CGranted that suhjeect and ohjeet are identical, arc one -in
inseparabl} unity, granied that the zhsolute is and nust be the identity of
these differecnces, (and this is the cerdinal certainty from which Hegel

starts, a certazinty vhich he mezintained with confidence from the Jena
perind onwards), still though that is ultimate and absolute truth, yet

the ehsolute must not be *shot out of & pistol*at us; it is too rich and
concrete to he eithor approcizted or expressed at the start and, as it
vere, a2t & single stroke; we must begin at the lowest level of ité rcality
and work from that. True we begin with the absglute, it is the 'terminus a
o' of 211 gepuine philosophy; but we must not begin from cnd at the
absolute, it is for our enquiry, for the system, the 'terminus ad quen';

(1)

Rosenkranz Leben 1890.
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onlg 2t the cnd are we brought actually face to face with it in its full
truth. Thus then the only beginning with which we can properly begin ié
at that point of experience (which throughout is determined by the
fundamental unity of subject znd object) where subject mind and object
stand ostensibly so far apart while yet maintaining a connexion by
referring explicit%ﬁiy to one aznother. And since further it is their
fundamental unity that is the one final ultimate fact for the connexion
of both, the one.theme of our énquiry the succeeding forms of experience
will naturally be determined on the one hand from this starting point on .
the other from the ultimate goal; in other words by the degree of explicit
realisation of the essential unity of these two opposites named. Thus
then the method consists in the systematic connexion of all tﬁe forms of
experience (actual moments arpearances of the absolute) a connexion which
exists because all have @ place and must be maintained in the one absolute,
and which is brought about by the immaneni inner critical reference by
each of its aciual form (a form common to every experience, subject—
objeet) to its essential determining vital nature, of its actual content
to the ideal of 2ll experience. Only so does each form stand preserved
limited and connected with every other in the one system of expericnce.
The vhole thus forms an organie development; its moving vital principle
is nemeable as dialectic; and only by such a method can the demands of

System be met and completely satisfied.

It is clear in what consists the advance in this conception of the
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nature of the method over that of the preceding period. Anschauung and
Reflexion are no longer different and contrasteé functions of the one

nind; they zre fused into one single process without losing their essential
nature (the exnression respectively of the positive 2nd negative content

(=3

eason), yet without preserving their individual

—

and processes. of

- - - 1. - ” . -
distinctiveness. The process of negating 3?& that of positing, and that
by one and the same act of reason. This advance is precisely what is
necessary to-remove that artificiality of contrast of these two functions.

But now no sooner will this enquiry of the Phenomenolosy be completed

than another problem will present itself for solution, a problem already

| =N

mplicit in the Phenomenology all along but only “ becoming perfectly

visibly promingnt at the cnd of that enquiry. If the unity of subject

and ohject is the one 2ll-dominating reality of all expericnce, and if the
modes of this unity are just the modes of experience, then does not . the
problem suggest itself to state in systematic connectedness the essences
qué essences, the modes of unity qua unity which have been the ground
reality throughout the whole of the Phenomenology. We have those various
concrete rclations of subject  and object in experience; can we not, must
we not proceed further to extract or abstract the inner kernel of

ultimate truth exhibited and possessed by all the several moments of
experience, the vital essence contained in and determining each mode of

eXperience, each relation of subject to dbjecf, and copstituting it a



i

necessary pulse in the life of the zhsolute. There is in every mode such &

vital essence, namely the identity, the unity which is the ground of the

o

connexion of subject abd ohjcet in cach case. And each such unity, each

gseveral essence will be z specific truth, the ultimate truth namely of

each mode. The complete system of 3uch unities such essences will of

course cover the Samé area as that of the Phenomenology, namely the whole

of experience, the content of the absolute. The only difference will be

that whereas in the Fhenonenology we have the concrete existent temporal
actual appearance of experience, in the other enquiry we shall have nothing
else mut the abstraect 'formal' conceptual 'pure' essentialities stripped of
all direct refercence to the diversity and tangibility of existent experiences
and expressed and connected simply in and through the.purity and simplieity
of their true character. The content of this new science being the inner
reality of cach mode of experience, and this inner reality being as we saw
the principle of conncction of the various modes; it is further evident that
the method which this new science will follow will be none other than that of
the Phenomenology itself; it needs none other and it can find nonc other.

The only difference will be that the method will in this new science be
formed and exhibited in its transparent simplicity and purity; for here it

is operating upon and with znd through a content which is itself trensparent
and.'pure.’

But what else can thiz new science be but just what has been hitherto
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known as Logie? It will anpear and is indced evident that these vital
essences can only bLe conecepts thoughts weakewmes os such; and these have been
and are always the matier of Logie. But if then Logic is this ultimate

final ahsolute science par excellence it is clear that it will ccase to be

b

distinet from andAlie outside 'metaphysice®; will cease to be en

I—'
Q

'introduction' to metaphysic will become an independent and self-
dependent science; will cease fto be validly divisible into logie of
understanding and logic of reeson; will cease to be a *‘negative logic of
reflection', and will become inlvcry deed the ultimate absolute all-
embracing science, with an ultimate absolute method—will be speculative
philcsophy in its truest form.

| Thus the transformation of llegel's principle and the systematic
establishment of its content, implied, paved the way for, and indeed necessi
téted his epoch-making Reformation of Logiec. He was undoubtedly aware

that this was his next step after the Phenomenology, which, he indicates
1

i
to Schelling,{ ) is "merely the beginning." Not that there wes no Logic at
21l similar to his own already given to the world. Fichte's "Wissen—
schaftslehre", and Schelling's "Transcendental Idealismns® were after all
merely attempts to establish by itself Logic or Spéculative rhilosophy as a

complete and independent science.(g) But neither of them saw at all clearly

(1 o (2)
Briefe 1. 79. _ Leben 179, 188-0,
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that this was really what they were trying to do; and in Fichte's case
both principle and method were virong, in Schelling's while the prineiple

! (1)
was in a way sound there was no proper method, no 'development’. The
importance -and significanee of Hegel's reformation consisted not merely
in the soundness of the prineiple and the perfection of the method, but in
the careful, precise and sharp distinction of the problems of Logic.
Logic with him ceases to be mixed up in and with the concrete existent forms
and characteristics of the experience we find ready to hand; Logie is pure
Logic, deals with pure notions and essences, Logic handles the concéption
as sucﬁ. All that holds of existent exrerience, as concrete embodied
historico—factual appearance éf'the absolute is dealt with in a distinet
science——in the Phenomenology. Notions, essences, thbught-unities in
their'purity' and ultimaey are dealt with in another science——in Logic
aione. It was exactiy that confusion of problems that characterised both
Fichte and Schelling and even Kant; all of whose work is in truth restricted
%o what characterises phenomenology of mind.(g)

How all the changes ecre brought about we must now proceed to determine,

—— i

(B) @ | .
ibid. ep. Ency.§485 (3rd ed.), 533:3 (1st ed,
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THE GROWIH OF HEGEL'S LOGIC.

PART ITI.

The problem of the Phenomenology is perhaps best stated to be the
'Enquiry into and Examination of the reality of Knowledge.'(l) This is not
the only or the fullest expression for it; others will meet us as we
proceed, and some have been already indicated. But the above seems for our
immediate pﬁrpose the most accurate and precise, and we will therefore at the
outset make clear the import of its meaning. To begin with it must be noted
that the discussion does not in any way concern the possibility of
knowledge: it does not enquire whether there is really knowledge at zll or
even whether knowledge is of the real. Hegel simply accepts in the firsi
instance tﬁe faet that there is knowledge, and accepls this fact in much the
same way that it is accepted by the ordinary consciousness.(g) And with
this he nmust also adﬁit the claims of all forms of knowledge o be azectual
knowledge, at least prima facie. Whether and what knowledge is possible,
what are the conditions 6f possible knowledge, .or again what are the limits
of knowledge .he does not at all investigate.

Now iﬁiiledge taken in this very general sense is not strictly
speakinngcience, and yet is wide enough to includg the latter. But it is

seience with which Hegel is primarily concerned, and this in its highest

(1) f2)s ot
Ww. 2. 67. © ibid.
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most perfect shape as Speculative seience, FPhilosophy. Consequently not
knowledge as such, but scientific knowledge par exéellence is his main
interest. And it is evident that this ideal knowledge, this ideal of
science is present .to Hegel throughout the whole argument, and is as much a
reality for him as knowledge in general. He does not merely lead up to
this concebtion; it is active all along. It was presi@pposed as we saw
before writing the Phenomenology; and théé conception of this supreme .. - .5
seience is opérative throughout the investigatioﬁ. It is not simply an
"ideal™ oft science which cannot be éttained; it is emphatically actual
seience, the most real; the truest form of seience attainable; indeed
strictly considered it is the only veritably true science.. Only in this

its highest form doés knowledge become real science, truly and really
knowledge. The phrase 'reality of knowledge®' has thus a double meaning;
A1 knowledge is real knowledge which is knowledge at all; ali the

knowledge that appears bears this character, and the highest is at ény rate
as nuch a form of knowledge as all the bther forms, and is real in the same
sense as they are. But just in virtue of this community between all forms
of knowledge it is necessary to.signaliée the difference between what is par
éxcellenee-knowledgé trﬁe science, and ﬁhat is ordinary khowledge.. Rebafded
in this light true scimnce is the éhlj'reallknowle&ge; in it we'havé
knowledge as it truly is; knowledge ;really."' And this twofold interpreta~—
tion of 'reality® gives rise as we éhéllhsee to a twofold conception of the

Problem. On the one hand it is an investigation into every form of
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- knowledge as knowledge.
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knawlgdge, on the other azn enquiry concerning true and absolute acience.
When knowledge is taken in its widest significance there is only one
general characteristic common to all its forms, that namely by which
knowledge is knowledge...— that it is the relation of subject to an object,
the presence of an ohject for and to consciousness. Such is indced the
ordinary conception of knowledge. But the ordinary view distinguishes
between the presence of an objeect for censciousness and the existance of
the ohjeet by itself, as it is gpart from such a reference. And this
distinetion it expresses by maintaining that while in the former case we
have knowledge in the latter case there is truth, for the truth is the
essence of the objeet, the object 2s it is in itsclf without further
reference.. This wiew of the difference between knowledge and truth legel
agrees %o édopt without close serutiny, partly because it is the ordinary
conceptions of Knowledge with which he has fto deal, and by accerting these
he has c-mmitted himself likewise to the ordinary interpretation ahove
gilven, partly because it provides him with a distinetion of immediate use
for his own enquiry and a roint of departure for it. For it is clear that
in that distinetion between knowledge and truth we have the means at once
of determining what true science is and of investigating all other forms of
(1) This will become evident if we consider what

is the relation between the two factors named.

(1)
Phan. 17.
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A1l knowledge has for its content truth; truth is not merely the goal

-

or aim of knowledge, it is 21l that any form of knowledge czn contain.”

Knowledge indeed may he even asserted to bhe identical with truth. DBut this

1y

: L. s . ) )
statement is ambigutes®; for if truth is taken to mean, es it ought to mean,

the whole truth and nothing less, then obvisusly it was to emphasise the
difference betwecen knowledge and truth, and to deny their ahbsolute identity
(L)
that the sbove distinetion was drawvn. At the same time however it must
be maintained that in some measure knawiedge at 2ll times and in every form
contains and claims truth. Hence it is necessary as well as convenient to
distinguish hedween the truth which there is for consciousness in cvery
form of knowledge, the truth which is possessed by consciosusness wherever it
is related to an objeet, wherevor there i3 an object for it; and the truth
of the object in itself, the u)mll;hu easence of uhelobject, vhich may or
nay not actually be for consciocusness, but which is 211 that the objéct is

and contains. Now it scems in the very nature of the case that these two

forms of truth will epproximate. For the nature of knowledge of the truth

n(2)

being true knowledge, since "the whole alone is the truq‘ it is
impossible to rest content in anything short of the complete truth. And it

is equally manifest that this truth will be atlained .tiore completely by some

forms of knowledge than by others, more completely according to the measure

in vhie?

oy

1 the objeet in itself, in its truth, is for consciousness. Hence

——

o) | ; : (2)
. Between existence of objeet for us and Phan. 16.
existence for itself. |
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it hecomes very casy to admit that for cverﬁ degree of approximation to the
fruth in its comnletencss there is a2 speeific corresponding form of
knowledge. If then we turn this result which arpears as an inferenee; into
a premis¢s and a starting roint for discussion we cen say that every fonm(l
of knowledge, every mode in whiech an object is for and to consciousncss is
dgifferent from every other just in the degree of identification of the
bbject in itself with the object for conscicusness and can he investigated
from that_yoint of viow.

Further, truth, according to the usual concejtion, cansists in the
'agreement of thought with its object.® Translated into the above terms,
this mezans that truth is the agreement of the obhject for conscicusness
with the objeect ag it is in itself. If then the conly truth is the whole,
and if pertial truth meens merely partial agreement between the object for
consciousness with the ohject in itself the only complete resting place for
knowledge is where the agreement hecomes absolute, where the two are
identified, where thought and the object are identical. Such en identifi-
cation theréfere is the ideal of truth, the truth of knowledge, the
. @bsolutely true, and this is precisely the meaning of Speculative Science

in Hegel's sense, and with this as an ideal all other forms of truth and of

knowledge can be compared.

(1) |
"Forn" here and throughout this statement of the Phan. (unless
otherwise indicated) ® "Gestalt."”
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Now if we give the abstract statements and conceptions more concrete
shape ve shall see a2t once tﬁeir significance for the investigation we are
considering. Truth is realised when thought 'agrees®, ‘corresronds® with
its object. DBut *thought' is simply the abstract expression for the Ego,
for the Subjeect, Mind. The fgo, as Hegel is never weary of saying, re-ans

git
thought. Consequently th;%kwiich the object is to'agree® to atiain truth at
all (whather partial or complete) is the Subject, the Ego itself. In
absolute truth, in absclute science, we saw thousght, notion was identical
with objeet; in such truth the ijéﬂt was its notion, the notion its own
ohject. In ébsolute secience therefore subject and ohje%%-and its other will
be cne. But i4 so Subject will be to itsélf object, ﬁgd will be to itself
non Epo, Consciousness will be simply Self~consciousness. In other words
the absolute truth and reality of knowledge, science, is the presence to
congciousness of its own self; Self-conseiousness is the truth of that
relation of mind to its object whiéh constitutes knowledge. Only when the
externality of the objeet to mind has ceased, only when thought is
identified with its object, have we 2bsolute truth, absolute knowledge; and
such identity is only possible, has no place except in self-consciousness.

Now what object is it that the self has to itself in such knowledge?
Yhat is its *self'? This is nofhing other than thought. DBut if the
Presence of thought to itself is the absolute truth, then the truth of the
object as it is in itself, above signalised g3 distinct from knowledge as

such, must simply be thought, the notion. The object in itself is the



~ let the difference be zsserted to be as absolute as possible it is evident,

175,

truth of the objeet, the object in itself is its essence, and this essence
is just the notion of the objecet, the thought which constitutes the object
ig the object as it is in itself. If so then it is not the object in all

its de

bails, in 2ll its plurality of content which is expressed in its

notion, but the essence of the obp et, the object as it is in itself (an
sich); Hence the self which is present B itself, and thereby constitutes
absolute truth must be the totality of the cssences, the notions which
constitute and determine reality as a whole. Thus the complete and systeﬁabf
tie exposition of these would give ebsolute knowledge, speculative science,
and would zlone satisfy the demand for the 'supremacy of nind*, 'the
onnirotence of reason.'

As compared with this ideal of science ordinary knowledge presents 2
decided contrast. Here all we have is the presence of an object to and for
consciousness; and this is distinet from the truth, from the object as it
is in itself. In knowledge as we usually find it consciousness falls in some
sense apart from and outside its object;'these are not so much identified

i
as set over against and opposed to each other. Far from Subjectand object {

being identical, they appear as the most absolute difference possible. Still

1

~even from the view currently taken concerning their relztion, that on the

1Y L
one hand conscisusncss has se knowledge some truth, that is, there is

alvays some identity some agrcement between subject and object; and on the

other there is a closer intimacy, a nearer agreement and identity between
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gonsciosusness and its ohject in some spheres of experience then in others,
though in none short of absolute truth is the distinction and opposition
removed entirely. WNow that there is truth at all implies that the essence
of the object, the object as it is in iﬁself, is in some form or degree ire=
sent to consciousneés; and that consciousnecss should vary in thelextent

of zgreement simply means that consciousness can differ in its relation to
truth.

These two facts combined with that conception of absolute truth
already outlined, not merely éuggest the analysis of the various forms of
knowledge with a view to establishing the aegree of truth they contain, .but
‘indicate at the mame the line along which the snquiry is to proceed. For
in the Fhenomenology Hegel investigateé Knowledge with 2 view to discovering
the truth of kncwledge, that knowledge which is absclutely true, contains
and reveals absoluﬁe truth. Xnowledge, to repeat, consists in the presence f
of an obhject to consciousness. But Hegel does not consider the object: qua
object; to do this would be simply to inerease our knowledge of the object
as such. ‘lle has to investigate the relation estahlished in any form of
knowledge, the way in which mind (eonsciousness) appears when an object is
present to it. 1In other words it is consciousncss in relation to objects,
end the forms that relation assumes, that is the object of enquiry. All
these forms ate forms of knowledge; and the point of the investigation is
first to disclose the true form, the truth, of knowledge. Now the truer

form of knowledge meant a greater 'agreement'between consciousre ss and its
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object and vice versa. Hence it is that, since in all knowledge there is
besides distinetion of consciousncss and object, 'agreement' between them
according to the itruth contained in any given form, a change in the truth
means 2 change at once of the object and of the form of conscisusniss. A
difference in the form of knowledge is only possible by a difference in bofﬁ
form of consciousness and object of gonscliousness. That this should be the
(1)

ecase follows at once from the nature of {ruth and of knowledge. These
are constituted by 2 relation, the former of the notion of an object to the

object itself, the latter by the presence of an object to consciousness; and

these two apparently different relations become a2s we saw essentially one

and the same relation by the idegtificaﬁioh of thought and consciousness.
That rélation then being necessary it is obvious that a change in the degree
or forms of knowledge means 2 change in btoth terms through which the
relation is constituted. And vhen therefore we investigaté knowledge with

a view to determining its truth, that form of it which alone contains and
furnishes absolute truth, absolute science, in which alone the goal of

knowledge is absolutely realised, it is in the nature of knowledge znd of

~truth that every change in the form of knowledge, the determination of a

higher, a truer knowledge should mean an alteration both of the form of

conscinusness and of the otject.

———

(1)
The very wide meaning which is given to knowledge in this enquiry
must be carefully kept in mind. It is the presence of anything("etwas") for
tonseiousness.

@)
Phan. 69.
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Now there is only one way in which this enquiry can be prosecuted. It
is assumed 2t the start that there is absolutely true knowledge, that there
is only one such form of knowledge, and thaf all other forms of knowledge
cannot give absolute truth. At best these latter contain merely implieitly:
thet absolute truth, and if we regard truth as one, the truth they contain
is truth in viftue of this implicit identity of their form with absolute
knowledge. The investigation of these forms then with a view to discover—
ing their truth can cansist solely in the comparison of the truth of
knowledge with the actual knowledge in a given case. And this comparison
cannot and must not be éxternal, in the sense that the standard by which
knowledge is judged is brought to it from a sphere outside consciousness ‘in
which is present that relation to an object. The comparison, the criticism
is immanent. For the truth of knowledge and the knowledge itself both fall
inside consciousness; both belong to, are contazined in, consciousness,
the knowledge obvioﬁsly so, the truth also hecause it is the truth of
knowledge. It nust not however be supposed that the conception of absolute
truth is explicitly present at every stage or form of knowledge and that it ¢
is by means of this that the comparison is made. This iz neither necessary _
nor possible; inm faet that this should be the case would be absurd._ It is
not necessary, because every form of knowledge as we saw, (and as indeed is
perhaps obvicus enough) has its own truth, that which is for it, the object
In itself, the essence of the objest which exists for it, and it is by this
that the comparison need alone be made. And it is not rossible, because

that conception of absolute truth is not attained, does not become evident ¢
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consciousness till the end of the investigation itself. No doubt we may
e

say it is absolute truth which is ®™wplicitly present in the truth of any
given forn of knowledge; still this is not what is actually present and by
vhich the truth of that knowledge is determinakle. The truth of any given
form of knowledge, and that kndwiedge itself, the ohject(l) as it is for
eonseiousness, and that which consciousness accepts as the essence of that
object, the object *in itself', are both in consciousness. Conseciousness
has in itself both the standafd and the knowlédge compared by the standarg?
Hence it is that the comparison is immanent; the investigation of knowledge
and the knowledge investigated both fall insidé the one consciousness; the:
investigation is of consciousness by consciousness, and the enquiry just

M : .
consists igf;hether the knowledge corresponds with the truth#, hoth of which
are vresent in conseiousness.

It might indeed he suggested that the enquiry is impossible, for the
only knowledge there is s of the ohject as it is in knowledge, that it is
impossible to get behind fhis to the truth of the object the object as it
is in itmelf, or again that the only truth is just the ohject as it is for
consciousness. But the mere fact that in consciousness there is knowledge

-

of an object implies the distinection between this and the essence of the

. 3
object itself.( )

[a—

€8 (2) (%)
In the widest sense. Fhan. 68. Phan. 7C.
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If then it is found by the zbove method of procedure that knowledge
does not correspond to the truth, the knovledge must be altered. DBut this
alteratioh is at once & negation of the former knowledge and the introduc—
tion of & change in thg object, & new truth. It ig the latter because the
objeqtlpresent to conscicusness and of which there was knowledge was simply
the object necessary to that act and form of knowledge. The change .
therefore in the knowledge arising out of the zbove comparison necessarily
implies & change in the object, would not be 2 change without it. And by
hihis éhange consciousness hecémes eware that what was previously present as

. the ecssence, es the truth in contrast to the knowledge, is not in reality th

essehée“buthmerely the cssence for consciousness, not really the truth, but
the truth for it., This in fact is just what the change means, the

recognition what previcusly was present a2s the truth was after all only

truth for consciousness, and the substitution of znother truth(another
"an sich") in place of that which has appeared merely relative to
g (1)
consciousness.
Agzin it is the former (the negation of the previous knowledge), for

that knowledge has shown itself naot to correspond to the truth of the object

present to it, is in that sense false and is removed and repleced by the

2)

Succeeding knowledge. Still it is not simply gpolished or utterly false.

(1) (2)
Phen. 71. Phan. 30 f.
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The mere fact that the changed knowiedge proceeds from and succee@s to the
previous form means that this new knowledge is determined by the preceding
end is therefore not the absolute denial of it hut merely the negation

2
relative fto the prdecedding knowledge, i.e. is a determinate limited negstion

(1) y
of it. In a=bwee of this the precefding Corm is, while negated, at the
> ? ] 3

game time preserved, and mzintains its roality in the succeeding, for it
determines the character of the latter. And further because the truth which
is compared and contrasted with each form of knowledge, is ﬁhe truth of that
knowledge and of no other, the changed knowledge is the immediate and only
ot J the immediate negation, of the preceeding.
It .is by the combination of ell these factors then thet the science of
“ the ﬁhenomenél forms of experience is consiructed znd obtained. None are
thereby omitted, all have = place in the context of experience. All are
- limited, finite and in part untrue; vel their uniruth does not meen theifl
annihilétion; their untruth means no more and no less than that, by the
immanent process of their own content, each brings to view its inner truth,

becomes therefore absorbed in that truth, which sgain because 2 new content

of exrerience establishes a new form of experience ipso facto the negation

dln
It is this character of negation 3¢ determinate negation, as in fact

resulting determination which is the nerve of the process.

e ——— - R

(1)
Phan. 47, 65,
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o other method could lead up to, by inner znd immanesnt necessity, the
truecst form of knowledge; and by no other method eould it be zsecrtained
thet all modes of experience had been included in the system. By no other

method therefore could the two ends of the enquiry be realised}to exhibit all

——

experience as tha organised content of the chsolute, an@/prove, Justify,
establish the position of ahsolute Idealism, that substance is subject. And
again no other ﬁethod would be suitable for this purjose; for the method is
one with the content itself, is not brought externally to it, is essentially
bound up with it; to refuse to acknowledge the one is to deny the claim and
meaning of the other. _It is the content which imposes upon itself and re-
veals itself through this method; for that conteht, being the moments of
mind which can and does ahstraect itself from any particular centent, and yet
posit each moment as its self, must thereby have its own immanent movement.
This procéés then is the inner critical exposition of the nind's
content (experience) to itéelf, and is named 2 dialectic nmovement. It
con3ists in nothing other than in asserting - in bringing into explicit.and
conr:lete distinetneés that identity by which, and in virtue of which the
‘\Gﬁposed elenents subject-ohrjeet, in inseparable unity throughout experience.
Instead of leaving them opposed and expressing them as is' done in the
Judgment or proposition (where their separateness is emphesised) this method
regards their identity their unity alone. lience the propositionsl form

and with it the process of establishing proving by reference to and by means

of reasons and grounds are sublated in and are not approrrizte to the true
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speculative procedure. It aceomplishes by that movement of inner
connexion what is otherwise established by more or less exiernzl proof.

And just this insistence on complote and full presentation of that inner

enity constitutes the distinetive feature of dialectic process as compared

(2)

" =

with that method which leaves to Anschauung the insi t into that unity

without exposing its entire content to view.
Such is the ground plan of this Science of Experience. All the forms

nodes -of mind are teken simply as they exist side by side, as facts in the

2

v onseious experience, as 'appeersznces' of mind. Phenomenal they
ere too in another sense that namely of being arpearances of true and
(3)

rerfect seience, In either or both cases the science which gives the

analysis and synthesis of all these phenomena of mind's exrerience is

accurately named Fhenomenology of Mindy 4QE L L B §2 S R RTY

In passing from this ceneral statement of the meiter and method of the
enquiry itself we nmust remove at least one possible obscurity which seems
to hang over the investigation from the start. It is not cvident from the

icﬂ
above whether the process as described)to be found aciually teking place in
the conseiocusness investihated or whether the several moments in the
process arpear in the significance ascribed to them solely for the

conseicusnaess investigating. Does the ceonsciousness which is engrossed

(1) (2) (3)
Phan, 51-2. e.g.5chelling. ~Fh. 62,
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in sctual experience hecome aware thaot on the a.isarance of 2 new truth the
form of consciousness, the form of knowledce must likewise be altered, that
the new truth present to the mirror of consciousness means that the mirror
itself has likewise revolved, and must necessarily revolve vith it? Cleerly
the ordinary conscicusness is not aetually aware of such a change; the
change is W as it were behind its hack and in spite of itself.
of truth, of esscnce known, and of vhat is
ich does not come to light in the actuzl living
uncbserving consciousness, but only to the investigator. 3till this is
ohviously only a formal difference& for the content of each new truth must
be present 1o the ordinary consciousness; must indeed be exp:licitly present.
It is merely the process by which it enters and becomes aware of the truth,

and 30 rossesses a new experience, it is only the origination of the new

forms which becomes explicit to the investigator in a way which is not

(1)

rresent to the eonseinusness ermbedded in experience.. And it is this

*ives rise to the dcuble significance

o

double reference of the problem which
of the essence, the truth, the ohjeet in itself, which ajpears An the
investigation and is necessary to it. For the truth while at} irst sinmply

taken as distinet from knowledge alone was seen to possess a twofold aspect,

that in which it srpeared 2s itruth for consciousncss, and thet in which it

¥as the truth apart from this refercnce to consciousnocss, and in virtue of

(1) |
Ph an. 71-20
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It will not serve our purpose
account of the
interest
and moroe

therefore to stating in a
the Phencmenology.

Taking experience

actual argument of the FPhenomenclogy itself.
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conscliousness was changed and a new truth constituted.

at all directly to furnish any systematic

Our prinary

in it lies in its rlan and purpose vwhich we have zlready given,
varticularly in its conclusion. Ve must restrict ourselves

sentence by what steps Hegel reaches the result of

as it 'naturally' presents itself to mind, there are

three primary and specifically distinet objecets to which conscinusnogs

can stand in relation, zan know,

with which it can identify itself.

The

broadly distinguishable objects zreivhat exists as dbject in space znd time,

as
)

what iz at once itself and external

specifically, hut is both at once.

of mind, known as «
Bach has its own special modi; e.g.

Simplest

particular points, so to say, the stage of merely immediate awareness of

objectivity——sense knowledge sensuous consciousness.

DR D
isgvhere "that original or

L]

1y overconme.

‘mind,

M

Now the :;Lﬂnmeni consists in beginning with that generzl form where

mode is that where consciousness and objectivity merely meet at

osition is still posited but almost end implicit~

And so on for the various modi of these three ground-forms of

externzl® to mindj the self mind &s such, the subject as a selfy and

objeet, what is neither of the former
These three pive the gencral attitudes

objects), self-consciousness and reason.

et

in the first the most elementery, the

Another mod§ again
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the essential and implicit identity bhotweon the oyrosed elements in the

9]
Q

relation is least asserted, namely at the staze of conseiousness,® and
moreoveﬁibegins with that perticular mede in conseic USness in which there
geens leoast of =211 identity, where mind and o%jeet stand furthest from

complete exhaustive oneness namely al the stage of scense—consciousness. It

L

k

hen proceeds by the method and means already indicated to show that

one mode when exanined leads on to, finds its truth in another, the modes
of emnsciousness finding their truth in sclf-eonseiousness swhere the

identity i3 more manifest, and this laiter &gain finding its ultimate

chest expression. Reason is thus

Ul
et
cF
Wi
"3
p_t

truth in reason, where mind rna.h,

of mind. It embraces zll

p_i .
\.u?
c—.'.
=
(o7
0]

the truth of cons 1nujn0%3, the hig
reality; and is all réality; objectivity and subjeetivity arc one. This
is, therefore, the final general stage of the whole enquiry.

But the zrgument is not vet exhaustod. For as we reach reason at
firgt, that identity is merely absiract ahd formA. The rest of the enquir
is then devoted to completely exhausting all that this, the chief 2nd final
result whiech was to be established, oontaiﬁs." The procedure is again
deuorm1nﬂ“ in the manner in which the thwee rround-forms of the vhole
enquiry were es ﬁa?i hed, namely by refnrmncc to 'the distinctive spheres
in whieh reason can stand in relation te’iﬁs objeect. It is one with and
“in that kind 5f object,which'as 2 whole iéﬂnamea Nature, which is
immediately identical with it, »ut which éﬂé naturce and because merely

i 5
immediately present to reason is only imjjlicitly identified with mind as

reason. Again by consideration of the ghity of reason with Naturc we are

¥
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led on to the wunity »f reason with its self, zelf-consciosusness of reason,
nind rconcrete mind proper. From this again we pass to what iz the truth
of hoth the outwardness, the external identity of reason with nature, and
of the inwardness, the internal identity of reason with its self. This is

the zhsslute ewilieit and complete unsevered identity of reason with all

3
w
]
S ]
i_[r
o
0

7 without exaer,ian, vthere individual mind is one with gbsolute mingd,
she zbsolute rcality is absolute rcason, absolute pcrsonélity, subject.
This sphere is in the rirst instence that of religion and in the sccond
instance that of abhsolute knowledge. This lest then is the fin:l complete
welification the truest mode of mind, highest truth of
exrerience, the resulf, and the rezlisation of the whole enquiry. As it is
this form »f mind whieh is, as we caid, of supreme moment %o our enquiry ve
ress to consider it se;aréﬁoly.

This eonclusion of the Phenomenology of Mind is of the greatest
significance not merely with reference to the varioué Corns of mind which
have aypoared in the course of the encuiry but also in regard to legel's
Philoscrhy a3 2 vhole, znd more perticulerly, as we shell sce presently, in
fegard to the Logic. It is ossential thereflore for our purpose that thé
inport, of "Absolute Knowledze" sﬁould be fully appreciated. Let us recall
the problem which the Thenomenology seeks'tn.salve. We saw that it sought
to state systematically 211 the z2tititudes which ccnsciausneﬁs takes up
tovards what is presented to it as £n object, ond to exhibit the truth of

tach form which showed itself, and by consequence therefore to state that
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form which was withoul qualification the final and comj:letely true relation

ywhich conseciousness ceould take up to its object. The enquiry presurposed,

as a convenient though necessary starting point, the opposedness of object

to consciocusness, the separation of conseiousness on the one side from the

object of which mind is conscious on the other, and presupposed also the

conception of ftruth which, equally with theé other piresupposition, is found

in ordinary thought as it currently appears. And il iz by mezns of the

inner connexion and initial distinetion between these two presu; positions——

betircen the relation of the object Lo consciousness its presence for

consciousness, which constitutes knowledge, on the one hand, and the objeet

28 it is in itself, the idea of truth on the othere—that the enquiry

procecds, and that the stages of its movement are determined. It is in

virtue of the fact that the object is for consciousness (and in that sense

externzl to separate from it) that it is possible for mind to be cognisant

of its truth, and it is because in truth nind knows the ohject a3 it is in

itself that the separatencss of mind from the object can be shown and can

be found to vanish.

Now it is in the very nature of such an examination into the 'truth of

knowledge® that the results arrived =t in the course of it should in effedt

be double-sided in'character. The cnquiry affects mind on the one side

and the

eausly;
L

¥ is

certain

ohjeet of conseciousness on the other, and affects them simultan—

a determination of the onc implies a determination of the other.

not merely & certain objeect present to consciousness, hut a

node of consciousness peculiar to that object present to it; and
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these proeceed pari p

oy

2su.  llence it is thet an analysis of the truth
contained in a given moment or form of knowledse has reference to both sides
of the relation constituted in and by knowledge. Thus 2 change or
nodification of the truth of a2 given form of knowledge means & change both

on the part of the object of consciousness and on the part of eonseisusness.

In short the truth of the ohject in any given case means also a truth of

o

egonsciousness, a specific pulse or moment of its life, a phase of mental,
(spiritual) experience, a fact in the life of mind; the development of the
one proeceeds throughout by the side of the other a higher truth in the one
case just means at the same time and in the same sense a higher truth in the
case of the other. The knowledgs of the truth and the truth of Rnowledge
pass from stége to stage together.

further it resulis from the nature of the'initial contrast betwee
truth and knowledge that the enquiry should be a determinate process towards
a2 definite conelusion. . The 'truth of knowledge' means not merely the truth
at & given stage but the final and gbsolute truth. In this sense also the
enquiry has a double.referencc, a reference not merely to the nature and
significance of the knowlecdge immediately umder consideration, hut also to
the highest and truest form under which knowledge can arpear in spiritual
expericnce. And it is just as true to say that the truth of any given form
of knowledge determines the final truth, as to say that the latter is what
oplicitly determines the former. For it is of the nature of any given form
of knowledge (except the first) that it should be the truth in the first

rlace of what immediately precedes it and by implication the truth of all
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that has gonelhefnre, that it should ineclude it in itself as a moment in its
ovm conteni, and thereby determined by itself, Thus.just as in any given
case the truth in question is determined by what preccdes, and is vwhat it is
by virtue of that which “rovod-ﬂ and which 1% contains, as the final form is

the last determinztion of the truth, derending on because containing, and

evolved out of the nreceding. On the other hand agcin it is egually and

ok

erhans more ohviously true that it is the rresence of the finsl form as the

ideal and end =2t 2ach siage in the proeess whieh detarrminss the truth of
each [arm of knowladge. The mere Ffact thet in 2ach there is truth and thet
this truth is not annihilated implies that it shares in the naturs of the
perfeet form »f knowledge.

What this finzal form must be is evident from thc contrast beticen truth
and kn~wledsze already mentioned. Since knowledge consists in the presence
and yet opposedness of an ohject to conseiczusness and zince the consciousnasé
of the ohjaet in tself (its truth) means the dissolution of the oprosition
between the objeet in itself and the objeect for consciousness, it follows
that the finzl and complete truth of knowledge cen -~nly then be zfttzined
when the ohjectivity of the object and the truth of the object have been
entirely and without reserve identified. Now the ﬁbjoctivity of sn obhject
Just consists in its being Cor conscisusness ,in the maintenance of a self=

/

subsistence in contrast with and in that sense arert from conseiousness; its .

heine for conzciosusness and its objectivity are interchangeable terms. But

it only maintains that subsistence and apartness in so far as and so long &s
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the contrast persists betwoen the objeet in itself and the object for hind;
because it iz in virtue of the "in itself" of the ohject that it is possible

njeet to subsist over against to be for consciosusness. If then

— i —

. . = < : 2 R z
this "in itself" which constitutes its positieme substantiality bocomes itself

object of consciousness, is itself for can,oznugn ss, then clearly
objectivify opposedness of the ohject to eonseiousness has ceased to exist.
Thus wve zee that the finzl form of kno l 2doe means and contains not merely
the identification of the object in itself and the objeel for consciousness,
but also the identification of the object itself with mind.

Reciprocally again such 2 conclusion equelly signifies that mind is
identified in true knowledge with the cbject; for since the opposition has
vanished, the result lecaves neither of the faectors necessary to knowledge
alone and by itself to constitute the perfect form of knowledge. The argu—
ment 2s we saw had a double reference throughout, a reference hoth to the
ohjeet and to mind, and truth affected both equally. Hence in the final
gbsolute and completely true form of knowledee mind ond its objcct are
ahsolutely one, the finel truth of the object is.the complete truth of mind,
the ultimate heins of the one is identical with that of the other. And this
highest form is not simply an ideal to whicﬁ all.the-preceding forms point
and vhich determines the process of the enquiry; it is itself a definite
“actual form among other forms of knowledge; the truth of knowledge iz at once

the shsolute truth of mind , that form of mind in which it most complotely

and truly exhihits its essential self, and the absolute content of obhject-



ivity, the inrmost and ultimate ossence of reality as a whole.
Fow we have but to bear in nind these vericus aspects and determining

the enquiry which have just bheen gstated in order to meke more

S
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iefinite content of zbsolute knowledge. The three signilicant
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explicit tihe
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elements ere: the uouble-referénce first mentioned, the character and
conditions of the rrocess of the enquiry, end the resplt a2t whiien, it

rinally arrives and must srrive. Since the truth obtained at each 3tage
registers a2 moment of the ohject as well 2s of mind, the decerening of the
knowledge of the truth of the ohject, i.e; the increased explieit conscious—~
ness of its inmost essence, nmeans =t the same time a nore explicit
expression of the essential and ultimate content of mind. But since nind
xnlicit only fto itself, this unfolding of its content is sim.ly

thp inersasing of the eosnsciousness of itself by mind, the developmenf'cf
self-eonnciousnoss, And again sinece the evolution of the content of

consciocusnass is synchronous with the gradual disapearance of the distince.

(#]

ticn between mind and its object, the abolition of external objectivity is

the estahlishment of comrlete self-consciousness; the objectivity which is

there found is slso and assentizlly subjeetivity and conversely. The proces:

: ’ et . - .
of the enquiry thus leads firat of 211 to the «sséselation of the object to
&nd with the content »f mind as such, and thereafter evolves into complete
exrlicitqﬁness the inner 2néd entire - nature of mind in zl1 its determinate

relations to itself; the whole srgument heing therefore & graduel

arproximation hy rind to its own casentizl self.
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Wwe found the first steps in thiz self-e-nsciousness aetuzlly roached
yhen the moment reason was attained; and thence forvard it will be noted

mind i3 occuried solely and eonzeiously with its self, in some one or other

of the forms under vhich it iz presented to itself. Reason is not simply
a "function® of mind zmong other functions; it is = phase or form of actual

nind; it is that form namely in whiech mind abstractly and explicitly

expresses its oneness with itself in its object. It is the first the

L)

immpdiate end- therefore formal and m-rely gencral statement of the mind's
ovn nature; flor the bare consciousness that its objcet is itself, that
itself 15 one. vwith 21l reeality, that a2ll reality is itzeif, is the first
noment in which mind »ynears explicitly as whet it ecetuclly is. It is not
in reason conscious of its self as distinet from the reaiiﬁy off whiech it is
conscinus; it is conscious of.itself in all reality. The opposition

between conscious reality had alrcady been overcome in the

anc
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discussion of understonding; and the conseiousness of self as orposed to a
conseiousness of reality asgserted to be distinet from an individual self
had ai:z beecn nassed in review.

?ﬁ@ reason therefore mind first aprears in its truth, having the
character of universality, as conseious ohly of its self wheresoever and
vhensoever it has an chject presented to it, as one with all objectivity, as
subjeﬁtive and objective at once. And this which is the first statement of

the truth of mind is the first indication of the result of the whole

enquiry. For resson is not merely the nature of mind, it is a2t the same



194,

time the nature of 211 reality; is not to be set over ageinst recality; that
would take us hack to the opposition already overcome; there is no distinc-
tion between reason and reality, the one is without reservation the other.

Reason is therefore the truth of objeetivity. Reason hovever is not
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is thus distinet from {urther developments
of mind. It is merely the firsit zpproximation to the ultimate truth

recarding nind ané its relzation to objestivity. In short reason is
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tizlly mind}but reason does not exhaust the content of mind. Only when

reason is further developed .does it exhibit the complete reality of mind.
This step having been taken the aregument from reason conwards slightly

alters in complexion. Mind hes now ceased %o be distinet from its object, o3

to be conscious that it is so. . The further process of the argument consists

thersfore in mind_ﬁeﬂggaeimore invard to itself, in the deepenihg of its

eonsciousness of its own reality. In reason mind has osteblished itself

as the ground rezlity of the world; with it all inner opposition between

mind and chjectivity has eceased; there is no reality left to which it is

foreign, no reality whose nature it does not determine. The only develop=—

Nent whiéh remains rossihle therefore must consist in the more intimate

consciousnesslby nind of iﬁself,‘a process by which nind is shown to be

more conerete, richer in content and which finally lays bare the ultimete

and uvaéﬂa;ksnature of mind, the highest, the completest form under which it

appears.

A1l along, be it observed, mind is both objectivity and subjectivity,
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onfined to a subjective sphere; its
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explicit reality is essentially the negetion of anv oppositi-n hetween the

-

two; whet it shows itself concretely to be, it is ohjeetively quite as
b

truly as suhjectively. It may be said that i V“”v‘itﬁiséz?e ergunent . -
Mwus‘:ﬁnuﬂw{& ? ardy o

o the obJectlve/)to a very
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narrow reaning (to what lies "outside" consciousness), and if so entertained

wvould mske the whole argumeni meaningless. For mind has already been shown

in reason to he by itself and one with ohjectivity even in that narrow sense
in which i% can be restricted to externality in the form of *nature’, and the

very reason for nmoving to mind as it fully appears in unwiﬁiﬁ end its
ida

1y
identification

allied forms, is that there that = A~ 7 of mind with objectivity, that

O

inmost unity of mind and reality is more closely and cxplicitly an
cnnsciouslﬁ realised and expressed, and thérefore nind in these forms is
more truly itself.

rurther because mind has been established as the one zll=pervading

all determining all : embracing reality, this gradual process of realising

its content reaches & stege(in the sphere of inner éhweaditx) vwhere

ohjec ive.realised self-subgistent mind is contrasted with, is orposed to the
inner ronsciousness of its self whieh the individual mind possesses. Out of
this eontrast, which is also an inner though not eﬁplicit union, religion,

s we saw, afises. Now it obviously lies in the very nature of Hegel’s
_Principle hitherto developed that the ultimate absolute reality, which is

the object with which consciousness in religion is concerned, should be



convertihle wwith absolute mind. This after what has been said hardly

needs to he proved. Put again it is characteristic of

52!

eligion to lay its
enphasis no®t upon the specific individual who iz religious but uron the
objact with which the religious mind i3 coneerned, namely the Absoclute
Reality. That iz the one aIl—abﬁorhing fact hefore the religious

consciousness, before which that eonsciousness ttself seems to Fade into

insignifisance. In religion, in short, the individual rcality is transcend-
- > * g s .m : r
ed, enother reclity asserts itself higher than and contzining itself the

treanscended ==k rezlity. Hence it is for this reaszon that in religion
mind reaches a deersr congseiousness of its own rerlity, makes morc concrete

For in the
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latter mind is conseious of itzelf in individuezls, its recality as the

universal prinecinle is explieitly and coneretely established in the sphere

both the merely immediate reality with which reason is conecrned aznd of the

.
self-SeNgmied reality whieh arrears in morality. - Dut in religion it is
this uitimat% Reality-as such, in the totality of its contentqﬁgégé nature
is especislly, indeed solely determined. Insicad of cbsolute mind being
either implieitly present or insufficiently realised we have there in the
religious conécidusness its asctual content as iﬁ iz in itself nmade explieit

and determinate. And the development of nind into conercteness being sinmply

the expression of a consciousness}%tself, we see that in religion absolute
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mind becomes actualised and self-conscious. In other words in religion we
have the absolute nature of mind, as the ground reality of the world,
completely and definitely expressed.

Now we have just seen thati religion has its whole significance and
interest - in the absolute essence which is its object; it eliminates or
delimitates the individual in the sense that the religious mind occupies the
sphere of Supreme Reality, is consciously one with it, plants itself in it,
and claims direct and immediate relation with end cognisance ¥r&dh it. It
places  itself so to say at the point of view of Absolute Reality. But from
:this consideration only a very short step is necessary deliberately and
without qualification to take up the actual position of the Absolute as such.
In fact such a step is élready implicit in that transcendence of the
individual juét spoken of. And this step Hegel has no hesitatioﬁ in taking.
Indeed he was logically compelled to take it nét merely by the above
consideration hut by the very nature of his prineciple, a principle which
also made it easy for him to do so. For'sineelmind has been established as
the absolute essence of all reality, individual mind and absolute mind are
thereby identified; and since the concreteness and reality of mind consist
in self-conse¢iousness, we have in the self-consciousness of individual mind
the conereteness oflabsolute nind itself, the réalisation of the one
combines with it and expresses that of the other. When therecfore in religion
" the individual asserts and maintains its unity with absolute mind, and claims

that in absolute mind it is conscious of its own essence, its own self, that
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the absolute mind is itself and that its own self—consciousness just means
the complete and explicit union with the absolute, it is evident that the
identification is as emphatic as it could be, that the elimination of the
individual as such is secured, e2nd that the standpoint of tﬁg absolute can
ve confidently assumed.

This position is established in <he result obtained by consideratioh of
religion: the highest and final form of religion is shown to be revealed
religion. That this should be the highest form is simply the direct
consequence of the nature of his fundamental principle. For given that & - I:
Reality is essentially mind, and that the self-consciousness which appears
in religidn finds the self of which it is conscious in the absolute essence
of the world, it is in the nature of the case that the highest form under
wvhich that felation to the absolute is ekpressible should be that of the
immediate znd direct.eonsciousness of its content and nature, or in other
words should bhe the direct manifestaﬁion by the zbsolute of its inmost
reality to the mind whose self it consciously is. If true religion is
found where absolute mihd is the self of the religious consciousness, it
obviously follows that, the nature of self-consciousness being that of the
direct coming to and presénce in consciousness of the content of tﬁe self,
the truest expréssion for the relation established ﬁetweén the-absqlute and
the religious mind is that of maniféstatioﬁ, immediate outgoing of its

'reality, direct communication of the:content of the former to the latter;

and this is the character of revealed religion. But while in revealed
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religion the assumption of the stanfpoint of the 2bsolute es it is in it~
self and for itself without reservation, i.e. without reference to the
individual, is assured and indeed made nccessary, while in fact reveealed
religion simply means that in it we 2re immediately placed at the position
of absolute mind as such, (for otherwise it would not be revelation at all)
yet in réligion at any rate the individual is not explicitly znd positively
eliminéted. If this were the case it would not strictly be revelation, for
revelation implies necessarily revelation 15 a mind which in some sense is
distinct-from the source of the refelation. S5till the individual is only
preserved in such a sense as to-make it entirely compatible with the direct -
presence of the absolute. And this obviously can only be done by the
thorough identification of the individual with the absolute mind, or as it
iz otherwise expressible, of the human with the divine nature, a complete
unity which Hegel explicitly maintains. But this while it seems to reassert
the separate reality of the individuel, restores us fo the position of the
absolute by that very indifference of the content of individual.andﬁabsolute
mind. Still the maintenance of that distinction is necessary to religion
as such. Hence it is that in religion the Absolute is not completely and
explicitly determined as it essentially is. In religion the absolute
content is merely "represented” (wy-l—&bf' ) to consciousness; it is
not explieitly expressed in terms adequate to its. nature, but in
symbolie or incomplete form. The content is certainly revealed in its

fullness, but the form in which this takes place is not the form which
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expresses that content in its truth, an inadéquacy due to the nature of
religion and to the maintenance of‘that distinetion bhetween absolute and
finite mind.

Thus in religion absolute mind is not determinately and absolutely
s;elf—-eonscious.h In order to become so onc step and one only is necessary,
that the form in which it is conseiousness of its self should abéolutely
correspond and be adapted to the self of which it is conscious. But to
obtain this, any such distinction as that which is necessary to religion,
nust «clearly be abolished. The absolute mind must be the sole reality for
which and by which its own content is explicitly determined. But this
result is only obtainable gnd is accurately attained when to its content is
given the form of its inmost self. The absence of this is all that is

wvanting to that content as it appears in revealed religion; and to adopt this

~step is to express completely and truly the essential and final nature of

absolute mind. When absolute mind gives to its content the form of its

~self, knows itself only as it is in ditsSélf without further reference it

has become perfectly eonscious of itself, has attained the highest phase

- of its reality, has expressed its deepest ultimate truth. But to Know itse1£

in and through the form of self, is to comprehend its reality in its own

ﬂ'fOFM, to identify its reality with its own truth, and to find the one in the

other, to have as its object the self for which the object is present. And

this is simply to realise its own notion, the notion of its self, that by
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which it is what it essentially is; to be outwardly and to itself solely
wvhet it is inwardly and in itself, to be both objectively and subjectively
nerely and completely its self meens nothing other than the realisation
of its very truth, its notion. This self which knows itself, in its own
notion, and in that notion haé realised itself is simply absolute knowledge;
knowledge of the absolute content of absolute mind by absolute mind is
perfect and final knowledge, is true science.

Not} be it noted, merely knowledge about mind, nor again simply a
knowledée which is for mind. It is 2 form or mode of mind which is absolute
knowledge; highest mode of mind is literally convertible with zbsclute
knowledge; for here we zre dealing with knowleldge as 2 living activity, as
an active process, not as a product. Here then absolute mind is completely
explicit and coneretely realised. And with this it is obvious that the
standpoint of absclute mind has been fully and unequi&ocally addpted. Thié.
knowledge of which we speak has no limiting reference to individual finite
mind; it is solely the standpoint of the'absslute from which such knowledge
is regarded, and from which the knowledge is furnished. It is without
: ;:;;;; unlimited, in-finite perfect absolute knowledge to which we have
attained and which is here considered.

Such a point of view is clearly the logical and final &aJowwnL of the
result arrived atuin revealed religion; no other step was left to take, and
this step taken was 2t onece possible and necessary. Absolute knowledge is

thus the necessary conclusion of the Phenomenology. It follows indeed from
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the two ground princirles and vital contentions of the enquiry, that
reality is essentially mind, and that mind is in its essence gelf
~ gonscious.

Thus in absolute knowledge the limitatiomsof individual knowledgé are
removed, the conscious contrast and opposition between the object and the
gonsciousness td which it is present have bheen complétely overcome,
"natural™ consciousness has been conducted up to the point of view of true
knowledge,(l the various forms znd moments of ‘universalwwdewd have been
successively passed in review and made explicit to it as its own. B

This result however does not mean, indeed it seems both paradoxical and
absurd_tﬁ suppose it can mean, that when we reach absolute knowledge in the
course of the enquiry we are literally transp.orted out of zll possible and

‘actual contact with and relation to the individual self-consciousness whiqh-
we saw to be a factor necessarily to be regarded when dealing with religioﬁ;
and which in fact is the mind we are in the first instance more immediately
avare of. We saw that in revealed religion absolute mind was explicitly
identified with the individual finite "human" mind; that the content of the
former is revealed, made manifest to the latter, that the content of the

latter is in reality that of the former. Now this relation is double-sided;

- the very meaning of such revelation implied thet the reality of both was

——

(1) | : (2)
Phan. p. 22, 62. ibid. 22, 23, cte.
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actually and explicitly the same in content; the individual was conscious
of the absclute as its self, the absolute was conscious of itself in and ..
through the individual. And it is admitted that the content of both religion

(1)

and zhsolute knowledge is the same. Henee therefore the further
determination of that conteht which establis%?%bsolute knowledge without
qualification is likewise and at the same time the cetermination of the
content of our finite self-conseiousness. We are bound to admit. this if we
would make zll those elements consistent which we have alréady mentioned.

But if so we see at once that there is no inherent impossibility in the
assumption of the standpoint of absolutle mind, and no need to suppose that

in such an assumption we zre transported into a wholly differenf sphere. The
complete knowledge of self and by self which absolute knowledge furnishes

is expressibie by and is determinative of our own seif—oonsciousncss; that is
to say, mind as we know it deternined in the menner indicated attains to énd
furnishes absolute knowledge. We might state this position otherwise by
saying that while in *oth fevealed religion and zhsolute knowledge the
content is the sa&e and in both the individual is essentially SrgiaosealdodiNe
identified with absolute mind, the content of mind is in religion regarded
from the side of the individual primarily, in science primarily from the side
of mind ﬁ-r 2.  and without qualification. And this position agrees witﬂ

the relations existing between the'particular' and the ‘universal®’ individual

(1)
Phan. p. 524.

———
—




(1)

which were indicated at the outset.

Now this consideration has not merely the signifiecance which it
obviously bears on its surface viz.: that in Science (Wissenschaft) we have -
mode of mind, a kKind of knowledge which is actually real, znd neither
impossible nor untrue. Regarded more closely it has 2lso the indireet
importance of indicating what such science will furnish, what in detail the
content of such knowledge will be. The knowledge in question is absolute,
is knowledge -of the absolute. That which is absolute, ultimate, uncondiﬁiong
ed, is mind or, more particularly,,mind in its own essence. Now it is this
abanlute essence which is esserted to be the self the reality of the
religious consciousness, and it is this essence which is the content of
both absolute and individual mind. But the cssence of mind, the mind's
inmost self, that which in it is both objective and subjective, absolutely
real, is thought; qr’expr‘essed s a mul‘tziplioity}ﬁ thoughts. And though.t
nediating itself ffith itself, thought @h has the form of self and therefore
Possesses that living movement characteristic of conerete self—consciousness
(mind) thet mediation and self-reference which is the nature of mind, is a
notion.cg) In absolute knowledge therefore which is the realisation of the
nature of min@, the complete expression of its notion, not merely is the
nature of the knowledge simply the notion §f mind, but the khowledge

supplied is simply of the notions which constitute the mind's ©WB- sssence,

(1 (2)
Phan. 22, 3. p.27, 43, eic.
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by which it is what it iz. Mind knowing its self (thought) in the form

of self (self-referring unity) absolute essence, peevsenss of the character
of mind, self-constituting, self—determining notion——that is the principlé,
natufe.and content of absolute knowledge.

Since then it is only those notions which constitute the cssence of
mind of which absolute knowledge consists, and since it was the zbsolute
essence which was the self of the religious consciousness, we see how it is
possible at once to claim to have attained to absolute knowledge without
qualification, and yet not to pass beyond the sphere of individual mind, to
make such knowledge attainable by finite mind. The notions therefore which
are the ultimate and absolute essence of finite nind are identical with
those of ahsolute mind, and the deternination of those notions in the former
raference is at the seme time the satisfactory determination of them in the
latter. The essence of particular mind is a competent guide to the
essence of universal mind.

It should be noted in this reference that the content of absolute
knowledge is as & matter of faect in a sense circumseribed and limited.. It
is no@ all and cvery kind of knowledge; it is, as appears indeed from the
whole enquiry, one form or mode of knowing among the verious other forms
Which have &ppeared in the course of this genetic history of knowledge. It
has or furnishes a specific kind of knowledge, is a determinate relation of
consciousre ss to an object, and in that sense and for that reason it is

limited in character. The fact that it is solely with notions that it deals
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would itself indicate that it is restricted. It is noteworthy indeed that
as we appraoch in the enquiry towards the complete éxpression of mind,
towards true knowledge the object of knowledge, that which is presented to
consciousness becomes gradually more universal and abstraet in character.
That is in the nature of the case. For the attainment of absolute truth
~means at once the extension of the area covered by the object of knowledge
and the determination of that object as the ébsolute essence of reality as
a vhole; only so, is ultimate truth ascertained. And these quezlifications
are obviously limitations of the nature of the truth arrived at. It is not
.the whole of zbsolute reality in its wholeness and in its detail that is
professedly the content of absolute knowledge; it is simply the essences
the notions which are the grounfl realities of the absolute that it
determines. We may indeed go so far as to say that it was only such
elements in the absolute that could be known in their absoluteness, as in
fact it was only such elements which were common to individuzl and absolute
mind, only by such was individual in contact mabsolute mind.
To suppose that in absolute knowledge we have the absolute as it is in its
literal detailed entirety fully and completely aware of itself, conscioué of
itself 2s a concrete life secems far tco grotesque anc impossible a
Presumption and is in reality.as we have already shown not by any means
nécessary in order to meke velid a2nd possible the claim to have attained

ind to possess absolute knowledge.

Still the nature of this wedsddan asserted to be characteristic of
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absolute knowledge requires to be carefully guarded and qualified. For in
a very definite sense it might be maintained that restriction ie precisely
what is not predicable of such knowledge. It embraces within its compass
the whole of reality, and the notions though necessarily abstract are with
equal necessity concrete, they contzin in themselves 2ll reality are st once
subjective znd objective, self‘-medié.ting esgences., In short then in so far
as (1) it is one form of knowing (thoﬁgh the truest) among the other forms
which have appeared and which are necessary to mind, (2) it deals nmerely
with the cessences, the notions of Agsolgte Reality, this knowledge is
limited in character; buf in the sense that it deals with the concrete
essence of zll reality it is not restricted.

Prom this we are led to determine what relation the content of this
Final 2bsolute knowledge hears to that of the preceding; in what relation
fhe truth détermine@.in and by absoluie knowledge stands to ﬁhat contained
in the other mode of knowing which appeared in the enquiry. And on this
point we are not left in much doubt. ' In the first place it holds in the
tase of science as it does of Qvgry'stagg in the process of the enqﬁiry, that
the truth possessad_by.each mode of mind, each form of consciousness,
contains in itself the truth of the preceding form; the latter, as We Saw,
is not merely-superseded by the former, is not merely nmegated by it, it is
Preserved and maintained in it. The very meaning of higher iruth implies
on the one hand that in it 'we have atteined 2 fuller insight into, more

complete and essential coneeption of the object than was obtained by the
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by the preceding concerption of it, and on the other that the truth arrived
aws [Bed
at M in the previcus stage is 50 far as it is true Tomsadnad in the later
and higher truth. The highest absolute truth therefore nust contzin in
itself 211 the truth which has appeared in the course of the enquiry.

Nowr there is only one way in which this iz possibhle and comprehensibles
the truth possessed by absolute knowledge nust be the zbsolute and .complete
truth of & reality which has been presented in various ways to consciousness
in the course of the enquiry. For if as i3 zssumed the truth attzainsd by
absolute knowledge iz different from the truth attained &t the preceding
stages, andlif also the reality whose truth is to be Known were zlso
assumed to be different at each stage, then clearly we should have no
common ground whatever for the various moments of the truth, to which they
could r-fer, and.by which they could be compared. It is true that in a
sense the object is also distinet at each stage; the object.as it appears
to consciousness in perception for instence is not the same as the objeéﬁ
as it aypears  in ‘observing reason.' But it is because perception is
different from 'ohservation' that the objeét is constituted differently in !
the two cases: in each case we have the one reality as a faet present to':
consciousness, but the attitude consciousnéss takes up towards it, the mode
offl mind in eﬁch case determines it differently. If this were not so, we
repeat, if hoth ultimate object (reality) and truth weré quite different in
each case than no relation of higher and lower truth couid be established

or asserted.
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This point iz made still clearer by a seccnd consideration by means of
which the relation between the zhsolute trutﬁ and the preceding can he
deternined. I1 is one mind which is present and operative throughout the

whole of the enquiry; all these modes of consciousness vhich have sppeared

o)

zre modes of one mind and all are necessary to it. Hegel calls this
conerete mind 'the individual' and regards it 5n the one hand as the
‘universal individual' which has passed through and entered into actual
possession of 21l those forms which arpear in the course of its history

as civen in the'Fhenomenolog¥,' and now here in the enquiry produces or

reproduces the process of its history, thus becoming fully conscious of

itself; and on the other hand az the *partdcular individual® which must pass
M.Du.u(u.
through all these stages in the-g;edentin-his,ory of universal mind, must
. I O
become conscious of 2ll these forms as its own. As these two aspects
are from the point of view of the zim of the enquiry the same in signifi-

cance, their differeénces may here he regarded for our immediate purposes

as irrelevant. FNow just for the reason that there is only one mind

throughout the enquiry, and that this necessarily contains in itself zll

these moments, or phases of its reality thet truest and highest mode of
mind, absolute knowledge, must contain in itself, i.e. as part of its own
content all the plurality of content found in the life of mind taken as a

vhole. All ths forms of consciousness vhich have pessed before us are

(1)
Phan. 22, 23,
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different and distinguishable truths of mind, necessary modes in which-it'
stands to reality, to an object. There is not simply one mode and oﬁe_truth
for mind, namely the truest mode, absolute knowledge. This would mean fhat
there was only one kind or phese of experience; a statement which is false
to experience itself. If indeed there were only absolute knowledgze, we
night casily maintain that there could not be absolute knowledge ot all; it
would‘have neither meaning nor content. All the forms that havé appeared
are taken as forms 2ll equally essential to and constitutive of experience;

one cannot be literally a substitute for the other. We cannot e.g. by

possessing absolute knowledge ipso facto 2nd in the same sepse'be moral,
or vice versa. Mind is too rich to bhe 2ble to be gathered up into and
exhzustively represented by one form of consciousmess even the highest; and
is equally too poor to be able to do without any. All of them are pulses in
the life and reality of mind, 21l of them are constitutive aspects and |
elements of its own experience, each of them expresses and contains a truth
necessary to the full representation of its life and experience, a necessary
and true moment of its explicit rezlity.

Again because each phase of mind*s experience is z truth of mind, aﬁd
since, as we saw, such a truth has a double reference, a reference not onlg
to the mode of mind but to the object pfesent to consciousness, the truth

at each stage will mean likewise the expfession of a determinate truth of

(1
Phen. 22, 23.
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reality. Conseauently the richness of the experience of mind neans at the
samé tine the richnessbin the truth and conteni of reality. Mind then
heing one throughout its experience, and exhausting in these various modes
its own content will by that same process exhaust the whole tfuth contained
in experience. The multiplicity and diversity in the content of truth is
hound up with the multiplidity of the modes of mind; and the one mind by
the different attitudes to objectivity becomes acquzinted with and contains

: 1

in itself the whole realm of truth.( : Msolute knowledge therefore will
and must exhibit as its content all the truths which meke up the'multiple
experience of mind. It nust do-so, because the existence of the various
truths of reality (which it is its nature as absolute iruth to state) are
bound up with the existence of the modes of mind; the plurality of the
content of truth is only and is exhaustively found in and by neans of these
forms of conseiousme ss. If therefore absolute knowledge would not be simplﬁ'
a hare repctition of self-conscicusness, it must take up into itself all the
truth which makes up the'experiehce of mind. Oniy from the latter in short
is the content of absolute knowledge drawn; only from the truth there found
is the absolute truth determinahle. And this includes not nerely the
forms of mind preceding the last, but the last itself also a3 a form of
mind. For the notion of secience, of absolute knowledge itself, because a

truth of reality, a part of the whole truth of experience, falls inside the

(1)
Phan. 72.
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sphere of absolute knowledge and is determined as part of its contenf,tl) as |
we shzll see later on,

Now ©rom the considerations which we have adduced it becomeé. easy to
determine the relation in queétion. Overy node of nind contains and
expresses 2 truth of experience; every one is essential just for that
reason. Rach is a specific nmoment in the living reality, mind. All these
todes Logether contain the whole truth of experience. But since in absolute
knowledge mind knows itself as its self, in the form of self, and mind is the
entire =nd absolute reality, the complete knowledge of the notions of mind
nust clearly exhaust the whole c_ontent of reality. None of the other forms
considered possess this oharacteris‘tic,_ for in none of them does the mind
profess to know its self as it ié in itself; none of them exhaustively
embrace the whole area of reality, express the whole.nature of mind. Thus
then ebsolute knowledge will not merely contain and meke explicit the
ultimate nature, the zbsolute truth of reality, it wiil also contain the
¥hole truth of reality, will be the sphere of complete absolute truth. But
if so, then clearly it & as a form of knowledge covers when taken solely
by itself preeisely the field exhausted by the whole enquiry of the
Phenomenologg. For this as we have pointed out embreces the whole truth
of experience. But in that case, if the final forn of knowledge has as its
objeet the whole truth of which mind is capablé, and if the whole sphere of

(1)
Logik. I. 34: I1I, 328.
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truth has been exhausted by fthe various and different forms of mind which
have appeared in the enquiry, then it is evident that the content of truth
as it is laid bare in the former must be identical or correspond with the
truth as it hes =rpeared in the latter. It cannot be the same, for obvious
reasons zlready indicated. The truth in the two cases must therefore
correspond. In other words the notions which appear gz'the zbsolute ftruth
in science; appear in the Phenomenology as forms of consciousness, as modes

(1)

of mind. And this holds good of every form without exception under -
which mind has appeared.cg) For, as Hegel puts it, "as mnind in its
concrete existence is not richer than science, neither is it in its content
poorer,” Since mind is one and self-contained, sinee all the truth of which
mind is capable of experiencing is rassed in review in the course of the
enquiry in those forms in which mind @m actually experiences it, and since
finally science is the absolutely true form of mind end therefore containing-
and exhausting its complete and ultimate truth, it is clear that the whole
of that truth which is necessary to the complete exposition of the renge of
truth attained and rossessed by mind muét likewise appear as the content of
a seiencé which professes simrly to furnish complete truth in its absolute
and perfect form, |

It must not be supposed that we have here two different truths of the

one experience or again two different expericnces of ene spd the same

22 | (2), -
Phen. 45: 72: 595/6: . - p. 610,
602: 609/10.
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complete truth. Ve cannot have the former, for iruth is one, experience
veing one and mind itself one. To suppose that we could have two truths
would mean with thalt we had not exhausted the area of truth known to min{i,
or that the one mind could have totally diverse experiences. But the former
alternative is excluded by the assumption that the Fhenomenology has passed
in review all the nind's truth%; and the latter by the faet +that one mind
simply rmeans ~-ne experience. Again we cannot have two different experiences
of complete truth for the like reasons. Absolute knowledge is certzinly zn
experience; but it is only 2 part or moment of it, Absolute knowledge when
completely developed w‘l‘Q 2ll it contains covers the whole area of
experisnce. Consequently that which at onece ecnstitufes science a
determinate mode of experience, and yel makes it possible for it to émbraca
all experience can only be the attitude taken up by'mind in absolute
knowledge, the character of the truth which it contains and reveals. Or to
put it ctherwise the one truth appears or presents itself differently in
experience taken as a whole and in absﬁlute knowledge which embraces in its
écope all experience. 1In the former {in eXperienee) truth appears in
concrete form as mode attitude of mind, as it historically exists and
actually exhihits itself in time. Im the latter (absolute knowledge) itsels
one mode of experience, truth appears in the form of truth, as truth,

- * e
abstract uliimate ehedracd,

This form as we saw is that in which mind knows its essence as its

; Cav?
self and in the form of self,——the notion of mind explicitly anduaenézggiy



stated as notion. Thus it comes about that what is specific form of

experience, deiterminate form of rind appears in absolute knowledge as a

merely brought to it so to say from without. So far indeed from this being
the case it is rather the intimate and vital conncxion between them which
nust be insisted on. For the notion ris not merely the-resulting final
truth of mind, it i3 zlso the ground of the form of mind itself; it is at
once the culminating point of experience, and the ground of experience. The
.movement towards the perfect form of mind, does not merely complete itself
in the notion; but the notion is the gfound the inner principle of that
movenient itself.(l)_ Hach éoncrete form of experience, the actual existing
form of mind contains and is in its essence and inner nature a notion.

This indeed is just ﬁhat we might have expecied. For on the one hand
it is mind's own inner and ultimate truth which is gradually evolved by the
process of the cnquiry, a result which by the wery nature of the process
could not be obtained unless it were conitained immanenter in the preceding

forms. And on the other hand ebsolute knowledge explieitly rrofesses to

state the full and essentizl content of mind,'and can only do so if its

— =

(1)
Phan. 45. Logik I. 8.
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peculiar content is actuslly the inner truth of cach phase of experience in
vhich mind appears. It is to state the same fact in other words’hecause

/

each movement of mind's experience is a form of _knowledge (relatiﬁn of
L7

consciousness to an object) and “eesof truth, and hecause absolute iruth

is the e~nritant of 2bsolute knowledge that the inner relation between absolute
knowledge and the preceding forms of experience is cstablished and the
content of the one is tThe ulitimate ground of the other. In both cases we
have knowledge, in hoth cases truth and in both cases the whole of

gxperiecnce is covered. But in the sne cazse the whole truth appears es all
the actual modes of conercte mind, as real appearances of real mind, in the
other case (science) the whole truth appears as the whole essence, the
complete essential content of mind. In the one case truth in its diversity
is extended or distended in time over and in thd form of experiences of mind
which appear as 8istinet from each other in the actual.history of mind, which
differ from ons anoﬁher as experience ocecurying different moments in the
history of mind; in the other casc truth is as a whole and 21 once contained
in and expressed by a single distinet form of experience, whose characteris—-
tic it is to contain the whole essence of mind, an essence Vhose diversity
consists in the determinate difference of one notion from another. The
Ummanns Liinnind - throughout the whole truth is in the one case simply the fact!.
that the various experiences are experiences of one mind, whieh concretely

apears in all, and in each in a specifically different form, in the other

cese the complete truth is expressed in the same specific form, namely in the
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form of the notion, the cssence of mind. But in spite of this close
connexion between the truth as it appears in seience, and the truth as it
aprears in conerete experience we must cusrd ourselves against a simple
identification of the two. We have seen that vhat appears as part or
monent in science has appeared and is found concretely as mode of mind's
existence in experience. But it nmust not be inferred from +this that we
have merely to consult the letter in order to find the former, that we have
merely to go over all the modes of mind as they have appeared, determine
the easence of each of these and express the result as systenmetic scignce,l
as zhsolute knowledge. 1In short absolute knowledge is not simply and
literally o reproduction in essentia of the modes of experience, a mere
restztenent - sud specie WUJ-~Jt“¢5 of the historical arpearances of
tru’ch_. There is no such merely step for step correspondence between them.
There iz a specificldeternination in the content of truth es it appears in

absolute knowledge: without this indeed it would not be a different mode
£e; ;

of experience. Ve have stated wherein this determinateness consists, and it |

is in virtue of this specific character that the develorment and systematisa%

tion of the content of absolute knowledge pursues o course of its own

¥ithout any explicit reference to those modes of mind vhose essence they are.

"The pure notion," as logel pruts it, "and its further development depend

£

5 ) 2l :
solely on its own purs characteristic determznateness.'( ) That absolute

—

(1)
Phan. 8090,
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knowledge will contain and exhihit the complete and absclute truth of
experience is indeed guaranteed hy the fact that it is mind in its
essential chgracter which is to be represented in and which is to be
satisfied-by absolute knowledge; the unity of mind ruarantees the completes
of the exposition of ifts essential nature. The ultimate identity thereforc
betircen the complete truth of ahsolute knowledge and the complete truth of
experience is thus guaranteed by. the” faet that it is the one and the same
nind whose truth is expressed in both, in the former as essence, im the
latter as concrete appearance, An explicit and deliherate reference to the
latter in order actually to determine and evolve the content of the former
is therefore a2t once irrelevant and unnecessary. In the last result they
canno® *ut > the same. Hence while in the main we may look for and will
diseover 2 general correspondence, a detailed agreement need not be expectedp
In regard %o one important factor however hoth the Phenomenology as 2
philosorhiecal exposifion of tho2 modes of experience; and the exposition
contaipned in absolute knowledge are unreservedly agrecd,———the method by
vhich the process is carried through, by which the systiem exhibited is
developed. This is the same in hoth.(l After what hes already been stated
it is evident enough that the method cannot be different in the two cases.
Ve saw that the essence of ea?h form of mind was & notion, and the movement
from one to another is-J;;:;;;gy 2 notional movement. Agzin it is the one

(v
Fhazn. 45, 70, ete. Logik I. 7, 8, 40, 41,
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nind whoge complete truth is systematically exrressed in each case. And
rfor the zttainment of system of scientific coherence and connecctad
development there ig only one true method. - The nature of this method as it
is pursued in the  Phenomenology has already been indicated. The only
difference between the process of the development in the Fhenomenology and

that in absolule knowledge iz not in the prinziple by which the development

ck

-

he object matier dealt with

=

in either case is obtained but in the natur

(6]

by each. In the former nmind is ostensibly divided from its objeect, and the
discovery of the absolute truth of knowledge was found to e-nsist just in

-~

the gradual approximation to final explicit identification of the tvwo oppos—

ed elements. In the latter that orposition has been overcome, truth

»
re—

~rears in form of truth, content and form of truth are identical; and here

tho process of the system of ohsolute knowledge conzists in the develop—

1
nent of truth in the form of truth. In the former the method was applied

to mind simply as concrete zotual nind; in the latter it is applied to the

truth of mind as truth. The method iz hound to be the same for the moethod

£

vas all along immanent in the content of the enquiry. Thce method which has

brought out each step and stage is the vital immaneni activity of cach
At

stage and Trom itself., Hence the Curther development of the content of any
05_:‘- N ;

rarticular W, if it is to he rezlly true must follow the inner movement

vhich deternines the ossentizl nature of each stage itself. Only so could

any stzge develop its emplicit content into system. And this is &ll that

absolute knowledge can do if it is to realise itself in a system; it must,
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thet ic te say, simply deveolop its content in the charaeter and determinate
ness which thet content rossesseé. e nicght havg}say,a specinl develop=-
ment of parts of mind (2s this arpears in G, BB, of the Fhenomenoclogy) and
eell this snecial de_velor.»men“t the S{rs*tem of Lthics (or as it is called
'1ater in Hegel's career, the Fhilosophy of Law); or zgzin we might have
similérly a special develorment of religion, and call it Fhilosorhy of
Religion,; end yvet in all these cases have arplication of one and the same
rethod. Similerly it is this one method which must operate throughout the
development of absolute knowledge, which iz simply one mcde of experionce
like these others, one offshoot from the root and meinstem of all

experienes, mind.
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In.ﬁﬁét ﬁas juét precedec we hgve‘stated,as éompletely
as-is nécessayy for our purpuse,_thg character and content
of'Abaolute'KngWLGGge. We-havé‘éhbwn its placse in the con-
crete experiénce-of1@iﬁ&ta§ an existent fact; we have seen
that it is the inevitable and necessary outcome of the
engquiry into the truth of miﬁa, anc have statad in what
regspects it aiffers from,anc in what it agrees .with,the
precading modes of mind. The importance of a pracise
determination of absolute knowleogse for the development of
Hegel's Togie eannot well bs over-sstimatea, For, in fact,
as must have become already evident, ab#olute knowleoge 1is

simply that science whieh appears in his system as Logiec. (1)

Absoluts Knowledgs is not science in general, but science

lifted into its abstraciness, science in its inmost essence,.

the very notion of secience, science in ite final principle,-
its ultimate terms. It is not a descriptive analysis of
any and every science, but the definite determination of a

special science, namely, essential science, science ol the

(1) Phan.29,45. Logik.I.8.34,%5.

e
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essegnces. Such a science was for Hegsl Logic., That this.
identification of Absolute Fnowledge with the Togic was in
no sense an after-thought on Hegel's part is guite evidént
from the passages referresa to, and indeesd tfrom the nature
of zbsolute knowledge itself{. But if then Hegel established
the Logic as the final ancd complete truth of mind 2nd main-
tained precisely the sams position when kuekéﬁe.out the
Logic itselfl the significance gf the naturs of Absolute
Knowledge as stated in the Phenomenoloszy for the determina-
tion of the nature and content of the ﬂogic}in the form in
which we& now have it)is realfeeatly very gréat{

Between the appearance of the ?henomenology in 1806=7
ant that of the first volums of the Logie, 1812, we have
no published writings ot liegel to assist us in the viscovery
of the process by which the Logic as such was being con-
structed. We hﬁve, indeed, one publication which while it
aid not appear in printed {orm till after his deaéh was in
its substénce produced auring this interval. I refer to the

"Philosophische Propaedemtik".(l) Important as ars these

(1) Werke XVIII.
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collected nogyes of Hegel's leectures(l) to the Gymnasium
fupils in Nﬁrnberg éuring, nis Reetorship, and helpful as
thay are in the elucicativn of some points in his scheme

it 1is impossible {or two reasons tu find them of value for
the determination of the last stazss in ths developmant of
his Twogie., In the first place, the contsnts of the logical
parts of these notesg abe in their main slements entirely
the same as those fovned in th: final systematic statement,
and in thsir details only on unimportant points aivergent

1}

from it, They,thersefors,in no way indicate any better than

the final TLogic itself how his positions wers ostainaa. In
the second place,the form in which these notes were furnished
was determined solely with reference to tha needs and capa-
cities of thoss to whom thay were given; so that what doaes

not azppear in them cannot be assumed to have besn absent from
the mind of the author himself, or to ha?e bgep not yet grasp-
ed by him; and w.at dves appear in LhmnawaﬁLLLLmi its presénce
there and was in its matter and msthoa thero preﬂuntea by

the fact ol its being adapted to the intelligence of those

(1) The lsctures were bsgun in 1808 and after continued
corraction finally in 1811 toovk the shaps in whlch  we
now haves them, ug. Rogenkranz "PfuiaCu to Pi&p@;
W.XVIII,p.VI Teben legels.p.24
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who listened to it. FEsesnes, for instance, it is significant
that the compressed inner and immediats connection of one
part with snother, snd its immanent devalopment out oi it
by the strenous application of 'the only true philosophical
methoa' (1) hardiy appear at all in these notes. What is
found and what indsed gives_them their value, is primarily
the precise aistinction of one element from another, the
definite gelimitationof one part from the succeediﬁ;; dnd
the grouping of the elements under general headings -
gxactly what was necessary for the besinner in philosophy,
but not, therefores, @ complsztely philosophical exposition.
In the absence, then, of any direct.assistance from
Hegel's utterances betwesn 1807 and 1812, we must sesk to
determine the mode o1 the construetion ot the Logie by such
aid as the Phenomenology ¢an supply,dhnlthat identifica~
tion of Logic with absolute knowledge, which we have al-

ready mentioned, furnishes a satisfactory zna entiraly

trustworthy clue by which to sttain this object. Hor not

(1) There is hardly any indication of an explicitly
adopted philosophical method 2t all in the"Propaed”.
Yot Hegai's method had been used in constructing the
Phén, ana its importance rscognised.
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merely is this identification consciously made in the Pheno-
menology, but it is ratified ana repeeted in the statements
made in the Logie itself, This incicates, indesd,that Hegel
hacd attained his final philosophiceal position by 1806 ( or
perhaps a y=ar or two earlier, for the Ph&nomenology was
written between 1803 ana 1308), and that the general scheme
and plan of his system was explicitly present to him from
that fime onward., Anad this’general scheme as well as the
tundamental point of view co™§ not seem in any important
respect to havg heaen alterga at any subsequent period. We
are justified, therefore, in passing [rom tnes Phenomenovlogy
at ones to the construction of the Logie., We nesed not
pause to gather up the results hitherto attained or to in-
aicate in what respects development in his view has taken
place. This will bs better dealt with after the discussion
of the Logiec itself,

We propose, then, to show how from the nature and im=-
port of sbsolute knowlecdge the construction of the Logie
arose snd was determined. And we shall try to exhibit this

firset of all with refersnce to the general nature of the
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content or the Lopie; sscondly, with regard to the m:thod
pursuseu in the TLogic; ana finally by reference tu the parti-
cular parts and stepsg of ths Lougig. o e S ~flf&_

.-,
T

But to begin Qitﬂ; ;t'15;ne¢e§§akg&gbiﬁﬁﬁtei#giélaarly

88 rpossible the relation in whichlthé'éﬁenomaﬁﬁlaﬁk #stands to
the Logic} so far at leastigé“phis has not already been
dealt with., Ve haeve considersd from ths point of view of
the Phenomonology the relation in which absclute knowledge
28 a mode of mind stands to the othsr moass of the mind's
gxperience, We have now to consider from the point of
view of the Togie what relation the whole eénquiry of the
Phenomoﬁology bears to the purposc of the Logic, It is thsg
same problem regarded from two stancdpoints; in the one casag
from that of the Phenomenology per se, in the other, from
that of the Togic per se, Wa must carefully guara vurselves
tharefore, from trespassing on ground alrsady ecovered.

: Absolute Knowledge or TLogic, then, is like every other
mode of knowledge of which mind is capable, in the first
instance a fact which gxists in the experience of mind.

It is not itself unreszl, it is an actual mode of concrete
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mind; not the only nmod=, but one which exists bszside others.
It is one form of experience, and appears as an existant
fact in the history of mind.(1) This bednt character,
its existential appearance is what is éowmun both to TLogie
as treated by ths Phenomenvlogy, and Logic as a 'fait
accompli' in the system. This aspect of the Logic we shall
gge is of vital importance.

In the next place, there is a more inner connexion
betwaen Togic and Phencmenology. Thé latter professes to
be the antechambsr to the former, and the former "presup-
poses" the latter,(2 The sense in which the Phenomenology
is to he ¥egarded as the pfasupposiﬁiun ui the Logie is not
g¢ifficult to determine, if wa bear in mind the nasture of the
two scisnces in themselvas, The Phenomenology is the philo-
sophical statement of the modes of exparisnce which mind
possesseé:it takeg thesemodes simply as modes and merely
as existent facts in experience, and oriticises and sys-

tematises them, The Lozic deals with the absolute truth

{1; Phan. 503,
2 Logik.1.54,35.
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of the highest mode of mind, The first science, thersfors,
deals with this highaét mode simply as a moce, the second
science with the content, with the truth that this mode
contains. CGCounsequently the object matter of the two sciences
is not the same, Thus the content of the one cannot be tha
logical presupposition of the content of the other . Rach
science is quﬁ content sui géneris. I{f this were not so,
then the two sciences would be one anc¢ the same science, =nd
the first ster in the logic would bs the immediate outcome
of the last of the Phenomenclogy, whereas the notion of
science is only found towards the end of thes Logic, and

the beginning of the Logie is determined by turning back to
the beginning of ths Phenomenolqu (as we shall praesently
see). Ths presupposition ean only refer then to the torm

of the science of Lpgic, to the character of the content
found there. .This character, as we have seen, is the abso-
Iute unity of truth with certainty, of thought with reality,
of the notion (Begriff) with beihg (Seyn). Such a unity is
presupposed in the logice, it is not establisheo there; the

Logic starts under the assumption and its whole procedure
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depende on the assumption that the opposition of those elem;
ents has been entirely removed, The very meaning of Ypure
truth" requires and implisze this: and the whole of the Logie
from first to last eontains rure truth and that alone, If
then, it containaed anything implyings that cpposition, it
wonld not contain what it profssses to @eal with. Thus

that initial presupposition oi the character.of thecontoent
of Togie cannot by the very nature of the Logic bs estab-
lishec inside the Logic itself; but being granted and

allowing the Togic to start from it, and presuppose it not

merely at the besginning but all throuch the Togie the various

truths whiceh possess this assumption,i.s., those truths in

which the &above-named opyosition had been entirely overcome,

¢an be systemstically exhibifed. But just bacause that

spacific character of the contant of Logic is (1) not self-
v

evident,‘{z)}a-phiIDSUphical truth, (3) is prasupposed hy the

Logie, it requires to be justitied, and philosophically

estahlished. And this not mersly for ths sake ol othasr
people,i.e., those who do not primd facie accept it, but

for the sake of the system itself, for thse unity and com-
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pletensss of the system, which ji8t because claiming to

exhibit sbsolute truth,must show that it alrgady and also

in some sense contains other truths as well. Now this

character of the content of Togie it is which the Phenomeno-

logy philosophically sstabliches and does so in the manner

we have shown. It is, therefore, the presupposition of the

logic iq the sense that it is the justification of what the

logic assumes at the start and throughout its enquiry: it

estabiishes ﬁpg presuprposition of the logie, It is not

logically bound up with the Logie; the Logic indesd could

be prosecuted without any such justitication of its point.

of view, anc is, in fact, carried out without any reference

W '

to that presupposition. For this character of th=2 content

k © of Logic canno{ be describec as. in any sense a logical as-
sumption of the Logic. A logical gagumption is made at the

“outset, the first étep dspends on it and the rest tollows

without anylfurther reference to it. But in the Logic this
charscter belongs to and 1is possassed by every step and move=
‘ment . of the Logie, at the end as well as at ths beginning.

Thers is no more justification for treating this character

as the logieal assumption of the Logie, than for calling

(Yo Log. 263 -W-3
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extensity the logicel assumption of space as dealtlwith in
Geometry, It is simply the character of that space for
Geomatry. What the Logie deals with first consists of such
@lemsnts a8 posgsess that quality of being "pure truth",
If-thefe wer2 no such elements, ths science of Logic as
understood hy liegel, would be simply impossible, But that
there are such elements im what the Phsnomenology estab=-
lishes. What those_eiements in extenso ares, and what
their relations, is exhibited in the Togic, and it is in
this seénse that the Phenomenology is ths presupposition of
the Logie. It is not ths lorical presﬁppusition in any
striet sense of this term; for the tfuth of the logie
a8 sciente does not depend on, is not guaranteed by the
fact establishad by the Phenomenology; the ngic guarantees
its own truth, is & ssli-closed scignce, depends for its
truth solsly on itself. Nor is it the historical presupro-
sition of the Logie, in the sense that the Phenomenology

must necessarily have preceded the Logic in time; for each

science is in itself complete, and the order in whieh they

appear depends not on their contsnt, but on ths aims of
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their author personally. The Phenomenolougy is the philoso-
phical presupposition of the Logic; it establishes as a
philosephical position the point*of viesw from which the .
Logie starts; ana the existence of the lLiogic as a scisnce
depencs upon that pusition, The Phenomenology "justilfies"
asla philes8ophical truth fhe character of that content with
which Logic dealé; this justitication c¢an only be given in
view of, and by, :sference to eontent and knowledge which
¢o not bear that character, and consists simply in showing

that such content as Logic deals with i8 the highest and truest
l

contéent known by mind. The "justification", therefore, is
a "deduction®; the nature of the Loglie is established through
the process of inner analysis ano development from other

forms of knowladge, and by exhibiting Scisnce as their

final truth .
There are other senses in wh?ch we may regard the ‘

Phenomenology as the presupposition of the Logie. We may,

for instance, taks it to be the process by which the indi- }

vidual is convinesd of the standpoint of the Logie. In this

sense: it is for the subject approaching the system the




233
first step to the understanding of it.It undoubtedly has this
funetion; but important as this subjective purposs is,it can-
not‘be consideread to exhaust the naturs of the werk; it is
determinative of its purpose, but not constitutive of iﬁs
content, The science is an objective sciencep a philosophi-
cal "Ccience ol fxperiasnce"(l), is necessary to the system,
an@ is the first part of the "System of Science®(2),» flad
ag;in if it had only this subjective significance it would
be singulay that it should lsave off precisely whefe the
system in extenso should begin; it hardly secms probable
that, though the subject is gulded successfully through
error and untruth, he will thereby be hélﬁea'tu the unaer-
etanding of the truth itself, We, therefore, §onfina uur-
selves to having indicated the essential relation in which
the Phenomenclogy stands as a presuprosition to the Logic.

But finally, we must state the relsatioun which the
content. of the Logic bears to that of the Phenomsnology.
Both cover the whole of reality, in the one c¢zse, &8s the

content of actual experisnce, in the other as the content

of' absolute truth: in the one case as tomporal - gpatial

(1) Phéan,72. ‘ oo . .
(2) Logik.I.8. The change mads in the title later aoss

not seem in any way vital.

»
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reality, in the other‘as ebsolute ultimats rea;ity. gach
science is complete in itself and is self-oetsrmined, i.e.,
cetarmined by‘the innpr nature of its uw? contant; and yet
gach pgoes over the same {iwld., No sphers o; reality, there-.
fore, lies outsids either: But in tha£ case each can be
regarasd as containing the whole of Hegel's philosophy(l),
gach contains the system as & whole in & diffsrsnt form,

And this paraduxiesl as it seems is unquestionably true;
though it 1is only partially tfue. For each, while contain-
ing the whole system, is itszlf mersely a part of that sys-
tem, This arises from the diff'arsence in the immeciate
object=matter in the twu casss, 0On this difference, however,
we can{dwall further nere without either repeating what has
been said oy anticipating what follows.

But though eaeh scisnce ezn bs regarded as covering
the whole system, this does not mean that the system has tw

beginnings, nor again that there are two Systems., It is

one and the same principle which is present in both sciences,

in the ons science (the Phenomenology) the principle appsars

gxplicitly as a result at the end of the enquiry; in the

(1) Cp. Phan.609,610. Logik III.26,27.
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other it is explieit at the beginning; in both case;%it is
operative throughout, The differencs of science, as we

have said, lies in the difference of immediate object-matter;
and the difference of begihning is determined by that objesct-
matter. There is, as Hegel insists, no absolutely initia%ory
philosophical sceisnce, though in each phnilosophical seience
as such we must - -begin a2t the absolute beginning tor that
science, (1) While, therefore, in thse Phenomonology ana the
Logic we begin in each cése at the beginning, the system, as
such, begins absolutely with neither; each begins simply on
1ts own account., There are, indeéd, dgifferences in value

for the system between these two sciences:; for the one
(Logie) states in ultimate form th= coumplete anc absolute
truth contained in the 9System, while the other contains

the truth of the System in the concrete forms of actusl
experisnce, the2 essence ol which, as we have seen, is itself
just the ultimate form as if aprears in the Logic. DBut this

does not lessen the necessity for sach science in itself,

(1) Cp. Brieif's. Theil.I.354: "Ency&h(Ausgabe T.) 8.30.
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Is is not, therelore, the area of reality vovered by
gach science, which mskes them distinct, but the way in
which the veazlity is regardeo in the two casss., And when
we ask what constitutes the aistinetion, ther:2 is only ot
this stage, one answer to bs given. In the Logic Mind, the
whole of whuse experisnce was passad in reviewin the Pheno-
'
menology, expressss the content of its experience in that
form whieh for mind is ultimate and without reservation
absolute, irreducible, seclf-subsistent and simple. PRut
this form is just the notions the thoughts which constitute
its nature quﬁﬁmind. ¥ind per se, i.e., ragarded abstractly
as mind, is not ‘sz blank, nor is it a tabula rasa. It has &
detegrminate content, which is that by which mind is mino.
“This content is thought or thuughté, ths notions, And gince
these wers proved constitutive ol those various forms of
experience, the rotflection upon or with thoss notions is
bound to cover the same area of reality as the previous
science, and what it aoes Lo or with these forms of experi-
ence is simply to 1lift them intc their absolute ultimate

mind constitutive form, sxpresse thoem, in short, in their
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absolute essentiality. There seems no othsr way in which

to express the difference between the content of the two

e ik

sciences. Why they (the forms of experience) should have

this ultimate essence, and what this ultimate form coes
bt thevelodion 5 Godersn Thiopegsic valilin (st

to the concrete actual fcrm,Aare questions whiech are not
wMJ_wnnvmuumufﬁf#qu'#-?
; 0 Rle 00

- i

answearsd in the System,

raguire to be answersad.
But we have already anticipatea that development of the

Logie out of this conesption of Absolute ¥nowledge, which

w2 now proceed to state.
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The primary anu fundamental fact in the Logic is its
contant. Frum this ang from the character which it possesses
everything else in the Logie (both the methooand as we ahallﬁh
the steps) i8 in the lést rasort determinga., It is necss-
sary, ther=zfore, to deal in the first place with the general
nature ol this content,.

It follows from the position which Absolute Fnowledge
oceupies in the Phenomenology that the content of the Logie
is to begin with, that of reason and of reason only. For
all the later moments of that enquiry were simply further
determinations of reason: Bot reason is not to be ragarded
simply as a "functioﬁ'of mind, among ana alongside others,
€.8., perception, understandaing. It is in a sense a "func-
tion", it is the truest function, but it is more than func-
tion. Reason as such is wssontially minﬁ, and morzover, it
is the essence of ming, dls reason f'irst arpears, there-
fore, it is simply dimpliciter all that later sppears as
expliecit determinations of it. And since reason was proved
to be the essence and truth of the other preceding forms of

mind, all that specifically belongs to them will be presarved
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in and exhibitea in th2 form and as the content of reason.
The nature of reason just consists in thes iasntification
with itself of all that is rresent to it, all that it knows;

reason determines it explicitly as itselt, But this means
that the only content of the Twgilie will be that which rea-
son gives Lo 1tself; It will not come from without, it will
be self'=detsrminad, constituted by resson and for reason,
But this 1s simply to'akpress in other vords that reason,
the source of the Logie, is in ths Logic gxplicitly S9ll-
conseivus., Or again, since reasun is mind, and 1s trae
mind, the Logie is the exposition by mind. of the
content of its true self, its essentizl nature; the Logiec
is the s=lf-consciousness of mind in its truth,

Further, it must not be supposed that this can imply

that the Logic is something in any sense extarnal to mind
as an actual reality. For Logic is not merely the self-con-
sciousness of reason (mind), bfit in Logie mind is most
truly, most completely self-conéciaus is, thersifore, most
truly mind.. Togie is in reality, the truest actual form in

whieh ming exists. Logic is not separate from mind, it is
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literally and without any reservation actusl mind, - it
toes not "belong to' ming, is.nut “the way mind works", it
is the mind's own essential r=ality, .When mina:. is most
trily itself, when it is most complstely explieit, most

- f'ully self=-conscious, conscivus ol its true self as its
self, it appears as the science of Logie. Nogic is not
simply the true seience, it.is true mind; it is not simply
the absolure form of knowledge, it is the necessary ana
final moda in which mincé must exist. I¥ is the nacessary
resﬁlt of the Phenomenology because reason is the truth

of mind, &nd Logle is the truth of rsason. Loglic is as
Hegel puts it, "ths crown of the lifs of ming". This fact
ig of supreme importance for the determination and the
aécurate appreciation of the nature of the Logie - For
.thereby Logic becomes not a bharren catalogue of forms; it is
a living reality; it is endowed with all the vitality of the
self-detemmining, self-moving, ceaseless sctivity of con-
ercte mino itself. The mere fact that Togic is self-con-

cious, self-referrent mind meang that its content possesses

the actual life whieh is mind's esssntial and inalienable
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characteristic and thet in virtue of that life the exposi-
tion in the Twgiec is possible,for the Logic, indeea, is the
very essence of that life itsalf,

But again, this sglf-conscicusness of minéd is not the
barran coasciousnazss by the mind of its own Ego;'the Logic
igs not the repeltition of the bare Rgo, the formal unity, the
abstract identity of mind with itself. This, though it
would of course be active.sélf—cunsciousness, would never
¥iz2ld any content excspt ons single content - the Beo as
such. Not only is this not ths true logical content, but
that content is not even ths mere rapetition in different
forms or by different expressions of that one formal Ego,

- R
such different expregsions being seenessalead as having no
value and ﬂo meaning in themselves, but @erely in so far as
they half ceconceal and half reveal the Sgo, which all the |
while is indifferent to them. This might perhaps be assumed.
to be the case from the fact that the Logie is merely con-

fined to the mind as such, is merely self-conscious ming;

for since ming does not go without for its content, the

content might be thought to be nothing but a formal ssif,
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Such a possibility is provided ageinst by the next charac-
teristiec inberent in the nature of Absolute ¥nowledge.

It is the Final moment in the vosition that reality is one
with mino, that all reality truly interpreted is reason
that the truth of reality is reason, that mind is the
ultimats gssence, the one all-comprehznding reality. The
‘self, therefore, which is consClous of itself in the Logic
is not, snd cannot be in any way a Tormal salf; it in its
unity embraces and is identifiec with the comprenensive
totality of the whole of reality. Resson does not mer=ly
negate, it contains in itsslf all the preceding truths of
mind; its very nature is t o show 2ll aspects of reality to
be identical with itself; this, indeed, iz just what to be
their truth means.. Haenee far from their bsaing only one
formal content in the sslf which is conscious of itself, as
Logic, its content is rich with all multiplicity ana variety
vhich reality as a whole contains, The fact that it is oﬁe
reason, ons mind, which is conscious of itselP throughout
all r=ality and the fact moreover, that sach ultimate essences

of reality possesses in the Logiec the form of mind itself
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(the notion) do not destroy or render meaningless the
diversity of the world. Rather the whole significance of
the enquiry lies in establishing the raverse of this pcsi-
tion, in giving valge to that uiversity,}and yet iaentifying
it in its entirsty with mind. Thus thereis sscured the
ivllness and diversity of the content of the Logic. Self-
consciousness of resson where staled explicitly must give
infinite multiplieity oif detail, sndless diffierence in its
reslisation, ;i;; the selil which is conscious of itselfl is
enqued with 211 the righes of reality, and rsality contains
infinite diversity. MNind's self only attains the fqllness
of its own life when it finds itself in and one with all
the fullness of expsrience. The content oif the Logic, thsre-
fore, while merely the sxposition of sell-conscious mind in
its truth, must still be as manifold as the variety of
éxperience.(l)

Once more, the identification oi reality with reason,
with raind, means ths same, in this case, as subsuming the

objeet under mind, determining mind as higher than the

(1) Anything else wouldbe either Sceptieism, Solipsism, or
IdentitBtsystem. ?
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object, as establishins that substance must, when analyised,
lead to and necessarily i.e., lozieczlly pass into Subjesct.
All these nexpressicns are essentially equivalent, HNow thse
subject hers meant must, at least at the final stages of
the enquiry, (Rzlicion and Absoluts ¥Vnowledge), bse, as we

¥
saw, ths ultimate subject, the absclute as subjset. We
are compelled to acopt ths point of view of the absovlute
in Religicn, and Absovlute Fnowledge was marely the complete-
1y final expression for the result established in religion.
Hence in ahsolute knowledgs we have not a knowleage ahout
the absolute by the finite mind, nor = Knowlgdge wvhich lies
external to any subject finite or otherwise., It is the
self=-consciocusness of subject as such, ol the absoluts sub-
jeect itself, Logic is, therafore, not a possession of the
absdlute; it is actual 2bsclute mind actually conscious to
its self as' subject of its own essence in the form of its
self. Logic as the complaeted organism of truth is just
absolute subject laic bare and exposed to its sslf as it
esgentially is. 7That the Logic can be anything short of

this, we ses to be impossible when we obsserve that it
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realises and rmst realise in itself two supreme ends of the
Phenemenology. It is the realisation of the ideal of Mnow-
ledge; the copposition between cartainty and truth, between
thought and object, bstween mind and exprsrience (reality) is
to be completely overcom2 in the Togic, and the ideal of
knowledge just consists in overeoming that oprosition and
establishing o positive actual ildentity bstwesen these else-
where anc othsrwise opposed elements, Ana that reslisation
can only take the form which we fino in the Logie, where
the content of ¥nowledge is determinec from and by the
nature of mind itself, - f'or here there is still knowledge,
both consciousness and an ohjset (Self) prﬂéent to it, and
vet the Knowledge is the highest perifect ideal, the elements
oprosed beihg.one and idsntical in content. And secondly,
at the same time, i; ig conecerned with the highest Reality
of minug, the Reslity of religion., It mgrely garries one
step, end the only remaining step further ths experience of
religion., In this latter, mind occupies the sphere ot the

]
Abgolute, asserts itikh”*gas with it, identifies itself

with #t. If religion is a valid experience, the Logie,
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which merely states explicitly and in the form of the mind's
own seltf the content which is zlready present in religion,
namely, the content of absolute mina, absoclute subject, =
thaen ths TLogic rust inevitably be the gell-consciousness of
absolute subjset. The Logic, therefore, is the meeting place
of both those ends, ultimate knowledge, and ultimate Reality;

it - is both at one and the same time, And it is inportant

to note that they must involve one another, that the attain-
ment of the one is at the same time, the possession of the
other, - for this is secured by the establishing of the
more general position that reality is one with mind (r=ason).
Ultimate Knowledge would not be absolute unless it wers the
actnal expression of zbsolute Reulity: and this again would
not be Absolﬁte Subject unless it knew itself in the form

of s2l1f, in absolute knowledpgse. Hence it comes about that
meraly to attain the point of view of the ideal of Knowledge,é
to have overcoms the complete opposition hatween KﬁOWGr-and
Known, to have rsachsd, in short, truly objective ¥nowledge

is ipgo facto to know ths Absolute as it knows itself(1).

(1) Cp. Phi¥n.570.f. & Above.E=E, ?-Wfé
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Assursdly the Logie is the thought and work of the indiﬁidual
thinker, of Hegsl rersonally and of JEEE who follow him,
i,8., of {inite minds. But just hscause when such an indi-
vicual dezals with suech knowledge 28 realises the highest
truth, nemely, the knowlecdge where mind is cone with its
objeet (and that is certainly the ideal of truth), zll limi-
tation of knowledge tu finite consciousness has been re-
moved, there sesms no meaning whatever in sugcesting that
the Logic is still knowledge which belongs to a finite
mind. (1) Finitude has by the sssumption been eliminated;
the knowledge is therefore purely objesctive and qug truth
in no sense subjective{%)(GXCept to the Absolute Subject).
For the TLogie than to bacome what it claims to be, all that
is required is to take up the standpoint of Absolute objec-
tive Knuwleége. And this stanepoint as ws saw is that of

the notions which constitute the essencs ol reality.

(1) The same holds gooa even of the order of exposition
Eursuad in the Losic; for this is nscessarily determined

y the nature of the content ss8 we shall see; and with

the first step of the Logic¢ Absolute Knowleage begins.

(2) Hegel's own wsy of putting this position is that
in such knowlesdgas the indivicual knower: has: meérely.
khe function of "locking on", ( Zuseiien).

Cp. Phan.69.
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Bu? if Togiec is thus the Knowledge by the absolute
Subject of itself, the Logic muast be at the Sreculative
Philesophy, true Theology, and AbsolutecRevelation -6an
that it is so Hegel affirms in slmost so many words; as
indeed to hold that the Logic has these aspects is merely
to regard its truth now frﬁm the point of view of the thinker
now from that of thse Absolute Subject, Speculative Know-
ledge 1s the term used all along by Hegel (and others of
his time) for the actual knowledge of the absolute; it 1is
natural, therefore, that it should be used as an alternative
for the Logic.(l) That the other terms are valid is evident
from his own statements. The Logic is "die Dawrstellung «
Gottes wie er_in seinem -ewigen Vesen, vor der Srschaffung
der Natur und eines endlichen Geistes ist.® (2) Such an
exposition is what a genuine theology at least has for its
object. Ana again whsan dsaling with the various determina-
tions in the cuurselof the Togic he almost inverizhly indi-
cates this theologiczl reference, by regarding the notions

as "predicates" of the Absolute. This is the purport of

El{ Cp.Phén.29.
2 Togik,I,306.
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the Logie in its beginning ana in its ena.(l) FBvsry moment
0f the logic is an eslement in the whole absolute truth,
truth as it is for and as determined by absolute subjasct,
whose content it is at every step in the exposition. That
finally the TLogiec is conceived of as Revelation is likswise
evident., This is not merely on the general ground that it
is the self-exposition, the self-expression of the ahsolute
subject; for thet reason alone it would doubtless unquestion-
ably deserve the nams of Revelation, which just means the
actugl showing fortn by abgu}uta mind of iteelf as it
abtually is, But Hegel's ow; explicit statement is.that
the ;true form of mind is just to bg what is ravealsed or
manifest® ('Das Oifenbare'); that this is its very noti&n(a);

o+ ;
s it is/as we have seen simply the notion of mind, (which

/
is its essential substance) that the Logic makes explicit.
Mind in the TLogiec appears to its self in the form of self;

that is, is manifest, as immediately rav=eals=d to itselt,

Nay mors, so complete is the identity between.the Logic and

21; Cp. Logik.III.327 f£f.
2) Cp.Phi#n,569 ff.

it
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the idea of Revslation that Hegel states not only that

Logiec is Rsvelation, but quite explicitly that Revealed
Religion itself is speculative Knowledge. His words are
"0od is only attzinable in pure speculative Knowledge, and is
only in that knowlaﬁae,'and is only that Knowledze itself:
for He is Spirit, mind (der Geist) and this speculative
knowledse 18 the Knowledge given in and possessed by re-
vzaled religion, The former knows Him as Thought, (or pure

), and knows this Thousght as Reing and as ¥“xistence,

2]
e
(&}
i Fol
b
o
(%)

and this existence again as the negativity of its selfl,
consequently as sell, as this and as universal self; but
that is just what revealed religion knows.;(i). These words
completezly bear out the claim to designate the Togic as
Revalation. We have mersly to remark that the distinection
between the Logic and Revealsd Religion which might = s8eem
lost sight in the above statement is, as Hagel goes on to
show, a2nd as we have zlready stated, that in the latter this
knowladge of (Goa is merely immediate, g; ig in ths form of

"Worstellung"(2), in the former that ¥nowledge is completely

' slg Phan, 571.
2 Phan, 594,
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and absolutely explici}_mediatad and dsvelop=c, Still,how-

ever, when we ingist on the suprema importancs of this ais-

ct

tineting between tha two, the "identity of content®(1l) ana
their eﬁsantial aftinity,even in ganeral character(of being
self-ravalation of the absolute Subject) rumain nons the less
pronouncsc and unambizuous, Ang this is ol suprems importan ce
&s inacieating the liné NG dévélopment which llegel's thought
has followasd, and the.gcverning tendencies of his philssophy.

¥z pointed out &t the start the essentirlly religious motif

which: determineq his thoushtg, &

o

0 hers we find that in his
Finishsd system not mersly is raligion one of the highest
moces of experiencas, but the ver? hi;hest is'itself & form
of revelation, Ths signifiesances ol this r=lation between
rhilosonhy and religion for Isegel cannot, however, bs con-
siGered af this stase, and must be as3ferrec till we reach
our conclusion. We have merely to indicate hers the Ebeo—

:

logical cnaracter of ths Logic, which Bi‘itself, inused, 18
but a consequence to ha drawn fron the gunsenl nature of

the content of the Togic, Absolute truth ceculc only be
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go if that. truth were the Truth of Absolute Subject, and
the Absoluts Subjscet of real Bxperisnca is the same for re-

(Y

vealed religion as for TLogie. In the former it is presQHtea
as suech; in the latter ié is simpiy expossd explicitly as
the grounc of =zll Ngcomplate exngriencs.

It is furthermorasa, the natures of the TLoepic that its
content as such should contain no fundamental oprosition
with itself, Its content is si%ple, self-contained and
self=-subsistent, Thers ig in it nothing whatever of that
contrast .and opprositiovn which affected the other modes of

9

miné and forms of knowledge. “#%#ﬁ the rundamenfal and
gharacteristic opposition or contrast foune in all othérs
was, as we sa&'ihat betwezn thought and bsing, hetween
notion and reality. And it wsas breciseiy this which had
been vvarcoms in the Togie. Hence in the content of the
Logie, and in every moma2nt anastage ol' it without exception
this opposition has vanished. .In the Logic, therefore,
thought anﬁ being, subject ana object are absvlutely ons
and identical. A thousht has place in the Logic just be-

cause ot the absence of any such contrast within its nature.

. | i b b vnnndanad VA
sk fe S ER T e ookl e+ g
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A notion just means that in which thought and being 12re one,
tfor the notion is the-essence, and the assence of reality
is notion. (1) This result follows indeed nacessarily from
the fact that mind contains all reality, that ultimate
Reality is Absolute Subject. But if in ths Togice thought
end heing are gbsolutely one, then, sinee in preceding
dogmatie philosophieal systems {(e.g., more especially of the
Wolftfian School) the aifference bstwesn Logic and Meta-
rhysic just ‘turned on the ﬁiffefence batween thought and
heing, Fegel's Togic is also and at the same time Metaphysie
and ean be so named.(2) For it covers both the content of
logic in the old sense, anu also the content of the&e for-

. _ :
mar E@taphysic.(E) This latter content falls under the
well known heads, Intology, Cosmology, Pneumatology, (Psycho-
logy) ena Theology. The subject-matter of these branches
of Metaphysic, as that was conceived by ths schools in ques-
tion, torms the greater part of Hegel's Logic, is dealt with

in fact in the first and second ?arts of the whols work

Cp.Logik.1.29,37

:3 .
3) Propaedentik.XVIIi.233,94. Logik.I.54,55.
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uncer the title "0B jeetive Logie' (1). The content of the
former logic occupies the third part of his Logic, under
the title 'Subjeetivas Logie'. (1) It is not the objects
deglt with by former lopgic and metaphysice that distinguishes
Hegel's Twogie from those b?anches of philosophy, but the
way in which those objects are coneeived. 'IL is this indesd
which is characteristie of Pegel's view, ana which induces
him to antitle his work Logic and not setaphysice; and the
choiece of name is signiflicant for the difference between
him and them, a&s well as for the light it throws :0on . his
own rosition. ¥Yhile the above namasd sciences, Cosmology,
Psychology, Theology, tre;ted their subjeet-matter as
substances with certain 'attributes' or "forces“, or 'acti-
vities', as subétraté with precicates, without enquiring
into ths meaning or legitimacy of these terms , Hegel's en-
gquiry just consists in stripping these notions naked and
examining them in their own simplicity and purity without
references to the speeifiec sﬁbject-matter'of these sciences,

that is, without reference to worla, soul or God.(2) In

(1) The meaning of 'Objective' ana 'Subjective' will
apgear later.
(2) oiik.1.55,



255

the case of Ontology the notions are alreaay for the most
part mbstract and 'pure', so that less outwara azlteration

is necessary. Vhen, therefore, the conceptions are regarded
thus formzlly and abstractly as pure essences:in their
ultimate and absolute form, it is clear that the subject=~
matter of such a science holds mueh more elosely of Logie,
28 loglic was usually understooa than of metaphysic as phen
conceived, logic being indesa traditionally assignsc to the
discussion of conecepts, notions. Hence it is that when

's Logie, Hegsl can raegard Want's'Trans-

spesking of ¥ant
candental Logic' as corresponding at lesst in part to his

own 'Objective Togic'(l). Thus whereas in former'philosophy,_
and indeed in his own early system as we saw, Logie either
Fraceded or was subordinate to Nétaphysic, now ﬁetaphysic

is absorbed into Logic and incistinguishable from it: a
result which however, is obviously broﬁght aﬁout only by a
reinterrretation of-tﬁe content of logie and of Metaphysies,
In this mstamorphosis of Haﬁaphysic into Logie, Hege; con=-

)

siders that he is in the dirsect succession from Kant and his

(l) I}Ogik. 104:9-




irmeoiate Tolloﬁers.(l)

Now the importance of this identification of Thought
viith being in the notions which are ths contents of the Logie
lies'in_this, that it is the very nerve of the 'concrete-
negs’ ol that content which Hegel g0 much insists on, and
m2kes rossible as well as nacessary development from step
to step in the Logic. Tor it is in itself the principle of
divarsity; it contains in itself aifferences. Wach notion
is not merely a 'thousght' of ths subject; it is that ana at
the same time and in the same¢ sense objective, a-besnt:,

& constitutive reality. But just in virtue oi that double

w o . (&)
reference % 2 single moment it shares in @& the diversity

of cuncrete sxperience. For this aiversity was found be-
- & . = h » 2 = ._

fore; it zppeared prm~the form of mode of mind and mode of
objeet present to mind, eaeh being mors or less set over
against thz other. This opposedness has bssn removed, but
the civersity on which it was based and which appeared
throughout 2ll sxperience is not abolishe¢ but simply pre-

served in thendnmost ultimeste essence oi' all experience.

It still remains, therefore, in all its (

(1) Cp.Logik.I1.32,37; 52-4. ;
{4) atji ﬁL.Juﬁ*H{ éét /L“f‘““d"”é%/6 26h4{1¢ A 7“41~¢
a&:zz Z._ i[ EE&M 7 !“Mf, ‘4":"‘6"-
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because tha notions are cuncrete, sre constitutive of reality,

they contain necessarily what is ‘alone concrete, namely ex-

perience. Ang exparience containing varisty odAegllagni;
the notions cannot all have the same content, but must bhe ’
various as experience. The faect that the Logie is at the

same time mebtaphysie, therefﬁrs, ¢etermines amd nsecessitates
the detailea content of the Logic, detsrmines that the heing
which is one with thought shall be presented in all the
wealth and ricnnsse of its content., Baeause it 1s mesta-
physie the Logic must ermbrace z2ll reality, expraess it in

its ultimate nature, besecause it is Logic¢ this ultimate,
naturs ie thought. In this ultimate syntheéis of what in
the other modes 0f mina and. of Knowlsdge appeared &s Oppo-
sites'ggf- over against each other, in this absolute unity
of primal differences (for thought ana being =2re the primal
oppusites inside experience) lies ths clue to the complete-
ness, to the detail and to the inward connexion of the

content of the Logic, CGrantea that experience is one, and

ite conerete content must be iInwoven, inwardly related, part

(1) Cp.Logik.III.29,
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datermining part diredtly and of itself (i.e., not because
of or through external agency of any kind): pranted thuat- it
is diverse and the parts of experiencs must be maintained,
and that by themselves, in théir distinctness from cach other.
put if the Logic is Metaphysiec, if the fundamental de-
termining principle is this absolute original “a grioriﬁlﬁfi

gynthesis contained in the notion, then ws see (1) that the

zLogic must be kept distinet from rediity as ordinarily under=-
stead; (2) that the development inside the Logic is self-
contained, is not properly speaking brought about, either
‘in regard to content or tou proecess, hy 'refersnce to experi-
ence': (3) that there is in its contenE no contrast between
subjective an@'objective. The first point is evidant when
we note thﬁt reality in its ordinary sense means the detsils,
the multiplicity in temporo-spatial existence; The Logic,
however, confains notions pure thought— unities of divsrse
elemantg; the very meaning of a notion is that it should be

a unity of multiplieity., The pogic eannot, therefore, in

Lonand ot combinin dvrtanes

its gontent be the same_asArealit&jz) Rut if by reality is

{1) Cp.Logik, 11,29, _
2) Propaeaegtik.8 1,2,4,5.
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understood not sense-reality, but true gssential actuality,
then sftseaay the Logic is just the exposition of that
Reality; for such reality is determined and selfi-determined
by its -essence, the inner vital unity. And this unity as
unity and‘as eséence (not as sbnsloublv concrate) is what
the Togie contains, (1)

The second point we havs already mentioned. Tt is
quite misleading to assert by way ol intsrpretaticn of the
Logie, and still more 2s by wayiof objectionito its éreten-
tions and its purpose, that the Togic is constructec by a
eovert unannounced but nacesséry ana impl;cit 'reference
to concrete.experignca'. So far as there is truth in this
view, it is mueh tou gensral to be of any value either as
interpretation or as objection. For if it means that at
every step in the Loaicithe writer is inside experiencse and
is dealing with the content of expericnce, then surely that
ié self-evident; that is what the ﬁriter prﬂfesses actllally
to do, and far ffoh_being an objection it is Hegel's own

exXpress purpose. If, howsver, it means, as it ostensibly

(1) Tog.l1.47. "Das System der Logik ist des Peich der
%chaften die Welt der einfachen Wesenneiten, von
aller snn&llchen Coneretion befreit,"
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b
does,thatat2ach step the writer "in his own mind" apypeals
to experience, that is, to the dstails of expsriance to
find out what he is to do, and meraely picks up his notions
out of experiencs §§ piecaﬁ them tegether, his own thought
being thus regarded as sumsthing external to and apart from
the sexperience to which he appeals, then this .is Qeem -
complete misconception of the content of the Logic. The

whole argument of the Phsnomenology is to establish that in

oo o

the Logic this opprosition is entirely overcome. ANG Qe
being @& objection it is based on a misunderstanding of

the very meaning of the notions with which the Logic deals,

In them we are already and thereby dealing with experience;

experience does not lie 'outside them'y rather they lie
inside experience, for thaey are the essunces of experisnce,
It is truer, therefore, to say that sxperience implies the
Togic, than that the Logic implies sxperience. In short,
and this is what should beg meant by this statement re@drding
the relation of the Logic to experience, in the Logic we do
not require to appeal to experience, because we are already

in it. The Logiec, therastore, is constructed and safely
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constructedy by reference tu its own peculiar content alone;
the characteristic determinateness of each notion is what
makes tha construction possible. All that we want inside
the Logic 1is just the notions: whersver we have these ws
have the essential unities with which the Logic deals, with
which alone it works, to which alone it confines it atten=-
tion. Only so coulc that inner necessily, charactaristic
of the science of TLogie, be obtainsd. There is no coubt -
whatever, that such a construction with ana of notions alone
will not be outside experiencef "in the air", if only we
admit at the start, that these notions are not mere thoughts |
but at once also sssences of experiencs (and this has been
gstablished in the Phenomenology), and if we can actually
find these notions fand these we can i'ind wherever we have
unities of multiplicity).

And finally the last point is clear after what has been
just said., In the content of the Togic thers is no. sub-
jeetivity as opposed to objectivity. The notions gre not

subjective categories opposed to objective fact] all from

the beginning to the end of the Logic are at once subjective
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and objeetive, essence of reality. Ve d¢o not, thersfore,
require to translate our subjective thoughts into terms of
reality, nor tu talk of & “Yeorrespondene 2" between the two,
They are without qualification, the inner being of reality.
With the one we have ths othgr. To hold otherwise is to go
back upon the positions which the Logic assumes to have
been removed, and of which it professss to contain ths
ultimate trath'and_essence. “

Now then, if we gather together into a single sentence
all these separate aspects of the content of the Logic, we

shall se2 at once how the Logic asg the vrganism of Truth

came into existence. For, given that raaliﬁy is the totality
of axperiehcé,“that the truth of all objecets in experience

is their essénce, that the essence of experience is reason,
that reason is mind's true self, that knowing itself in the
form of self is true seli-knowlecss, that so to know its

self is to know its constitutive and constituting notions;
anc givenaagain, that the one absolute mind, tha ona absolute
subjeet which contains all Experience anu is all Bxperience

(for experience igs one) is in nature and substance the same
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as incivigual human mind, that the ultimate essencee of each,
the self of each in the form of self is the same, is notion;—-
given sll this and the Logi¢ 28 the systematic and expanded
exposition of the asssntisl contents of the totality ol ex-
rerience, the exposition of the ultimate and multiple ex-
perience-content of the Absolute Subject, by the simple
process of autonomous self-knowledge of mind, - rises boaily
before us, fueh thsen is the content of the Logic, It

is the basal slement in the gcience, that which determines
everythi?g else that falls within its scope. So far, ', v, .«
however, we have aealt meraly with the booy of the Logie,

and that generally. Its soul lies in the method by which

all the members ars to bae fitly joined together. To this,

therefore we rust now pass,
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The nature of thes methed of the Logic is to be found
in the nature ot ths content of the Logiec; fur, indeed, it
is sinmply an essent.al and Tundsmental element in that con-
tent. No methoo creates the content of the seience which
it subserves; rather it is ceterminea by that content and
the kina of connection of which it is capable. Its funetion
is to unite systematically ths elements and objscts peculiar
to the science, 8Since then we found ths content of the @
Logic to be the necessary outcome of the nature of absolute
fnowlecdge, we shoulc expect likewise to discover that the
method of the Logic has its source in that sams mode of
experience,

ThehPhenomenolog'l we saw, was a philosophical scicnce
whose aim was to determing the truth of and in mind's
experisnce. It estahlished thié by showing that the one

minc pressnt throughout 21l experience determined itself

in various modses which aiffered one frow the other in the
degree with which thsy reslisea truth, i.e., the unity be-
tween mind snd its object, each mode bzing at the samse

time & resalisation of the actuzl content ol mind, 'Thus the



last stage was not merely‘thegompletetxuxh of experience,
but also contained most explicitly the complete and essen-
tial content of minc, UNow the method acdopted to bring about
thie result ic immanent in the subject-matter itselt; it is
mind which po€sesses_each mode, determines gach, ana by
refersnce to its own content and nature alone movss from one
to snother. In no ¢ass Goes mind go beyond itsell; the
process 1§ autonﬁmuus and self=-directed from the start, And
moreover, in sach mods ming ¢oz& not come externally so tb
gsay to the moce in which in a given casz it fiﬁds itself,
does not coma with the waelth of all its other experience

to shame the poverty of a given form of its experienca,
Rather sach mode is only shown to be poorer than the imme-
diately succeeding mode. The entire principle of advanca,

therefore, must be found active at each and evsry stage as

guch. The method of cunstrudting ths science, in short,
must be an essentigl lactor in the very nature of ever
momant in the éciencs. But all that is found end is con-
tained in each mode of experience, sach moment of the zn-

quiry is sinmply = fornaa moda, a definite rezlisation of
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miﬁd.(consciousness}. There is, thersfore, no saparatfﬁn
whatever betwesn the modes or.experience and the prineiple
of eommection of those modss; the method of relating them
into dna_whole and the specific coptent 0f each mode are
daterminations of one ana the same reality. 7The content

of the sciesnce anc the systemztisation of the content are
both moments oi the same fact., And that one fact is mind,
This, then, which is trus of the whole process of the Pheno-
menology is likewise true of 1ts last moment.

And, indeed, it is more avidaent in this case than in
that of the others. For in preceding modes of experiencs
there hacd zlways been the contrast between the truth of
the mode in question and the actual content ot the moae;
Mind was out of azreement with its own essential

whed-
mnature, a contrastAessential to the character of experisnce
as the completely concrets existence of mind, snd by which
contrast the forward movement of the cnguiry was, as we saw,
determined., In Absolute ¥nowleuge, however, that contrast
is removed from the content of this mode ol mind, and in

itF mind is completely and abso%gtely oneg with its21l; mind
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knows itself as mind.ana in the form of seli. Here then the
mgthoa of systematically detsrmining the content, and the
content itself are transparently and emphstically one ano
the same,

It must be observed that the method is not econfined
mersly to experience 28 a whole; but iz a determining slement
in each mode of it; each mods can be further dsevelopsd in
itsell by that mathod. For, to rspeat, it is ong ana the
same minGc whieh is preéent in all sxperisnce and in each
mode of it, and oOetermines each and all by the same process
because it (mind) is the same throughout all. Thus.it is
then that the methec smployed tu systematise the totality
of all minds' concrete expariencsg is the method employed
to construct systematically tha content of one mude - the
Logic. Henee, too, it is that in the Twgic method and con=

" | :
tent of the seience are =8 must be essentially moments of
one and the same fact, are indeed together just that fact
itself, Tor bessides the contsant Qf the seisnce, the notions,
and their prineiple of i thig ordered connection there is

ehsolutely mothin: else in the Logie,
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Again we saw that when the analysis of a given form of
knowledpe (mode of exverience) brings to light the inner
truth of that knowledge, or truth whigﬁ ie other than tﬁat
actually possessed by the Knowledge itself, the presence of
this new truth as objeet to mind impliss ana brings about
& change of attitude on the part of mina itself, a new mode
of experiance, in short,.(l) But absolute knowleags has as
its content-just the inmost ultimatz essencss, truths, of
all experience, ol all modesvof experisence. Henca what in
thé Phenomenology is a changing ;E:;: one attitude of mina
to anothar, zn alteration or.the angle of reflection, (an

“Umkehrung des Rswusstseins") must fina its counterpart

L

in the Logie. It will correspond ﬁu the change I'rum one
notion to another, The 'Umkehrung d@s Bewusstseins' is
just in fact the 'projection' which appears in actual con-
crete experience, of the '"Uehbergang', $he transition from
one notion to another-in the Logice., For indeed the process

of the Phenomenology is at bottom a TLogical procsss, (2)

(1) Phan. 68,9 .
(2) Phén.45
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And finally, the methoa of the Phenomenology does not
coneist in eirmply weaving together the various modzs of
sxperisnce. Thlis would put them &ll on the same 'lla'vel?.. They
are indeea all equally modes of experiencs; and all moaes'
of experisgnce are deteérmined by the same method; for mind
to which all expsrience appsrtains is onz throughout all
experience., Bub all modss of mind have not the same content,
They diffsr in the degres of their truth,i.e., in the, com-
rleteness of their realisation of the nature of mind, in
the extent to which in eac¢h the initial opoosition between
mind and its object has been removed, in thair approximation
to the absolute union azné the idsntity between mind and
its ubﬁact.(l] The mudes of experience, therefbra, are
connected not mersly by belonging to our experience, but by
forming stages in the rezlisstion of the truth of =2xperience,
In other words the mothoa of connection is not simply a
pfocess ol immanent implicafiom of one mode with another,
but is a process determined throughout by &an evnd - an end,
however, which lies_not outside, but is itsell immanent in

the process from the start, The method¢ is that of Develop=-

(1) These expressions, as we saw, mean the same.




430

ment.‘ 2ut ths content of ﬁbzolute tnowlecge is simply the
gssential content of 2811 experience; it embraces azll experi-
Wil o s el 04 s v
ance, &8ll reality, not meralykgs a wholz, but in its mani=-
fold variety. 7%he variuus’moaas of experience contain and
exhibit expericnce in its multiplicity, ano the content of
absolute knowledge is the essence of thess modes, Its con-
tent, therefore will likewise consist of graded aryroxima-
tions to & final end., The end in one case is complete
truth of experience of knowleagé, in the Togic it is the
sheolutely trues ano parfect Reality, absolutz notion of
Absolute Subject. HNow this Subjzet cuntains_all r2ality,
no rhese. of experience lier outsids its sphere. The essencs
of sach mode of experisnce because the essance; the ultimate ,
of -that moce must therefore bslong to, he in faect, determined
by Absolutz2 Subjeect itssli. Wers this not so the only
reality wauld be its own Reality as such, woulc, in short,
be mers unity, pure #go, mere seslf-identity, But if it con-.
tains the aiversitg-of all reality, then within the scope of
the self-knowledge of the sbsolute subject (the Logic) severy

essence of reality must fall, for it is its own self in the
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form ol self. But every such essence will be its coﬁcreta
self more or less completely and explicitly. Were this not
the case, then every reality woulo be equally the seme,
gqually indifferent to Absolute Subjeet; wnersas we already
Found in the-Phenumenology that all modes of exparience
¢iffered in thair content, in their vegrse of truth., But
if those essences do exhibit more or less fully the self of
absolute Subject, then clearly from the point ot view of
the process of self-knowledge there is only one systgmétic
way of uniting these notions, these essences, anua that is
by exhibiting them as a gracual development towards the un-
folding of the complete self which is to be known. Hence
the methoag of the Logiec like that o) the Phenomenvlugy is
necessarily and essentially that ol develorment,

oy these thres primary and fundamental slements than,
(the essential union of method with content, the 'transition’
-ernlonecontenh to another, ana the developmentael character of
the process) the m2thod of the Logic is cirasctly indebtea
to that made use of in thé Phenomenology. Turther than this,

nowever, the ketlwwds of the two are not connected; for each
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sciencs as we saw, is sell-contained,the process in ths
Logic 1s determined by its own subject-m2ttzr as such,
without reference to that of the Phenomenclogy. Still the
possession of these common slsments is obviously sufficient

.

to identify the two methods as simply ana solely one &nc
the same method (1) applied tu subjsct-matters which taken
by themselves are aifferent from each other, an iaanylficu~
tion which is the more necessary and zpparent when we bear
in minc that the essential content of both scicnces is the
same, the content of the Logic being merely the essence.of
2xperience, It is, indecd, thiscommunity of centent which
makes possible and necessary idehtity ol methiod,

Now thislmathod ig not confined solely to thase two

philosophical sciences; the same method is made use of in

the other parts of Philosophy, the Philosophies ol Mature

and of Jlinu.(2) But 9f it is necessary and estential to ally

the scliences and in the same sense essential, i.,e., in all
we have that union oif mathod witn content of the science,

exd it is clear that we can only grasp ana apprsciate the

[l} Logik.I1.7,8,40,41.
(2 Logik.I.4i. note.
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nature of the method per se¢ if we eliminate the specific
character of the content of sll these sciencss, TFor since
the method is in the same senseg common to all, anda since
further in each and cvery one it parmeates all the momsnts
of their content without regard to the specific differsnces
smongst those moments we c¢an only get at the method per se
if we logieally separate the method per seo from this varied
content with which it is associated. RBut again, sincé the

viry

e

igture of ths method is that it is essential to, is

the wery soul and moving foree ef ths content it is as clsar
that the only resson #hy such a method ean operate in such
varied sphayes is.that the determininglprinciplé df all the
content is ¢ from: rifst to last the same. Iﬁ must be in
virtug of that ground peinciple that the method is the same
in all those sciences, for the simple reason that the method
is regarded as iﬁ no wise separataed fruﬁ or extegrnal to the
content whichlit,determines. Ruat thers is only one such
prineciple, one such'common all-determining reality in all
thiose scisnces, and that reality is mina, sell-conscious

reason, spirit (Geist). Sinee then, method ana prineiple
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are all that aprear throughout 't};t?sr.-z rhilosophieal scignces,
and sines mathod and . .content are éo intimately blendec as
we have inviecatea, they must be twe moments of the same
conerete faol, two determinations of a single reality. The
cbnclusiun, theretoras, is irresistible that the methou per
ge 18 nolhing other than scli-consciousness quﬁ process, the
essential an¢ universal mode, mamer or form in which that
living activity'waieh constitutes the very nature of mind,
and makes it an endless self;initiating, seli-determining
novement actuslly operates, There is absolutely nothing
elee excepf mind whieh conforms td the nalur:2 ol the method;
for it is mindhalone that the contant cunsLLucts itself,
systematises 1tself by a process immanent ¥n ana constituting
that contentlitself. Only when the content 9f 2 sciecnce is
mind is thers no distinction between the content wnich forms
the body of the secience,and the method (. which is its
inmost soul.

Such, therefore, being the casg, it is at onee clear
@hat only in sciences whose content is fundamentally and

absolutely constituted by mind itself can it be possible to
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make use of & method which is to be immanent in that content
itself, in which the method of constructine the sciences is
not in any way s=lien to the content, in which from ths start
no zulfl separates mind anc objset, in which the systematisa=-
tion is in fact 'accomplished by the content itself'. (1)

But this being sv, the whole substance anda process, ths
principle, form, and matter of fieguel's entire s)e tem becomes
at omce transparently luminous. rfor to mainﬁain that
Feality is subject, that Heality is mind, is reason - con-

stituted just mesns that the entirs content of reality

moulds itself into a system ol reason, that th2 process of

constituting itsell into such a system is self-dstermining,
it liesg in thg very nature of its content that it should do
so, for its contsnt is the living self-relating autonomous
activity of mind. And on ths other hand, to hold that the
procass by which the content constructe itselfl into systeﬁ
lies not outside the thing itself, but is immanent in it

is precisely the same as to hold that the reality is mind-

constituted, that Reality is Subjeet, Wherever we cetermine

the content of a science by that content itsell, whersver

(1) Togik.I.42.
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it is determined solely from it by itself, we ipso facto
there assert the other position that Reslity is mind, is
Subjeet, (1) Hence, merely to attain to and to claim the
rossession of purely objective knowledge, knowledge which
ig true 'whatever the individual subject thinks or does not
think', is pregisely tho same as to assert that the content
o the knowledge is ssell-determining, self-systematising,
andé that is to say that reality is reason. In short, and
va

in“fine, the nethod and the principle,{Reality «=d Subject)
are incuissoclubly bound up together. This method simply is
AbsOlute Idealism, and Absolute Idealism hse not and cannot

have any other method. The method means no mere and is

(1) Hence it is, wg may note in Eassing, that in deal-
ing with the various perts of Philosophy, Logic, Nature,
Mind, TLaw igligion, ste,, Hegel dogs not 1mpért.into
the several ciscussions anyﬁhing foreign to the special
object-mstter itself, In desling,e.g., With Nature,
he does not introdoce forms of thought peculiar to mind
as svech, Coes not mentalise nature, or "spiritualise
it. lle makas the object=matter of nature as it stands,
with the cnaracter it actually possagses, detarmineq
itself with its own catepgories, by its own inherent
irmanent prineiples, force, ansrgy, mechanical aetion,
affinity, etec. And merely so to de2al with it, merely :
to make 1t determine itself, sufficiently by itsslf and
through its own terms:and prineiples, is what constitutes
ths objactivs self=determining sclence 0L Luiturse, and
is what gives it a place in his system of Philosophy,
makes it a constitutive moment of his fundamental
principle, Just as conversely it is the determination
of the object-matter of "nature’ by that ultimate
principle which makes possible and necessary that
objeetive self-determining science of nature,
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no less than Absoluts Idealism in sctusl operation, working
itself out in detail. Tt is the method which is the dis-
tinguishiué rhythm of absolute Idealism; it is this which
gigtinsuishes it from 2all other forms ot philgesophy which
have historically =2ppesored, wihich constitutes it in sho}t,a
distinetive philosophieal systam(l). It is this too, which
distinguighes absolute science {rom all other forms of
selence whatsoevor: for their difference from it will be
founc just to lie in tha fact that the content of these
scisncses agd their mode of syﬂiematiaatiun o not have
hiave that inner anc SSSentigl unity characteristic of abso-
lute Idzalism; it they had they woule and mlust ‘ipso facto'
fall within its score.

Rut it is nct for our purpose suflicient mersly to
state thus in its general znd ultimats form the nature of
the methoa of ths Twgie, lor can we even rest content with
having in addition shown its broad and primary elements (i.e.,
thosa iheee agpects abov% given) - to be already irplicated

in the Phsnomenology, in virtue ot that intimate union which

subsists bstween the contant ef ths Phenomenology and that

(1) Cp. PhZn.37 ff.
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of the Logie. Ve must furthar show how, by what process,
the method actually orerates in the characteristic lorm

e

peculizr to ths Logic itsell. ¥e cannot gather this simply

by turning bkack t0 the procedure of the Phenomenology; be-
cause, as w=2 saw, the procefure ol the Logic is determined
solaly by means of, anc hy refsrencs to, the charsctaristic
contont of the Luglie itselr; the Togic is a sgeli-detarmining,
self-containag seiernes. Ana no irr ediate light is furnishad
by saying that the content of the Logic 'being the notions .
of mind; or mind in its notion, the matiaod consists simply
in explieating this nution, in allowing this notiovn to obey
its own nature, to mova, dovelop 1itselfl,  Thiﬂ is, 8s wa .
have just said, thes ultimate asssence 06 the method; but

what we wan£ to know now 1s how this sxplication, this
movement, this development sctually procesds ane goes to
work; what .are: ths scssontial pulses of its life, the
aceents of its rhythm. In giving these we are of course a
the same time stating the essentizl procedure of the mathod

throughout ths whols system; for ths content of the Togie

embraces the whole systam. But while we are hen stating
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the essential elements in the system as a whole,we are also
AN gre primarily dealing with the method as it is in the
Logie in particular. The mefhoa here appears in its most
abstrect anc ultimate moments, bucauss in the Logic we have
the most absiract ano essential content of rseality.

To begin with, Uhe method is, &s already said, the inmer
activity)impulse, foree and mgvement of the notions of mind.
Ang sinees these notions are the mind's own self in the form
of self, this activity 1s, as distinet {from the notion it-
self, the movement ol reflection simply, sz21f-réierrent,,
self-determiningil)This is the only force, activity inherent
in the notion gs such. Ana such rei'lsction may, since all
reflection is knowladge, be reparaea as the process ol sell-

inherent in the

-
wa

knowledg« uf the notion, for the process i
noyion itself. The method can in this way be considered

as gimply the process of seli=-knowleoge of mind per se, mind
in its‘notion. Now in svery ope of 1its nutions, mind is

- realised; each notion &s suéh is egolsea, 1s enooweu with,

is the expression of the nature of ths &go, mina, This

(1) Cp.Logik.ITI.330,1.
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nature is self-cunsciousness, self-reflection, Bach moment
of the T.ogice, thersforse, being moment of the Rgd, exhibits
and must contain &ll the moments of the msthod, the process
of self-reflection., The cumpletion or this process in svery
notion is just what egoising & notion means] if a notion is
the Ego 1t must rsalise all ths moments oi the prucess'or
self-reflection, ‘ow thes Rgo in every notion is conevete,
ites s2veral moments ars actually presegnt; it is not bare
ahstractness, hare identity; just beecsuse it it conseious

of selt ss self it has dilference, it has countent. (1) It
aistinguishes its sulf from itsslf; ana distinetion impliss
givision 9 difference)ana ailftersnce impllés megans content,
And again, 1t cannot b2 merely shstract formal self for the
reason that it unites in itsell the other elemsnt to thought;
in the notions thought and beinpg are as we saw, one and
identical; the notions, ars @ therefore, conerete because
the concltion unéer which slonsg they could be formally
abstract has besn removed, Lence h&t aistinetion of self-
from itself,” just mentioned is neither wmeaningless nor

illegitimate; it is both possible =and necessary because

(1) Phan.803.
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in the notions tihs self unites without sextinsuishing the

distinetion of thess two elaments.

The sell-rsi'lecting ot the notion (1), therefore, if
it 18 Lu be at vnce corplete anc systematic consists simply
in laying bare and inwaraly, thoroughly inter-relating the
moments containec in sach netion, sach pulse of the Rgo.
Thoseﬂ moments have alreacy zalmost come to light. The seif is
to be identical;it is to be one and the same selt throughout
the wholes content of the notion. FRvery notion is as such,
and by its veary nature a8 universsl; this is what is meant
by being essance,ultimata;absulute. And this universal
nature is its own identical self, that by yhich it is and
remains what it is, The first step, therefore, is to take
the notion Si&yly 2s it immediately is, and what it imme-
diztely, what it fundamentally is, what in the first instance,
the notions mesns, is universality., But thie is no soouner
admitted than by ths inner nature of the notion itself it
asserts likewise the aif'ferencses, the particular elements
within itself. For there would be no mezning in an identi-

cal s21f unless it had elements in which and through which

(1) Logik.III.329.ff.
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it coulo 2prear as aifferent; there would be no meaning of
universality in the notion unless it covered, permeated by
its un’lversality zlements, which pzr se were @oo®yy porti-
cular, And the aifferences voe not, ana by the very nature
of the notion, whicli is concrete, cannot lis sutsiae tha
notion itself, are not pickeaq up ana externally brought to
and orposesw against the (ipst irmmeciate universzl. They
are determined by ana from ths universal, the identity
itself; itselrl asserts the presence of these elements. But
maersly to assert these is to assert what is opposzd to is
other than the firsty ths first is universal, its own other
therefore, that which 1s at the opposite pﬁle of thought is
particular, It is not a contrary oprosition to the first;

. -A
it is not simply the bare general opposition of a s::‘-m
to A, where the oprosites have absolutaly no relation to
gach other except the faet that the one is entirely excluded
from the other. The oprosition must b2 suech that both terms
are concrete, bqth must have postitive content; for the mere
n2gation of a term is never part of the content of any term.

In the opposition, therefore, the one opposed term has a
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content the veby naturs of which refers to, contains actual
points of contact with the other; the one opposite must in
b .
itself imply the other; By-what it is just by referring
to and distinguishing itself from that other. Its other is
just such as to be its own other, that which is necessary
to and is present in the determination of its own special
character, and from which it must distinguish itself
specifically in order to be what it is. If we examine the
matter closely, then we will see that this is precigely .the
character of the opposition existing betwesn thhse two
moments, the first, universal, and the second aifference,
and that is all that opposition between these means. But
since it is the universal itself which contains this other,
the asserting of this other, the asserting of the particular
by the universal, means, seeing that the notion is self-
contained, does not pass out of itself, that the first
has turned itself into its opposite, it has become parti-
cular. But thereby the first has negated itself; the second

moment which has come to view is the negative of the first,

it negates the first; the second is its (the first's)
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negative, Sincs, howaver, this negative results from the

first, since it 1is the universal itsslf whien passes into

this nsgative, and again since it is the notion as such

which is operative in both first ana ssecono, this negative

1s not the_annihilation oy ths first, the first is so to say

mersly disbanded into the sszcona, it is maintainsgad by it,
though‘ not stated or asserted in it., If this were not so,
the notion itself woulc vanish, for mere ciiferencs, mere
particular is what 1t emphatically is not, The nsgative,
thoush negative of thea first or rather becauss its own
"negative contains ths fipst itself.

This sacona moment i nzcessarilﬁfilj bgeause that
is the giversity which the notion contains and without which
it would be mérely an ahstract formal univsrsal, ana (3)
begsaus= il is that by which ths universal is universal at

all, and therefore (35) it mersly ezsserts the sxplicit con-

»
tent of the universal, and thers was no other step left for
that universal except marsly to assert that by which it is

what it is. . Zither it nust assert this as content or be

and remain a formal universal.,
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But now the notion is expressed as mere &ifference,
mere diversity. So stated, however, it quite obviously
is not suhsistent, For the notion is not mere diversity,
and the notion as mure differsnce is in contradiction to
itself. The contradiction coes not consist in setting the
universal, which the notion is in the first moment, over
against the difference whiech it is in the saconu. This
certainly would be and ean bs rerardsd as a contradiction
of the nature of the notion, which is to bes conerstely both.
But the point on which the next moment turns, the nerve of
the next moment, that which makes this second nom=z2nt go
further in spite oi and because of itself, does not lie in
setting the aniversal ovar sgszinst this cifference. (1) wor
(1) the movement must he seli-determined at every step, i.e.,
by eeech moment per sa2, whareas that proucssse of cetermining
it wouldg ba pursly sxternal to the content of the second;
(2) =11 that that proesss could establish would be that
the second as such is inadequate to the complste nature of

the notion, is inconsistent with it. But this is irrelevant

(1) This is a common misunderstending of the nature of
the method.
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ang due to a misundesrstancing. For as we saw, the sscona
is the notion itself, just as much as the first is not in-
consistent with the notion. The notion is quﬁ content com-
pletely prasent in the second, just as it is completely
present in tha fFirst, Ané indeed, even mors so, for the
secont contains the first., (%) lerely to puint out that
the secony must complete itself by ths universal, if it
would bz ths entire nobion, would not tell us in what way
this complstion is t¢ be brought =zbout, what airection to
take in order to bring it zbout. 'This whole conesption of
ths process is, in short, purely sxternzl and inadegquate to
the naturs of the method,

B

Thers is only one way in which the next moment can be
supplisd =nd that is by the nature or the second itself.
This second is the notion as difference, as.diverse. But
as mere ciftference, as absolute wiffersnce, it is different
not merely from something slss, it is agifferent from itselfl;

gifference z2s such is dii'fersnce completely; it is tu itseolf

gifferent. 1o put it otherwise this negative because nega-

tive of a positive which it itself contzins is negative of

its own self. For the notion does not and gannot go outside
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itself, it is szll-containao,; and since the negativs express-
es this notion, contains all its conteont, whan rsgarded as
meraly negative, the conteant ;f whieh 1t 18 the negative
is Lhe negative itseltl, Op again, the second is the notion

. _ W '
as simply ths othar/ﬁs otherssa: but einece that to which
it is other, is inside its=21f, it is its own other, Thus
we coneluce that the next &oment rust be the negative of
the first nsgative., VYhsreas then in the first step torward
the movurmant consisted in the asserting by the universal
itself ot the ciffersnce which it contained ana implied,
the sacond step is due to the unity, the universal, the
identity implied in ths dilferencs itself, if 1t is to be-
Gifference at all. Tne ‘'nezation of the negative' simply
ineans the briﬁginﬁ into light again of the univayrsal, Yor
there is nothing eslse which is negative of uvifference, ex-
cept the universsal, the unity? th2 identity. It was into
its other that the first univaersal passed; each is theraefors
other to the other, ezch is negative of the other., Con-

sequently when the first nsgative is itselfl nepatsd, it can

only be by its otner, the univaersal, JIhs—smegatien—otf—the—
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The negation of the nepgative is thus the gassertion of the
universal, Rut this assertion is & reassertion; for the
universal as such hav alrseadcy basn ssserted at the atart.
And sinee the notion ig th: same notion all through, the
universal is the sam2 uaniversal in both cases, ®$he difisr-
gncee hatwean the two 18 not theiy uvniversslity but their
content., In ths first universal we hzad nothing but the
irmmediats characoer ol the notion as such; what it is when
we firvet tazks it as a notion; the mers assartion or the uni-
versality, nsrating nothing 1pselr, but nega'zd in the asser:
tion of its own other. The last universal, howeveyr, 1s the
nagativs of ang thereturs countains in itself and as itself
the other of thes universal per s2, that which the universal
per se would have to assert in oraer to be universal. The
last universal is qu& universal the return to the first,
but}qu% negative of the essconu negative, containtes in itsell
that which torcea the first into the second. The last

steps therefors, is a rseassertion of ths absolute character
of the notion, the univsersal, with the full contant of that

notion itself, that by which the notion is notion and the
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universal a universel., It contains explicitly in itself

all the moments of the notion, for it contains both the
preceding;and these are tns only two poles of -the notion,
This return than just bz2eczause it is 2 return to the beginning
is the last momsnt of the notion. Thers is no further nege-
tion possible, With it the momsnte oi the notioa are ex-
hausted. 1t is the notion as notiovn, as concreta totality.
It is the complets truth of ths notiun, or shortly ana
generally the complets a2bsclute truth at onee the reality

of the notion, anc the nstion itsslf,

Thess thres moments, thersfors, ths r;rst universal,
ite nagative, and the negative ol this sgcona, exhsustively
ang explicit;y exhibit and oxpPass the self-knowledgs of
the notion. They exhaust ths puiees vf its self-conscious-

ness. To bs conseious of its selt

{1

s self, to be conscious
) 1

of the distinction the division of self from itself impliec

in being seli-conscious, sno [inzlly to be conseious of

self in and by this mistinctiun,~2:::£l-lcavas ne other

momaent of knowledge onven to it; no other pulse of raflection

uron itself. Anc we see that the procoss ol knowladge from
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beginning to encs is outermined not by externzl reflection,
but by the notion itseli. The notion is egoised; determines
itseli’ from 1tvself; is nresent 58 s&li throughout the muve-
ment; its own inner zcetivity, the activity which it has in
virtue of beine sell'-censcious controls and roulds it 2
evary stsp., It is this wshich makes it assert itself in these
various moments, It is bsecauss the notion is egoised, is
encowed with{is meade of saelf-consciouernzss, that the deter-
minetion of itself et each step is. possible; the ostermina-
tion is self-octermination. It is the same force which =z
onca sgparates itz moments anu brings them togethey; for
they ars the momaents of the same self which bzcsuse they

.

are its momznt is consclious ol itselif in each end in all,

The whole significznce ol the movament lies in this fect,

For thereby we se2 that gsch moment is and must be positive,
an aftfirmation of self., And this presance ol a positive in

8 nagative ig ths inner principle of the whole movement.

A negative is not bafa nagation and exceclueion; to be nogstive
it must be ang contain what it ig nsgative to, its positive, i

ooy

All that n3gative here means’is, in fact, Juet’ what includes
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and implies ils own pouiftive, It is determinate negativs]

o

negation wity a content, neguative of a determinate contant
which 1s and must bs positive. And it 13 positive for the
reasen thet it ig the same self qf the notion which detar-
minegs itsell now =g roeitive (universsl) ane now 88 negative
of this universal zné nepative of it bec:zuse procescing from
it anc countarrosad to it, It ié, further, hecause ol the
prositive content of this nasgation that the proeess of nega-
tion has = limit. The nesation of and in & notion a@oes not
g0 on enolessly. It is solely by negation that the process
in any giﬁﬂn notion continuces, but it is by negation that

it is likszwise brousht to u# closs. And it is brouzht to &
close pracisely when that which is the positive iﬂ the nogea-
tive is so brousht out by this proceess of negation itself,
thet neezation is no longer possible, i.e., when there is no
further momant in ths notion. This perminus to the pro-
cesg in & given notion ic incgicatea and conf'irmed by the“re—
turn to the starting-point. If the process is tu continue
2t all further it must be by refersnce to (not the notion

considered, but ) znother notion; and this we shall see
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Immecdiately is what tulas vlirce. The only other way the
process could continus would be by mers nsgation, mers ex-
clusion andé annihilation, But this is insdmisgibls by the
naturs oI the nerative itsall shich determines the process.

This prineirls of negation which we have just sought
to explain, wmay bs ragarced as ths ns2rvs of ths whole msthod.
It is Yor thie recson it is cealled Dialectie, It has, as
w2 sen, a Gelfinite cisnification, It ig not negative in
general nor any sort of negation, [t is negatiocn of a cer-
tain sort. Doubtless zll oty er kinds of nsgation have this
2g thelr ground ang sourcece, FPut the nggation hers unosr-
stood mast ba carefully vistinguiched from fhem. Negation
here is the relation which subsists between that ghich has
a certain siénificance, ana that which i1t essentially implies,
throush whiech it is yhat it is , but from which it must be
dgistiapuished, in order to have that significance. It is
therefore only such a2 ralation as holus within a concrete

‘

self-containec =znd sslf-determinec whols; this alone pos-
gsesses such a nature a2s to admit of its content being deter-

mineé in that manner. Ang this whole mus$y be organic to
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itself, poesess a s2li wiich 1s dstermined into slsments

: -
antithetic to znad therazfore irglying each other. It nmust,
in short, pe sueh 2 conerete whole gs, in faect, ths notion
ang the ogoissa rode ol sell-consciousnes, wast necssvarily
be. 'Ths antithstic¢ momente sbove given vuniversal and parti-
cular, unit}fidentity an¢ aiffersncz are the typs and the
universal form oi whil negation means; for tness, in fact,
are the ullimsztae ancitheres, the apsoluts nepatavities into
which the gslf, whicn constitutes savery notion from {irst

.

to last, necessarily falls. hay sre the primary distinct
pulses of the life eng movsment oi every notion; end they
are the ground ol wnzatsoevel antithesis ana.nagativity any
given notion mey assert. For sach possess these funcamgntal
constitutive glements, thg elements by which alone, indeed,
the notion is = notion at‘all. For the rest, thely oifler-
C%ﬂiwwiheéfw“-WL“"”QJ

enceﬁLgre those of content alone, (1)

Tt ie the character of the negetion whier determinss
the inner necessity, thz asbsolute living connecteaness of

ths vhole process &5 a rrocsss. We see at oncg the intimacy

of the union betwsen the parte when we bear in ming that it

(1) Cp. Phan.29,
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lies in the nature of the process that thers is and c¢an be
only one negative to a given position, and this nagative
must inevitably lie in that position itself. It would not
be the negative of that position unless 1t were the negative
which that pousition demunds; and that position can only <a
demand one negative for it has only one sslf-determining
self., A notion has in itself ons significance and that alons
Hanee the lmranent character of ths process. Hence the
complatensss of the systanm, FPence its zll-inclusiveness,
It is just in this nepgativity that the true secret and mean-
ing of reason lies; as it is only by this negativity that
reason couls detarmine itseli into system.fll The nepative
is, in short, the one ana tha only possible lever of absolute
Idealigm, 6n1y by means of it: can idealism bz established
as at once ahaolutgl§ cumplate'ana absolutely immanently
necessary.

Put ws have'not yet exhaustea tha entire significance
o ths method by thus sﬁating its ultimste and {'inal moments,
We have saen that thsz procsss starts from the univaersal which

~in ths first place, the notion irmediately is, i.e., which

(1) OCp. Logik.I.7.41=4,
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it is whon taken 2s it stanas; when viewed simply as notion,
it is in itself primarily s universal, This is the neces-
sary anc only starting-point for the process, bseause it is
ths rround=facet in the npaturs of ths notion, And from this
universal, this identity, this positive, this immeoiate,

the method proceeds by oifference, negation, mediation to
its completed result, the reestablishing of the ildentity,
the positive, tha immadiate, But =1l thesg stagesin this
process of szlf-knowladge ol th: notivn the same valus for
the notion or for its knowledge of itsz1f., ¥e are not at
the end of ths process just where we wers at the beginning.
This wonuld incGesd stamp the whola progczse és futiles znd
inane; we should in such a case he no worse off at the be-
ginning Lhaﬁ the end., Fach moment is indes=0 determined by
the notion itsslf; ezcli is & realisation, a mode of it, i
Rut each voes not reazlise it, rsveal it, exhibit it to the
same extent, in an equal cagres of fullness, For since the
process is one of self-knowledge, sali-determination of

what is from the start nececcarily a concrete faet (a notion,

g pulse, a realisation of mina, of sell-consciousness) the
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process just because =} process oflwhat is in itself a oon-
crete whole must exhibit cifferent degrees of apprux?mati&n
towaras the complate gxposition of that whole, If it giad
not do so there would not hse a2 singla shols at all or else
in process whatever; thers would be only an abstract formal

unity, ana the process mers passage, inased mers repstition

(SN

of the same unity. ‘nd thessa dagrees of fullngss in the

realisation oi the notion mean¥ nothing more than deprees
of its truth. Just beczuse ons stey contains the prec:ding
it is nezrer to realising the notion, nearer to its truth,

i.e., its full-asresment batween itsell anc its content (1)

(its universal anc that by and through which it is a uni=-
versal). Tmm it is that the negative (the second moment)

is'higher'than the first; it contains the first, anda there-

fore bacause itself a moment a2nd becruse containing znother

moment, it is ipso facto truer than thelrirst. Fence it is
that though the whole preesss as a nrocess of self'-knowladgn
is direeted and Geturminod at every step by nsgativity, the
negativity at each step has not the same valus, has not the

seme truth. All the stages are equally nepative moments,

{1} ©Op. TogikX.IIT.27.fF
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but all tks negative moments are not equal., The process,

in short, is the same
¥hile then the fi
way as the seconc, the
for ths truth than the
truth, incde«d, the hig
ed, In the first nega
in the initial woment,
gimply 2s negative wit
positivs, the first ne
tiyve, It medliates and
not madiate itself., T

and completely establi

the absolute sszli-madis

by itszl{ and through
negatives Fegel distin

'absolute negativity'.

but the result is aot,

rst necative is osterminec in Lhe samse
second has a much higher significance
first, just because in it a higher

hest truth of the notion is establisn-
tive 2 higher truth is containsd fhan
but beeausse it maintains the notion

nout saqually exposing its assential

entive ie inconplete sven as & negasive
contains the first step, but does

he ssconu nepative removas this defect

]

shas thelnsgativity of the notion,
tion, sell=negation by self=-position,
itssll, explicitly realised. These
guishes as "formal negativity' and

(1) It is absolute negativity which

is of such supreme importance. By it ana by it aflone is

the suprems truth of the notion sstablished., It is the

immer principle ené scul of that notion; its inmost life;

(1) Togik.III.343,

NS TE o B el i i e TS ST e et e o




¥ 3"
by that it is established as trath, and by that it estab-
lishes its truth, It is the suprems principls of all specu-
lative trutl: $the innoer activity of 211 the 1ifo of mina.
For by it all oprosition is absolutely sublatec, gll differ-
ance &bsolutely romoved sg isolaten diveesity: for it is
the absolute opposition of all oprosition, ths sbsolute
Giffersnee of al} diifsrence.

At ths and ol the process, th-n, we are not whers we
wers gt the bapinning. By the last nexative the full ané
complate re#llﬁ& ol the notion he2s besn sxprasged; its com-
nlete truth is 1l=id bare., Fach momsnt contains thes preced-
ing, the last, thereiore, containe all the notion without
omission of anything; in it we have the notion sxplicit
completely realised. Th? imsaiate, the: - universal, thare
fore,}which we return chviously cannot be the same as that
from which we started. The secono universal holds explicitly
in itself all the momsnte to which the first universal was
as such opposed. 'The dirferencé, therefore, between themn

ig not ier to seck, The first immeciates universsal was

nothing more than universal as such, the notion was taken
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in its first intsntion, in its first potency: the universal
is thus sbstract, indetsrminate, Ths sccond universal con-
taine 211 the roments of the ootion without exception,
itself inc¢luasc; it is ceterminate, pussasses explicitly a

L

certein content., It is thie contant of the prosult which dis=

-

tinpguishes it [rom the [First universal, The imrmediecy,

tharefurs, which the result rossesses is only in form thne
sameg 58 the stzrting point, The resnlt is indeed inmzdiate
only in its form, only irmreciate heecause the mediation
naecessary to arrive 2t ths result ha2s bsen removed by the
exhaugtion ot the negativity of which ths notion is capable.
The immediscy ol the result is absulutely ﬁeterminate, the
univsreal carries 21l ths content of the notion with it,
And this isg only broucht zbout by thes procsss of the mathod;
or, in other words, the contsant of the universal in the ra;
sult, the doterminningss preserved by 1ts imaediacy is not
abstract or indsterminate nor is it arbitrarily picked up,

it is derived, proved, decuced, necessarily evolved.
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This coneeption of the content of this ssli-knowladge
f the notion ig of ﬁupreme signiricance for the Loric,

Tor it is by meésns of and in virtue ol this content that
System is made poussible, that systematic tutality is ubtaine
by the methouw,

Tor in the first place, oncs ws hsve estsblishee the

raoult of ths process in & riven notion, s#nu viscovaerea tha
its contsnt,its determinstenssc is ths trath the reslisstion
of the mom=2nt with whieh th: proczss besszn,ws therseby st une
caclues that the baoinnin - rtssll woas incomulate, and that
the beginning itSe}r, trevefure,is luparfact untrue, But in
su Guing,we set the ceferminstaness ol ths resalt over
ag=ingt the hzginnin;, s therehy asrert that the byginning
is 1ts:z2lf dateprminate, T lg,noewaever, means that the bsgin-
ning 128 itself meointen: for all datzrmainstansss implies
negﬂti%gaan& tharaflore meciation, The beginning,therefore,
18 1tself derives dadueza vye penistsd proguetl. It detor-
minatensss derands, He{i:lctioni: as much 43  the ceter-
minsteness of ths raesultinzg content; Jor only by

suech a process is it a necessary beginning. It matters not

that the determinateness of the bepinnin {(the univerenasl)
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is dilfersnt from thet of the paesudt, the content of the
notion; this difference cous not affeect ths method by which
the determinatensss is and must be dsrived ano dgduced.

An¢ so tu deguce the heginaing does not imply that tha methow
takes 2 new 'uarn; any mﬁré £han it is trus that the nethod
as such lies outside or is axternnzl to the beginning, im=-
rosad upon'it, and oﬁly becurmes the methou propsr in the
active explicit self-rslztion which characterisss the rae-
sult, It is the same methoa 211 through thi2 proeaess: and
remains the sams when it da2duces the detasrminateness of
baginning 2s 1t was whien it deduced ths presult frqm the
starting-point. The dsduction of the determineteness of
the beginning is thersfore both neecessary and possihle.

roy the uetérmihﬁtaneaﬂ ol Lthe result is actuslly meuliation
of the noftiun with self, it contains Lhe_wholg notion, all
its mom=nts. The last moment, thersfore, sstablishes som=
plste medintion as esssntisl to the notion., P£ut this sim-
ply mgans that every momant is mediated, and therefors the

beginning for the reason that it is a moment. But again it

‘ig by means of and by way of determinateness that this whole



process of megiation iec eapriec thircugh: the last step,
therniors, is lilkewisoe determinates, Since howsver, this
realation of the biginning is & process backwaras, it has

8

. e
the sublatlon*ui daeterminat znes

its result in the removal
1
from which it staets, DBut this mesns that the determinate-
ness at whiieh 1t srrivas is indeterminateness, Ano it is
thie indaterminateness whieh was ane ig the charscetsr of

the bspinning. The.wholq proecess ol daducing the cﬁaracter
of the beginning, in short, ;gtnmrely tha appelication of

Lthe same method o the content found and deduced in the re-
sult of the first process, Just bgcause this is the con-
crete whole zsetiial notion,(épg\which naceséarily means in
thig its tinal moment meoiation so it is possible and neces-
- sary to dsduce all the clsments of its content, of which
elemente the bazginning is one. The last moment of tha first
process is the wholz content of the notivn and contains all
the praecsding momants. But for that reason the other
moments are containse and are madiatea in it, To express

this meciation is the purpose of the reverssz process of the

method. It is not working over again what was done before,
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nor is it necessaryfor the truth already sstablished in the
result oif the lirst procses that this roverss proc2ss shoudd
bs gonaz through, in oroer tharehy, so to say, to seert the
truth vhialned, That truth is nscessary as the outcome of
the mathod slresdy aprlied. This ravsersa process is sinply
the steting explicitly the fact that the 1lzst moment of
the notion contains mediated in and throuagh itself all
its moments. There is no other way it can contain them, and
}
no other mwaning in containing them exesvt just that it
meciates eacl: and all throuish itself and thersfore meciaztes
the beginning., If it dic not do so it would be an abstract
unt rue momant, like the othsrs it profasseﬁ Lo have overcome,
The reverse procesc is necessary therefore, in ordse really
10 sagure aﬁu preserve what has been obtained, ana in order
tu prove, deducuz, derive nzcessitate every diet=rminuate
moment ol that content, And the reversa process is possible
bacause the content obtained in the Lirst result is-not
when obtain-:d"dusertea by tha method . which derives it
it ramsins by the very nature of th2 method inhabited,
gominataed by the methoa itself, ang thus makes the msdiation

of the bsginpning possible.
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In ths second place, in virtus ol the contznt obdbtained
in ths result of the process of ths notion wa have not
mersly the backward rovemint of the nrucsss =lreany oe-
seribec, ws have also a forward wovement, a wovemenp beyond
the niveﬁ notion. Tor that resull, as we saw, overcame all
the neagation 1in lhne notion and resassariee irmediacy, the

universality with which we besan, 2at this iwmasdiacy, al-

i

beit, the entire content of the notiovn, is qui irwadiney a
new nsginning, Ve have ones mors an imnadizta contoent as

at first, and irmmedlacy is just whut constitutes = beginaing
for the m;thod. And this contont passes by the same process
as that hitherto used on to another content. What is
madinted rasult in one notion is immediate beaginning for
another; wh&tlis end hers is at dnee baginniay for a [urther
proeess, which leads to the gstablishient, the d:2auction of
another contant, another notion, How it is by tnis pilucess
from content to content fhat ths sygtem oif the lwgic usg a

system is obtainsd. This pasasge, this treansition (1) from

content 1o content, from notion to notiovn is mads possible

(1) This passage, this transition, is the counterpart in
Logic of the Umkehrﬁpg of eonseiousness which Appears
in the "Phan"
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by the fact that it is the ene rsason, the one mino which
getermines svery notluw which PuthLTut,q it, qucn m:.uu uu

it tha concrets roallub it 1 %&4 N0 15 MAUe Nacessary

by the faet that as datermination of the ong raason s mo-
moments of ons sell-consciousaszss they mast be orpganically
connactea wiih sach other, they nust Lfowra a "system of
reason." (2) What in particular =ny contant, any notion
shall lest to Gz:pencs on the content in gquestion., That
thay ¢3n b2 connected is avident from the fact that it is
one and ths same mathod whien governs mind as a whole and
miné in its specific datarminztions, the various notions

for thase notions are ming, =ar

4y

|
|
|
pulses of 119 own htlnﬁ,
are its egoised content,. The same process, tharelors, by .
which the momﬁnts of a2 given notion are catermined, its !
salf-knowleape complately dsterminec, must be usec in tho

self-knowleﬁﬁe of mind as a whole, mind in its antirs con- .
crete unity, Hence the proecess from conlant to contant,. :
notion to notion, by which the System ol the Togic is con-

stiyuetaed is simply the proeess of cetermining the moments

of mind es organic unity. ¥hat 1in the case of a given

fl; %:gii}:.k:g. (,y %w&m 26“'6/ S a)
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notion are moments of that notion, in the case of mind

as a whole are moments of mind, its content, the notions.

In the fomﬂer case we have @ parficulapr notion; in the
latter the groundé fundasmental notion, the notion of notioun,
the notion of wind its2lf, not a csternination vl mina, but
mind as mind., The process of solf-knowlsdrz of mind ss
mind, no;ion of notion is the same as that of a particular
notion; the moments of mind in the former czse, thz notions,
corresponc to the moments of thg notion (the elament ) 1in
the latter case., For it isc on2 and the same ming which
Getermines both, and ths process of sclf-knowleg;se 15 the
sama in bhoth. Onsz notion, ones content lesas to another,
forces it591§ into another for pr=cisely ths2 same raason,
and by precisely the same methocé that one momoent of & notion
moves into another,

It is not aifficult after what has becn sald to -sae
what the character of this process must be. The rasult
contains the beginning, snd th: process is from content to
~contsnt, each succeeding contsnt holaing within itself the
preceding, the preceding ,presérving itself in tha succeeding,

in its other. - The baginning, therefore, at every step is
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enriched by the detspenindsensgss ot the result towards which
it moves, and every new step contains every pulse of content
which hf-ié prececdeta it, Hvery step is thersifore richur than
the preeceding. Ths process is from absiracet to conerete,
But this mezns not mersly that the content extends in area
in amount, doss not mean merely that each resclt implies a
naw increment of content., It means morse. Bince avery re-
sult contains all the preceding stopes, eéch result {for
that reason is inwara to itself, mediatses itselt through
itself. 7o hold in gﬁgs result all the prececing means

' | 0 _
gimply this reflsction into s2lf, inner tj?ough sglf-msdia~
tion. PBvery zanrichmant of the content, aver} new cgetermina-
tion of the notion is, just baczuse a determination from
and by the no£ion iﬁself,(i.e., & oaetsrmination by thé inner
necessity of the notion), & reflexion of thiz notiun into
itgelf. Only by so doins ean it a% uncs ratain all the
preceding and mould the new determination out ol what it
possesses, FRvery step dis'so far complete in itselfy that
it is one notion, one self-meciating universal; it coce nat

fall into pleces; 1t is a simpla organic unity. #fvery
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further determination of this notion must therefore be by

a process of inwardising, by reflection into sslf; there

ie no other way it can be cbtzinsd, conformably with the
inner nacessity‘which is to hold thes whole togsther, The
cuncrale, therefors, is not simply an externalisation, a
moing bayond itssll, s further aeterhination, but an inwardi=-
sing, a going into s=21f, an inner determination, It is not
gimply a process in extension, but in intension; a progress
in extensity, snd at the ssme time in intensity. The pulse
of the method of mind is at once ciastole ana systole,

The growth in completeness, ic not that of a plant which

merely grows outwara, but that of spirit, of mino, at once

all-pervading, ana seglf-conteainineg. Thus "Dss Reichste ist

. . SOVA - . R
gas concrateste und Subjnretiviiste, jnd das sich in die

cinfachsete Tiefe Zurtcknelmends ¢as Maehtigste und Ueher-
;reifEndsta. Die hichste Zugeschidrlfieste Spitze ist due
reirs ?ersgnlichkq%g e b B Fe

The method, we sec¢ then, facses two ways, sterting from
each new beginning it poes forward to the new result, back-

ward to the old beginning, for it is an ever recurring

(1) logik.III.349.




9

process in two diraesctions(l) Ang this couble movement
takes place at avepry step ant constitutes that step itself,
is absclute necessgry Lo il as a-step., They are at the
same time not two processes; they arse one and the saee pro-
cess. Privmd faoie it cceme a different proucess to go
back from a result to mediate ily beginning, and to go
forward to extend its contuni, But the one process is
impliasd in the other, is explicit in it., In order to go
forward we mas! o buekwurd, for only thus can we get o

new deterninztion, and only therasby do we ecarry all the
preeading wilh us into the new r%sult; and in ordsr tu go
‘backward we must go or have gong rorwara)for only thereby
does mediation of the baginning become both possible and
necessary, Ths movemzant ol tha method is therefore neither
g rendulwn movement nor a simpls gnt., but, like the
content which it dominates, is self-completing, eirscular,
This metaphior 1s, however, not acequate to illustirate it

completely: and indesd it ig paerhape not possible to find

(1) Tt is, fbwrﬂ[rrﬂ, not to be igentified with the
infinité regress or infinite progress; in ths latter
the two enas navmr rieet: in the abeve the movement

wonld be impossible unless they always did.
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any mataphor which will accurately rorresent 1t, “ur it is

the hiyhest, ths richest the most ultinste movaement of thoe

hirshest sbsolute bHexlity.,] Thers are two pusoible rasunder=
ctancings of this process which it is scvicable to ubviate, '
(1) "hat the "poturn to the bepinnine® woes not maan to the
ahevlute barinning os such of: the Syster.. 'Thar: is only
one sueh beginding, as we shrll

step is ipso fecty a yry ot on sbsolute berinning

3ar = *

for the Systas, but a velativs bescinaine Lor the naw advancs,
The first beginning 1s at onee tlhe absoluta heg;i;'miln{; of
tha Gysiern, ance fths relative begiaﬁing fer ths resalt which
irraoistaly proeeeds Lror iv in percticalar, Rvsry uthsr
baginnine in 9leo relativa in view of its remuli,'thnt
result for whicr it speeifically is & heginaing., Bvery
herimming toe the proeess, it . the esxeeption o that of
the “hole systenm, 18 prslutiva, Fvery notion has a2 beginning,
its imuediagy iv just its beginning., The rioecass of the
nwfion complates itsell by rsturning to thisy in comrlaeting
ilself 1t must irso ractu peturn to this, lLor it cuntains
it meciately Just thiis retuvrn Lo its baeginnine rounds it

oft to tha complsteness of = notion Lo a unitsry pulse of
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mind. And just the immedizcy to whieh it returns constitutes
N~

itjnew beginning. . There is, thersfore, no n=zed and
inoect no mseaning in going back to the zbsolute beginning
at every step, The return is only to tihe proximate beginning.
I this were not so, the absolute besinning as such would
be re-moadiated at every stepp Euﬁ that woulad, if it were
different in =sach case, mean that its own necessity was not
ahsolutely establiched: and this wonle refute the whole_l
process of the method, Indeed the sugrestion is obviously
absurd. HRach new beginning explicitly-contains within
itéelf 8ll the praevious content; that is the acstual content
of that baginning and it is only_tp this beginning that the
new rasult needs or can return.

(2) It mast not be suppused that the beginning in any
case is determinsd from the result, gets its content from
the result, and so anticipstes its result, This is not the
ease, The beginning needs no more and has no rore explicit-
1y or by znticipation than what it actuelly possesses. For
its immediacy it is sufficient to possess simply the uni-

versality,(l) which is its characteristic; that is its

(1) Logik.TII,349.
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unly ana carpletle colziviinztion, Truejin 2 sensa’it ig pro=
vigional: but in th=s jprocess of sslf=-knowlesge itgalsy it is
known as imperfect and in that sense provigionzl., For the
frocess goes [ron 1t as a bulaning, knows 1t as.a bssinning
anc thiersfores as imrertact, 2at noas tha lars it is also
known anc Pixsd ss naesssary to Lhat procsss itsaglfl ;g necus-

»

sary to the complate self-knowlaswga of the pnotion; for only

e

by negating irmszciaey ig the conplete teuth, the entires
reality of ths notion obt=insd,

fueh than, stated ebstractly, is ths rprocsss of the
nigthaod ofsth% Logic, IThat process only takss nlaecs in and
throusgh the contaent, the steps oi' the Logié. Thes incieation
of thesa, the rsmaining rroblem we have still to consiacer,
Ve have tyried, howsver, tu show that Lhe nature of the pro-
cess, the prineiple vl tha method lies in that very movemsnt

N

of szlf=consciousnesy, of concrels mina,lwhifh is cormon
hoth to the Phasnomanology anc the Logie, ana which indsed
is the process by which ths Phznomenulogy itsalf has alrsaay

heen constructeu into a "Hcisnce ol Experisnc:". Hind is

the grouna fact of the Logic; the pruesss of self-knowledge,
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sglf-conscionsness, as & procsss, is the spring of its
mathod,., Just that cuaality ia unity, that coubls zetivity
ol & single funetion, shiich constiiutés the very being ol

mind, of selr-consciousna2ss, is the nsrve otf the whole

Procass,

_Put From thie stutement w2 hiave given of ths methoo, it
will be aevident thai ths procsss is by no means simplas but
complex; it kas various gspecels ane cian aurely be accurately
chayacterigca by any single nais. FRugardsc as a #whola, .84
as enitbracing hoth bseginning -ne end, the proesss is best
desceribac as that ol Davalopment, A czvelopment implies an
end. The end Hers is "coacret:ness®., This means, however,
no more ane ne less than complatseness in the exposition of
the content of thst Renlity wnieh ths Logic bhas to exhibit
namely, absolute subject, Absvlute ¥Minc. This Reality con-
tains all exparisnce, its notlons are the ultimates ol all
experience; ana it is a single complate whola. The more
then ot its content that is exprassed the concreter is that
content, the closer doues it arperoximate Lo the axhibition

of that sipngle Reglity. Ana this concrateness is obtained
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by seli-knowlsoze; and the more this advances the mors coves
it contain ol the content of this Reality; it muast ecaryy
with it in its process all the content of the knowledge
already pgainsa, The inerease in self-knowledge just means
that this incrszss$ carrises with it all the content of its
previous knowladg=2; and beczuss this content is the content
of that Reality, Absolute kilne, this increass is an increase
in the area of its content, in its embodiment; the content

is 'thickensd', is nearer th: organic whole which constitutes
that single Reality. Sinee this process 1s essantially one
of self-knowlevge, ana seli-knowladge of an absolute Reality,

3

iea with

i

this end "conersteness" can be indaifferently identif
truih, or with Eeglity.

The “cuﬁcretencss" eoes not mesn, as is so often sup-
posed, an igentification or infusion with a "matter" which
is lacking from the abstract, If this wer: so, ana if, as
is objectad by those whe hold this view, this matter is
incorporated from without as the procsss goes along, the
proeess would be, indeec, as the} maintain, delusivae, arbi-

trary and illogical. DBut as a matter of fact the process
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to counceretensess ralls insids2 the same sphers as that to
which thes abstract itselfl bzlongs. The concrete notion is
2 netion in the same sense and f'or the same reason that the
abstract noticvn is 2 notion., The notions cannot possibly
and do not require to fuse with or oraw in a 'lattoer'

ab exlra, in order to becoms 'cvoncrasta'

, for 'concretaness'
does not mean zne is not expleinsd by any refarence to a
‘matter' which lies outsice the notions as such. The
notions have and must have content of their own to start
with, in order to b2 notions. AnG the 'coneretensss' is
coneernao with this content. They zre moments of the one
Absolute llind, anc have ths concratansss which it pussesses
and no othsr, The proc2ss irom abstract tuv concrete here
considered f%lis sntirely and solaly inside the Systam of
Logiec itself, ana is due to that, and is confined to: bDhat
alone. The importance of this will become evidant when we
have léter to refer to the Philosophy of Nature,

While the process is as a whole best described as

Development we must gqualify this in two ways.
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First, developmant here ¢oes not mezn or imply that
only the end is significant, that withh thes attainmant of
thes end and ths oraesding vanishes, that thus with thie
gstablisiment of the lest notion all thuse that precedsd it

/e
and went to fashion it ars cast w== oblivion ana abandonsa
as valuelzss, The dsvalopment is not like ths svolutiovn of
a worla, or of th2 human raceg, or sven of a political move-
ment , o= where the stzaps that markeda th+ prucess to fits goal

remain hehine as merc vestigss ol bygons ectivity, as fos-

silisso deposits, strewing the highway and ingicating the

Ve
course it has travelled but :‘;-‘h:-ir'i}‘.;jj 2no moulcing in no way
) N

the actual pulsing 1lifs of its final proouct, Rather it is
like a finely constructed piece of wnsic with 2 simpla

dominant motif, every pert of which reveals to the artist

thelplan ol the wholse, yiy;ﬁaEE?EE;;;s itselﬁ}tu form that

whole, wa& all the parte none the lese possessing 2 value
in themsslves by exhibiting in ever increasing perfection

.

the governing iass of the shola, The davelopmant consists
in short, in reasserting at svery ster zll that has been

obtainad, 1in gathering togsther szt every stags all our
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w2alth for eackh new investmsent in the mines of truth in

laying ur for ourselves treasurg in heavsn ang utilising it

to wurkffurther in thé presant. We nesed nut at sach invest-

ment rscecount and t}ajsfaf our actual solid wealth; 2 promise
Gyt

to pay on dermand will complately e-a-eme our purposs, VYhat

we hava obtainso is repistercd at each step in the 'immediacy'

of each naw basginning,., Vould we know actually what =ach

notion fally mesns

y Le2., contains, we have but to refer to

what had precsaec it, that out of which it has arisen; this
is s0 tu say the sxposition of ite content; in 2 sense in-
deasd, this is sctually its sxposition. Every pulse of what
has precedec 18 necessary to a given notion, constitutes
getarmines th&t notion; a2nd a2vary moment of it has a place
of ite own, has a value of its own, aN p}ace anc a value
whieh have been deftermined in the movement which preceded
the sstablishment of the notion whose moment and content
they are. Witlhout sll of thssse indesd it would not be
higher, nors concrats, Hvery notion ig trus, is s truth,

thofigh not cormnlate truth, Thus the final notion gathers

into itself all that has preceded, the whele Logic is its
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gxpogition; it is, in short, tha notion of absolute lMinc

%k

gxpressed as a single thousht, it is the notion of Science,
(mind seli-knowing) is the notion of absolutsz trutn, thue
notion of the Lougicec itseldi.(l) But of this later..

Kenea, we may nots in passing, the sttempt to dstermine
the relation oif ths movement ol the L}ocess or‘the Toglc to

a

time or to movemsnt in fine is in the naturs ol th= case
an inyossible undertaking. Such 2 problem has no mzaning:
that it seems a problem is simply duas to a misunderstanding
of the meaning of the conception of osvelopment whichn is
found in ths Logic, It is sssontial to ths time process
ihat bysonzs should actuslly bs bygones. Bdt the whole
proezss of the Lowgic cunsists in actually znd necessarily
preserving ant maintsining what vrrecedes st cach suecessive
step that is reached; thess cannot possibly be lel't out or
negiechea when a givaen stage is reachiso, any astage which
has alreagy appearsd.

In the szcond place, devalopmant in the Twgic has the
peculiar charactcﬁistic that the end rather appaars as a

rasult attaineua, than a factor moulaing the procaess itself.

(1) OCp. TLogik.III.Z27,8.
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The ena is not thrown over against ths stage whiceh is reached

and igs not opposed Lo the beginning with whichi we start in
order to vatermins anc airsct it; as is Lhs cdue, 2.8.,
in the usvelopment by an ideal in the ethical or agsthetiec
sense, Rather the process ile gaterminod from within by thns
stage or moment itssli, Each momznt 1s not more datariinats
that is setually nscesssary to constitute it & mument; £nu
it possesses ol itszll to the next imm=daiately necessary
moment. (1} The mere fact ol & bueinnines ana the nesc for
passins bhayond it is, of course, an sacmission that there is
som:e sheyone which detormines 1t as a bsginnine, and as in-
coriplate. But the point is that it is not £his final end,
final conerete which as gsueh moulds thelste; which muast
follow the moement with which we start, but the immanent
reference of that rmoment to italown immestiate other, its
own negativea,

Rut sgain if we look at thg process not as a whole,
but in its rulses, its moments, there are various ways in

which the movenent can be pegaprded Ana named, If we have

(1) Cp. Logik.IIT.353-1,
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in view thg2 escential function of negativity which plays
such & part in it, ths method wmay be convaniently described
as Dialzctic. (1) 'Thz: process of the sell-knowledgs of the
notion consists in thinking cuntrauiutioua} i.8., unitying
contradictions. To think anc harmonise contyradietions. is
the essential function and hature oi reason,for thesecountra-
cgicetions are both made and solved by reason{2). But wla=-
lectic becﬁusg characteristiceally nz2gative auee not really
gxhaust the meaning oi th=s mathod. For (i) the beginning
ig, as such, not negetive anu y2. is determined by the pro-
cess; (ii) every nesgative is, as such, necessarily positive,
contains & pesitive anc enas in a pOSitiVﬁ,-SU that the
process ¢an in on:s way be prorardec 28 movemsnt from one
positive content to anothsr; (ii1) the process asla whole
is a development whici as uesuribea.is esusentielly posih%ve.
Dialectice, in short, marsly i1ndicates the inmanent referenca
of ons content of reason to anotheyr, its limitation by that

other, anco so the absance of s2lf-containedness anc isvla-
s s e

tion in any one contegnt..,...| If once more, we look at the

%1} Op.Togik. L. 7.498F Logik.II1.536.
P Cp. Lopgik.I.7: T11.342,




s’

process of dealing with the contaent of any given moment we

ean cescribe it as a conjoint ane simultaneous use of analy-

I

8is and synthesis, It is anzlysis in so far as it finds

the succzeding moment in the prececing, =volves the foxmer

L)
a
Y

&
€

from the content of tha latter; it 1s synthesis in
as it rinds that utﬁer moment in  the praeceogine itsell and
so unites what it ssparetes, ths other of a siven moment
is its own other, is unitsd necescarily with it (2) This
analytic=-gynthnetic {fuanceétion ol the method iz perhaps best
considered merely an anzlysis of the function of hialecetic
itself.

Or again the rocess may be ragarcad as a continuous
application of the principle of the Syllogism(?d) . The
whole functionszl sctivity ol mina, zas solr-knuming du\lity
in unity, may b2 viewea as g concerete syllogism, Tn the
process ,0f the method the [irst premiss would be the immeciats

woths

reference of the immszuiste wad whicn we begin to its other.
This premiss can be ldokeu at as esnalytic (bearing in mind

-

that it is not msrely az2nalytic). The second premiss would

1{ Togik.II11,336.
2 Loglk.IIT1.343.
3) Fenece the method is "haductive" znd can be namaad

"haduction®,
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he the refersnce ol the nevative to itsell; which,(with the
like razseprvation) we can namg syathetice. Ths conclusion

ig the return and reunion with ihe beginning. Or apain,

wits reference tu the content proper, the Livrst premiss is’

tha exXtension of the notion bsyond itsslf, The secounu iLts

raflection into self, the thirc the cuncrote uniovn ol Lhose

two. (1)

Finally, th2 pulses of tha muvement can be taken as

Yorming an ianezssant repetition ol' & Triplicity,(2) This is
a predominant cheracteristic of iis naturs. We start with
the immuuia'e,.pasg te madiztign, raturen to thy imnceulate;

we have pusitiva,.negative, gne 1ositive again; similarly
identity, diffarenca, identity._ This tiriplicity is charac-
teristic of ths Syllogism likewls= and is connecteu with thatg
tunetion. Still this triplicity which characterises the
novenent 13 nu more Lhan a charactesristice: it 18 exiw=rnal to

movement a< such  1s merely an external charactaristice. The

)

Frocess could gquite l'alrly be regzarded as a Quaaruplicity. (3)

Cp. Phen.38. TLopik.IIT.344.

'f%; Logik, T1I.343,
3) Togik.III.sd4.
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For we have {irst the imvedizate with waich we beglLn,
secondly, the first negstive, thirdly, Lhc seconc
nggative, ano fourthly, ths Ltinal positivae petirn to the
immediate. Too much stress Lhorefors, cannof be laid

on the merely external aspect of tiiplicity which the
movemant may, nsverthelsss, reasonably be counsiderso to

baar,
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The method whieh we have just described is the organ,
the insteument, tl:e soul of th%z aystem oi Reason, tne
Logie. It deternines it completely in its beginning, its
miwdle and its ena, and every step in tue same s&y and for
tite sérre reason. Ve have wiretdy shown the souree and
nature of tne general eontent, the body of the Logic; and
we nave now learnt the source and character of the method,
the soul ol the system. All thet remuins to us sew in
orasr to comolete our exposition i the orvigin of this,
hegel's final and complete Logic,is to show how the members,
thie parts ol tiic system srew out ol and were determined by
the nature ot thiose two primal factors in the system, the
content and the method. We need not exhibit this for every
part - to do so were to re-state the whole science, and
moreover ifiwe copsider any parts of the system, we shall
indieate by implication hiow the other varts are to be
deult with and determined. This results from the cheracter
of eontent ana metlwa zlready stated. It will tihierefore be
guite sutficient for our purpoese ii we show how the moere
prominent parts arose and are relatsa, if we deal , in short,
witlii the main divisions or moments of the Logie. All the
others fall under them, and the connexion between them is
an instance of the way «ll other moments are connected.

But in addition it will be important ,and even nscessary,

to consider more particulurly how the beginning of the
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Logic is obtained and what it means, and also what is the
significance of the ceonclusion of the Logie. The last two
points are important in view of the difficulties they con-
tein, tieir place in the system ana tile interpretations
wiiien liave pgiven Lhem. IOu!* last discussion then falls
under three heads, (1) to deal with thie main divisions ot
the system, (2) to consider tlie beginning of tiie system,
(3) its conclusion..

At the outset we must make two :enercl observations.
It must be borne in mind that tlie working out.of tite system
ol the Logic is repgarded by liegel as in no relevant sense
& subjeective process. Fof the content as we have lesrned
is at once subjective and cbjective, it is in itself and
absclutely true. However therelore we regard Lihle process
&8 it goes on in the subject knowing or constructing the
system, any reference to the individual knower whieh would
imply a limitstion in the truth or objeetivity of the re-
sult  ,must by the nature of tiie case be ruthilessly excluaed;
if it were zamitted it would teke us baek to those forms of
knowledge ("finite"knowledse, as Hegel terms them) which
we eare assumed in the Logiec to have passed entirely beyond.
All that the individual Knower doss, is, just as in the
case ol the process of the Phenomenclogy, meérely to "look

on*(1l) and let the content construct itself. And even if

(1) Phan 69.
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we take sccount of the strenuous activity of the thinker,
wlio uncertékes the terrible toil of thousht required in
tiie Loglie, the same result holds. For Liere, toc, iiis
thiougiit must be regardsd as solely concernsd with sbsolute
truthi, truth wnose content is at once objective and sub-
Jeective. Wnaether thersfore the mind wihien knows tie pro-
cess he regarded as passively refleecting, merely a specta-
tor, or as actively operative, tlhie result is the same; in
both cases we have truts without any limitation or qualitfi-
cation wnutscever. llence it is indiff'srent to llegel wihether
the knowing of the trutih be deseribed as 'looking on', or
"eonstructing'; tie former term seems to be used when he
nas regard to the objeetivity of the truth, the latter
when he considers the subjesetivity of the same truth,
whielhh is in all cases both subjeetive and objective.

Seconaly, it must not be supposed that llegel began at
tiie beginning without knowing tlie end to whieh he_was pro-
ceeding. This is logieally impossible, it is indeed in
itselt absurd (1) .- = = =

Ls we have aiscovered the scource of both content and
metuod ol the Logie in the Phenomenclogy, so tco, we again
turn to it for light on the mein divisions, the chief
momen£s of the System. And this is not difficult to dis-

cover (2). We saw that absolute knowledge is not merely

(1) Cp, Log. T.49. Rosenkrangz Leben, p.273.
(2) Phen. 596, ff.
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the truest modeé of Knowledge, but has for its content all
tiie content of experience; its objeet is experience in its
essentiality. lioreover, absolute Knowledge is tlie ¥Xnow-
ladgs of the one absolute Subject. In that Knowledge, and
by the faet thnat experiencs arrives at that form, substince
is completely absolutely Subjeet. The object known by this
Subject is itself; and this self is the implicit totality
of" all experience, it contains in organie unity tihe ground
notions of reality, the inner essences of thouse modes of
mind whiel: meke up sxperience. Its one and only object is
its self, whiehh is thie one and only; Reelity. Now experi-
ence has #8 & whole,one object, sbsclute reality itself.
It is one universal mind whieli is determines by means. of
tite various modes of experience, and it is one universsl
object to"which it is related throupghout experience and in
relation to wihieh it takes up thegse different attituaes
constituting experience. But tihis one reality which is
known in detszil by sxperience "sub specie temporis", is the
same reality which is known "sub specle aeternitatis in
its totality as tie one Resality and by the one Subject
wiiose Self it is. Consgequently the primary determining
moments of tiile object as known in experience are in their
essence Lhe moments of the Self of this abscolute Subjeect
which knows its own essence in the form of self. What the
Subject does in absolute knowledge is just to know the

moments of that object whieh is the ground' reality of all
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experience as moments of its self, and in the form of its
sell. Now the primary end fundamental moments of the

onjeect wien known in experience nave already appeared\H¥
time aiter time &t the various stages of the Phenomenology.
Yor instance, when the objeet wes set erntirely against con-
geioueness in the first stagé ("eonselousness") the moments
¢t the objset were immediate in being or existence, its
determinate existence for itself &na therefore for anothar,
in its essence, (eachi corresiondaing respectively to & 2=
specific mode of consciousness). Similarly at each stage those
three moments are discoverea, the méments iﬁdeed have-not |
tne same content in each case; they Lhisve however the same
cheracter. They exhibit the three forms in whicl: the oh-
jeet must and can zppear in order to be exhieustively deter-
mined by any given-moae of mind, &t any given stage of
Krnewleage. There is T'irst the objeet, as it simply is for
consciousness, as it simply is in order to be object &t all,
its existence immediately and without any further qualifi-
cation, its "that-ness"; secondly, there is the objeet in
&1l its specific'cuntent and determinateness; and finally,
the true wna complete actuality of the objecﬁ. There i8 no
further moment in it; &nd every one pr thiese 1B necessary
gnd distinet. We ghell find that tnese generual moments are
present in every genéral mode in wihlch mind has experience,
in-consciousnesa. sgli-consciousness, reason, ete. Now,
precisely the same potencies of the object are necessary

when the moude of mind is thet ol absclute knowledge. And
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tnis for precisely the same recson tuat they were necessary

=

in tie previocus moedes of mina. For in every mode we have
tite one mind operative, and operating uniformly in each
ctse. Hence the Self of the absolute Subject whieu is
object to itself in absolute Knowledge lies three fundament-
&l «nd primary determinations, potenceies, moments of resli-
salion. This self is the one and only objeét to tne abso-
lute Subjeet and the kneowleage of that object, and can be com-
pletely exiicusted in and by tucse three ferms ot its
reality. What the self has to do in absolute knowledge is
to know itself in thiose three momentg, and know those tliree
moments as itself (1).

But to discover what tliese three actually sre we can-
not appeal airectly to tiie Phenomenonclogy; sll that we
learn from its aegument is that tlhiere are snd can only be
three nrimary modes, and that these moments have certain
chisrecteristies. The speeifie nature of the moments of thie
object in wzbsolute knouwledge must be determnined by means
of the special content of that knowledge itself. Now that
chtent, 28 we have founu, is the notion of Reality (the
Self, Mind, Subjeet) in the form of its notion, its Self,
(tind). It is the notion as st once subjeet and objeet,

at once thouzht and reulity,the.ultimate &na absolute union

ol thought and reality, i.e., truth in the form of truth.

(L) Cp. Phén., 603. Propaedentik, p.95. 2



This is the contsnt, this 1s, stated in its ultimate and
whstract nature, the objeet in absoluts knowledge. How the
peculiar feature of this objeet is that we can determine at
onees, simply from a consideration of the notion itself,
what are its fundamental moments. FYor that notion doegs
not require to wait for aeterminqtiOﬁs coming from without,
a8 was tile cuse in the previous niodeg of Ynowledge; its
. Getermination and &ll 1its concent lie and must lie wrappsed
up in itself simply as it stands. For that object is at
once object and subjeet; - in it content &nd thought are
united, are transparent to eacen other, knowledge and object
are identical. All its determinations therefore must come
Trom within itself; there is no possibility of finding them
glsevwiiere and no meaning in seeking tor them outside itself'.
It is evident then wiat these moments ﬁust be (1). Tie
notion in absolute knowledge is the conerets unity of know-
ledpge and reslity, of tihought and being; these do not stand
over against eaelr otlisr as in previous modes of knowledge,
being is in it simply pure essence of reality, notion, snd
notion is simply true being. But thoush they exist in this
unity, they still maintain their distinetness; they are
inseparably one; but this difference is not obliterated,
though eaci: deces not, as in the previous modes of knowledge,
maintain itsell apart from the other. Now it is just in

tizis taet of the eonerete living unity of those two,

(1) Log. 1. 49 ff.
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hitherto counter?used glements, that the various moments
ol the objeet in absolute'knowledge are to be founa. The
unity oi these elements is here tié ground faet. The
cevelopment, the explanation of this unity will being out
tliose different elements. EBaen is the wioie unity, and
different 1f'rom the other; each is the whole notion itself,
for that notion is concrete, and not rnalyssble into ssoar-
ate selements; if it were we should again be adopting the
point of view of the previous stasges of knowledsse. Sinece
then tnis notion is the one content of this absolute know-
ledage, and 1s the teutih of the opposition between the ele-
ments in knowleage, (tnought, and rezlity, subjeet and
objeect, ete.,) what werc¢ polar opposites previously are
hiere simply forms of one and the same concrete unity, each
of whieh is the entire notion. Thus tie notion is on the
one hend begnt notion, notion &s being notion implicit,
notion in i;Self; and on the other, it is notion a&s notion
notion in the form of notion, notion expliecit, notion for
itself; in sach case tlie whole notion. But further, while
these two moments are eacii the whole notion, the notion
in its unity; it is equally necessary to insist on the.
distinetness the difference of these moments, for the
notion is unity of their differences. But as differences
of and inside one and the same unity tliey cannot as dif-
{erent cachi be considered separately, tne only way they

can be dealt with &s diff'erent is whien considered together
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that is, imnediately related to each other as standing
simply in one relation inside this single conerete unity
constituting them. There is only one form which this re-
lation can, irom the nature of the casc, toke, thet of
meaiation of the one through and in the other; Tor the
nétion is mind, sel#,-knowledpe, selt-refleetion, &nd eacu
moment 1is transparent to tihae othier.

Now thesse three ceterminations of the single concrete
notion constitute g’mark\df/ the three genersal divisions
into whien absolute knowledge (tie Logie) Talls. And ths
character of eacil determines the designation appropriéte in
sucli case. The notion os beent gives us the lLogie of the
notion ol Peing, the Logic ol Being, or}if we make use of
tlie term usually ersq.aloyed to assignate the rsference to
being o QL%LA s distinct from thousut, we moy eall it the
Objeetive Logice, Logie of thwe objeet, of objectivity. Ths
notion as notion gives us tiwe Logic ol tne notion as such
or, to point the contrast to objective, we may call it ap-
propriately the Subjeetive Logie, i.e., Logiec of the Subject
of subjeectivity. Between tnese two lies the Logice ol the
relation ol the differcences in the notion. The mediation
of the one througli the other is not reciprocal, for the two
are not on the same level of completeness in the explicit
realisation of the notion; the notion qu# bednt does not

exhiibit tne notion so fully as the notion when it is ex-

pliecit to itselt. lience the mediation is from tne one into
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tne other, a passing from the immediscy and externality.
witieh characterises being into the inwardness and exposed-
ness wnieh clhisracterises the notion as sueir.  The Logsie of
Tiie notion a&s svell presup..oesss the mauiating process; it
could not be explicit and completely self-determinste un-
igss this had teken place. This process of mediation moy

be deseribed as the system ol tile Reilectea Determinations
of the notion, of aeterminations wiicn have meaning unly

in @and by reference 10 one anotier, tis system ol contrasted
cuunterpoéed antithetic opposites whien thie notion contuins.
Or if we view it #s the mediation of beiny inte notion as
sucih thie vroesss of inwardising of tie notion to itseif,

ol refleeting its outward being into its inner essence, we
saould eall it tue Losie ot thie notion as Bssence, the

Lopie oi essence, & term whieh sugsests botiy thie process

of contrasting ol cpposites peculier to tnis division of
the Logice, snd the inner purpose of that process. Strictly
speaking tihils division falls under neither of the other
twvo, or rather belongs in pert to both. But sines it is
preferable to retuin tue term subjective Loglie exelusively
oy the ngic ol the notion as such, because we have lhere
more particularly the subjsect &s Subjeet, it is more con-
venient to subswre ths Logié ol Fssenece under Objective

Logie.
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It is thus that there are three fundamental divisions
of the discussion of tis Logle, while the work itself folls
into two parts. The fTull mezaning and content of thess fund-
awrental moments in tlie System are not by any mesns 3iven
in the briel und swmisry description above stéted. All that
we have done is to show how these general moments are de-
termained. MWor must it be supposed ﬁhut these tlhrge contain
the otiier moments of tne Legie in the sense tuat the former
are determined apart from the process of the Logie itseldl,
and subsume the otaers under tnem. Rather tlie sipgnificance
of being, of F£s8ence cnd of notion is determined 1n31§e
the Logie itselr; take their place In the Syster ws other
moments do. All that we have to note is that being, es-
gence &«na notion are the primaery disting;ishing glements in
the discussion &8 a whole and thet theseé clements are
simply tue several momsnts of that notion which is the
ground faet in absolute knowledgg, in Logie.

It is evident that tiiesse moments in thie diseussion ars
determined in no other way than by means of the content
anu methoa ol the Logic s these have already been defined.
¥Yor that notion is nothing other than the self of absolute
Subjecet in the form of self; as mind, 38 true self-conscious-
negs itshcohtent is duality in unity, diversity in icentity,
and beectuse selt-Knowlng its process is just that of mind.

itselt ss living movement, as actively releting itself to




itsell', And out of these two factors, its self (centent)
and its knowing (method), those fundamental moments of the
wnolﬁ‘ﬁastcm cof self—determinatian; end seli'-knovledoe,
wiilei: is absolute knowledps, is the Logsie as seicnce of
tiie Fbsclute Subject, nécessarily proceed. Just as in the
case ol any mode ol mind whiel: appsared in the Pnenomen-
ology (consciousness,reason,etc.) we had thres puleges in
wiich that mode appeared and completely realised itself, so
in &absoluts khowleage, whieci: is likewise a wode of minag,
thie same thiree stages are nsescessary and sufficient to ex-
lzust its content. And for precisely the same resason and
in the same way is this triplicity broughlit about in every
case, in the case ol the "untrue" moues ol knowledge as
well @8 in the absolutely true mode - Tor the reason namely
that each and a2ll gre reclisaticns of mind. In this single
Taect lies tie Key to every hall, ehnamber and closet of
Hegel's System; it is the primary bar in the Wiole composi-
tiun,lthe ore germ ol the entire organism. < His system
can hbe summarily desceribed as nothing ofher then the ap-
preciantion and exposition of the meahing of that one faect.
It is clear from the way in which the various divi-
sions of the Logic are described that too much stress need
not be laid on the msre terminology used to designete them.
And indeed. while this dilvision of the content of the Logie
is itseli necessary, the terms applied to them vary in

Hegel's own statements. In- the Propaedentik (1) he divides

(1) #. XViil. Propusd. n.93.
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the Losic into the treatment (1) of the categories, (2) of
the determinations of refleetion, (3) ol tlie notions. Yet
tiiis implies ne variation from his funcamentsl me&ning,'for
tlie category is just the notion in its first intention, in
its first immeuiacy, in the first moment in whicehh reason
1s vne witii its objeet, is certain of its self alone (1).
Auein, hie even mekes the term category synonymous with the
whole 'Objective Loeie' (2), or further, the notion as such
is not merely the 'Subjective Lozie', but tiie notion as
notion contains both svbjectivity and objeetivity (3). Tuis
last we shall explain shortly. Or finally, he specaks of
the tfirst two moments Zeing and Zssence, as il they were
net moments of the one notion st 811 (4). Yet in nons of
tilegse casss need we suppose that he has departed in eny

wey trom l1is essential meaning. The changes are somatimes
simply v&viations, sometimes due to looseness of expression,
particularly in tlie Propaedentik, whevre we might expect

suel loeoseness, sometimes they are merely used to glve

0

emphasis to his statement, &as in the lsst guoted ingtance.
It is significant in this rel'erence to note thaot
thouch the whole Logle is tiie work of reason in jits teuth,

absolute knowledge, yset e speaks as il certain purts of

Cp. Phin,177.

Werke AVIII,p.123,

Propaeu. ». 94. Log. I11. 53.
Log.11I. 51.32.
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it corresponded to or were even dealt withh by modes of mind
gﬁd whieii contain that opposition betwesn mind and object
wiitieh it was the ‘very purpese of &bsolute knrowledge to

heve overeome. Thus the first part of the content ol the
"notion as notion" is Jdesceribed as "the spuere of the mare
unaerstanding"(1); wnile the last (third) part ef that con-
tent, the concluding notion of the system, the Idea, is
spoken of as appropriated by 'thie sphere of Reason'(2).

e seem similarly warranted in suggesting, and indsed we
iiave an explicit statement to the effeet (3), tnat the
Tirst twe divisions of tlhie content of the Logie, Reing, and
£ssence, belong resgpeectively to (it is, are the notions
of and in) the spoheres ol imseaiate (sense) knowledge and
nercepiion as deglt with in the Phenomenology. Thoush
there is no doubt that theve is and;for reasons a;ready
given must be this pgenersl rvelation, or general parallelis.:
bstween the cuhtcnt and course ol the Logle and those of
tiie Punenomenoclogy, which entitie Hepgel to sllot spheres in
tiie above manner to Unuderstanding and Reason, ete., and
justify nim in thne other two cases as well, and though it
is wunquestionable that the znetual expliecit content of the
Loszie was recdily suggested to Hepel f'rom thie eonsideration
of thie course ol the Pasenomenoclogy, still we must not lay

too great etress on such & persllelism. It is partly

LU"SO I]Ic 320
ibid, $3.
Cp. Phan. H595, and especially Log.I111. 18.

—
Gi DD =
N




%13
S

mislesading, partly insccurate. It is tlie former because
the Logice is the product of resson without guelification
and deals solely with notions of reuson and has its course
determined by the nsture of the rnotions as such. It is
the latter because, as liegel explieitly indicates in
another passage (1}, Understanding is not conl'ined to the
tirst division of the ‘lotion as notion'; rathse it is the
general function of the determinateness in gll the content
¢f reascn, taat by which determinateness position, posi-
tivity in the content of reason tekss eifeet. 1t is in
shiort & specifiec pulse or nwue ol reason itself, and not
n Setivity Tor orapart from ond independently aeting upon
it. The explanation in faet ana justification for the
assignation ol parts of the system te Understanding, or
Reason lie in tﬁis that reason as comulets,concrete. abso-
lute mindg contains andé must contain ihs truth of &ll the
various modes of exXperience, the lowest as well as the
hishest; and moreover, it must meintain the truth of each
mode in that degree or moment of truth which it possesses.
This indeed is all that 'preserving' its truth means. Hone
the lgss. those'momentw, eacty and all, arve determined as
moments of reason, &g its own and by itself. It is then
these two features of its activity which make it possible
at once for the content of the Logie te be solely that of

reason and still in certain ol its parts assignable to

(l) LO:‘;- Il?-
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modes or mements of experience other than that of reason
alone. These otlier modes (understanding @s distinet from

reason) are contained in, subsumed under, moments of reason

ana their teuti: is truth of reason alore, but because their

truth tae truth furnished in experience by them, it cun by
itsell be regarded even in the Logie us still assignable to
these distinetive modes. Thus it is that it is poussible

te speak of ons part 28 belonging to undsrstanding, anotuer
to reason, thacugh all the Logic is in faet detemninuu by
reason alone. Heason furnishes the centent of all thie
modes of minu, itsell among others, itself being thereby
Gistinguislied from others. It is not that understanding
per se itself functiohs_in tiie Logie and produces or moulds
tiioge nolions whieh are assirned to it; it is understanding
s moment in end of reoeon, ag determined, perinesated by it
alone: that is meant.. I{ is easy to see that the 'sphere
ot reason' must be the last whiech appears in the Logle, for
in it reason whicu determines the lLogie ab initio reaches
its completest content in the last stages, and that com-
wlete content is nothing other than its own complete self.
And this faet conversely tirows light on what the final
gtage actuelly means and ecan only mean - namely, &s we
shall presently show the whole Logic in its totality. Pro-
perly interprceted then tiere is no contradietion or ob-
scurity in assigning certain parts of the Logie to Under-

standing and Reason respectively.

\j‘;



It is unnecescsary to deal further with the threc chief
moments of the Logie than Lss8 alveady been cone in the
statelsent of their orisin, nature and conneéction above
given. To exhiibit their ccnnection more fully weuld re-
uire & slatement o thelr entirs bontent, and to furnish
this would mean & re-stalsment ol the whole Logie. Suf'-
Tice it then tnut they are the primary moments of that
notion of mind whicy is the iaginning and tine end of the
Logle and centains conueRisnbtar £ notion of mind all the
moments of whiel. the Logice is merely the exposition, for
tne momaente of tnat notion as suecl. are simply the primary
moments of the Legie. bind is the truth of reality, and
its (mind's) own notion contains the fundamental determina-
tions of reality. And there scems little doubt tust these
moments as abo‘ve stated weve 'i"or' Hewel the Lirst beginnings
of tiie construetion of the Logic; they were together the
germ from whiecih the larger organisﬁ o the Logic as we now
Leve ii sLarted. They formed the ground plan, tiie governing
iden of the whole. And further, their nature and connecé-
tion were the pettern and clue to tine cbnstruction of the
rest of the lLogie. FYor in eacu the notion mind, self-
knowing, is present; for each is & notion, an egoised
realisation of mind. Just tasrefore as the notion of
mind itself woiehh starts and lays the ground of the Logie

must,in order to realise (know) itself completely appear
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to, pogit, manifest itsell in three pulses, stages or
momenits, so again eezell moment ol that ultimute notion must
itsell define, auaetermine itselfl in a similar menner and

Ior precisely the same recgson. lience eceh must have tlhrea
-Qeterminations. ‘he guegtion that required solution in
each case was what are tihiese dsterminations? The diffi-
cult, it shivuvla be observed was noi tiue general caaraﬁtcr
el these determinations) tiis was already known, for the
methed by walen they were reulised was the same for the
whole &8s for the part,. and with the nature of the method
tie was long sines famil;ar (1), arna of its universal neces-
sity and applicability througaotit the sitiole range of hLiis
systew or s he neld of any system of pnilegopity he was
likewise long since absolutely convineed. Whét remainea

to him therefore was tiise strenucus labour of determining
tue actual content cof the Logie, of inwardly and by lopgieal
necessity uniting content to content, notion to notion.

1t would howsver be utterly absurd to suppose thet he

had to construct botls Lie matesrial as well z2s the instru-
ment of his investigation. This would indeed meke liegel
the cereator of the world. le was neither creator nor even
inventory Le was no more than discoverer. But & diseovery
presupposes what is already there waiting to be discovered.

It is entirely to misunderstand tihe whole meaning ol the
J

(1) The Phén. being an example of it.
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Lopie, and the eseentizl spirit of Hepmel's wark to regard
nis Logie as a web spun solely and simply on thie loom of
his own mind; and still more so if hiis whole prac%du"e
be regarued as an attempt to subustitute omniseiencs for
nis want ol science, &s if he would meke up for ignorance
ol the setual vworld witii its throbbing activity by hccpming
4 past master in tie knowledze of & world with winich we
liave no econeern. iiis Logic is the cutgrowti and, for

Hepgel, the culmination of his knowledpd ol science and
scientific principles &nd results. It presupposed in his
casg, noet merely & wiae and prolonpged acquaintance withn

tlie various sspeets of experience, witih pnilosophy and
itistory in its various forms, but & systematic study of

the various daiscrete natural sciences; and on his view to
& complete wopreeciation of the Logie such knowleage as he
uimself possessed before constructing it is indispensablell),
Ornly so does it have 'body'. It wus only after & ripe
knowledge of what in experience had already becoﬁe the
common property of tiie educated world that his Logic was
constructed. #xperience thersfore in the widest sense (in-
cluuing seience a8 ordinarcily undsestood) furnished the

raw material out of whieh he shaped the Logzie (2). But if
this is so it 1s_claur.that the concﬁpts\ tne notions with

wirtdelh he has to deal zlready lie @t his hand.w Fxperience

{1) Cps Bbog: 1o 42 ffe (% 41),

(2) Cuw. Log. I. 10.31. £ "Philosopliy requires no special
terminology®, ibia, 12: "The cbjeets of Logie and their
expressions are thie comnon stock of knowledge." ibid,13.
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had already in the history of mankind shaped itself by,
hed intorned itsell by means of the grounhd notions which
Were iﬁs ultimate truths and these notions had come to
utterance in the form of language, and were thus bequeathed
as univ.esal property to the mind of educated civilised
mar. legel simply avails himself HFsas of the wealth
of deepened experience whicﬂ ne inherited from the past.
What lLie haa to do with it was to organise it by a prineiple
of inner necessity. Tous it is that we find the Logic con-
tains the notions of expsrience with whienn men are already
-long familiar. It is the connuction, the setting, the sys-
tematie uniorn of them wnieh is liegsl's work; nothing more.
In repard to the detailed construction of his final
System of Logie it is significont that from tie first
formsg in whiecii it is pressnted . to the last there, is liftle
impertant change to recuvrd. Tiie Logie of the "Propaedentik"
whiecl: contairs the fiest explicit exposition of it, has on
the wircle the same snéape, order'aﬁd content as the Largsr
Logie, &nd the Logic ol tlis Enpyciopaedia. The 'Propaeden-
tik' is not so {full, nor so cbmple;e, nor so inwardly sys-
tematiscd as in the other cases. FEut this difference, as
alresdy indicatea, can be explained by the purpbée for
whieh, ana the individuels for wnom, tne Logle as contained
tnere, was designed. It need not imply any essential dif-

terence from the others or any incompleteness in the
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suthor's coneceptions ot the period when the Logile of the
'Propaedemtik' was written. Besides thisg, thig Logic
&8 we now have it is tiie eollection of notes of lisgel's
Lectures aelivsred from time to time, from prabably 18038,
(tiie period wien he entered tile Gymnasium at Nirnberg). to
812, or even loter, till 1816 the year when he leil't for
Heiuelberg., We have th&fefore here his latest thoughts on
the Logic us well as the earliest, those whiehh he held when
the Tirst voelume Qf tiie Larger Logie appeared 1812, and
those which he Lhield while he wes sctually elaborsting the
Logie. And the editor ol these notes has agsigned no
specific dates to any specific parts; we are therefore un-
dbhle to affirm that thers are any actuél and essential
deviationg from the fingl Logic, or wueré thésse may occur.
Onn tue wiiole thie probability is that there cduld not well
be eny, fer it is krighly improbsblie that Hegsl would com-
mit unfinished. Geclarationg to his pupils; and again, since
the leetures to them gnd the actual elaborztion of the
Logiec were going on sirmultaneously, the natural inference
would be thiat the Lopgic as. we now‘have;kgrecedédrthe Logic

~

i8 latteﬁ.being the modified and

Bt

of the 'Propuaededtik', t
attenuated forn in which Hegel sougnt, te introduce his

pupils to his Logie; ;he latter being, in snort, extracted
from the recl systematically constructed Logie. Any devia-

tions in expression or terminoclogy, and there are such,

found in the Logie of tiie Proupaedentik ean be explained in
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g gimilar way. We will not thereifore consider further the
statement of tne Logie found in the PropaedeRtik, but will nowj
p&ss Iron tne exposition of the tfundamentol moments of the
Logic to show shortly how the actual beginning of the

Lopic wos made.

Tie proecess of determining tlie beginning of the Logie,
important &s it no doubt is, geenms nonse the less in itseld
very simple. At tlie vutset we see that the beginning must
be found in the firet fundamental moment of the notion,
namely, the notion simply in its immediacy as it is in
‘itsell, tlie notion as being. The point to discover is
witih what in this notion must we start, in order céompletely
to ueternine beiny itself. Whnat is the firagt absolute
truth of being, and so of the Logie as a whole? Now the
Logic is to contain the whole Fruth of secience, and of
reality. The begining to the Logie must therefore not be
gsought for outside the Logic itsslf. And egain, it must
not &s logiecal bepginning be determined from or by means of
any other content inside the Logie; if it did so the begin-
ning would elearly reguire to he sought in the later con-
tent ., & procsdure ﬁhich would involve a 3&rqxw’wpérfpou
But further, sincee tlie process consists in establishing
deducing content, since the development just consists in
the exposition of eontent, the beginning wiien is to ex-

elude ©ll suceih content by the nature of the process, must
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be either without any content at all or with the minimum of
content, the point where there is content just before van-
ishing altogether.

Now the meaning of content as this is found in the
Logie is that mediation is required in order to establish
it. But it is logically impossible for that to be first
mediated which is the starting point of all further media-
tion. The content which it does have therefore, and unless
it have in some sense content it cannot be a truth, must be
other than medisted content, it must be non-mediated or
immediate. And since it is to be gbsolutely the first, it
must be absolutely immediate, not a particular immediate,
distinet from others, but the one immediate. But the: one
immediate is simply abstract immediaey as such. And im-
mediacy without any further qualification is nothing more
ner less than mere being, being pure and simple, bare ab-
stract being-neés. The first determination of the absolute
is merely that it is; what it first posits as Absolute is
its being; what we first find when we approach it is just

_ that, without further qualification, it is. Its bare being
L 582 is its first m@

We ﬁay reach -this in another, perhaps more direct way,
thus.gyThe Logic is the 'notion of Science', the pure know-
ledge which is the result arrived at in the 'Phenomenology’
Pure knowledge as! we have learned is the absolute unity of

object and of mind, of being known and thought knowing, of

| ,%._z—u-z
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'eertainty' wnd "truth'. Just because from the outset to
tlie completion pure knowledge is entirely self-contained,
cannot pass beyond itself for anytliing, its beginning must
lie immanent Iin the very idea of pure knowledge itself. Yow
thie unity spoken of is absolute, unqualified; &ll reference
to an other, to whut is different and likewise to mediation
(for difference imnlies mediation) must be in that know-
lsdge completely removed. But if so what we have is an
entire absence of difference. Since, however, knowledpe
imulies difference, mediation. this complete absence of
difference means that Knowledpge itself ceases to be an
element in it; tinis meres unditferentiated unity ceases to
be Knﬁwledge at el1l. It is merely an immediate, mere im-
mediacy. But not immediacy &s contrasted with mediation;
wiiat we must have at the absolute beginning is absolute
immediacy, i.e., witiiout any sueh contrast, immediacey in its
ultimate form. Ana this is nothiing otaer thar mere being,
being without any qualification, without implication of
aifference at all. 1In it thsrelore nothing is presupposed,
for no content determnines it,;, neo mediation is present in it,
because there is nothing in it to be mediated. If it pre-
supposed anytliing it would ipso faeto not be mere imme-
diacy, mere being. The Logic therefore begins at the
absolute beginning, at the point whiecn presupposes nothing

begide itself. Sueh a beginning was the only one possible
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and was absolutely necessary for & scicnce whieh claims
to hola within itself the complste system ol ebsolute
truth.

But from two sides this absoluteness, this abgsence of

any uresuppegition in the beginning nas to be guarded, or

P

at any rate qualified. [For we lieve in the first place to
make suel & beginning eonsistent with Hegel's ecardinal
‘position so strongly emphasised, that there is nothing
thinkable wliiell does not contain et onece mediateness and
imﬁedi&cg, that tiese two ure inseparableq) Where is the
HE oy meaiation of tie veginning of tite Logic? Hegel replies
that its msdiation lies in the 'Phenomenology'. IIt is
thiere 'siown' 'proved', established that pure Knowledge
is the truti of all veletion of mind to objeet; i.e., pure
knowledese 1s tihere medicted. In thie Logie tihiis medlation
is presupposcda, is acecepted as finished. Pure Being, with
whiieli the Logie stuarts, is simply pure Knowledge in its im-
‘mediacy. Henee the beginning of the Logie, like everything
else, is;ﬂ;igifinmeaiata end medisted. That the media-
tion falls inside enother sphere than the Logie (viz. in-
side the Phenomenolopy) is irr&levanﬁ.toydoes not affect the
faet tnat the beginning is medleted. For the mediation is
none the less true, nons the less scientifiecelly (Priloso-
phicelly) established; and &ll that required to be shiown

was merely that this pure immedicey, the first aectual moment

W 9% 606/
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of pure Knowledpe was not ﬁar&ly immediate but was also,
a8 everything "in heaven, nature and mind" must be, mediated
Tlie beginning is a beginning for the Logic, for it is made
in and by purs Knowledge, ond that it is the necessary and
zbsolute bezinning is determined by the Logie. ©But in thet
pure hnewleuge is itself mediated, (i.e., deduced, e¢stab-
lished as a necessary trutii, proved and tihcreby united witu
trutiis outside itself) the absolute beginning of pure
hniowleage, pure Knowledge in its simplest immediaéy, is not
& meré independent arbitrery assertion, but likewise an
esbablishiea mediated tr"nl.itl';. |
But in tne second place we must gualify the character
of the immediacy of the beginning by its relction to tﬁe
proceaurs and content of the Logie as a whele. llere agein
it is seen to be not merely immediate, but also necessarily
mediated. And this from two considerations, the nature of
thie process pufsuéd in tiue Leousice and the nature of tiwe
result arrvived at. It lies in the noeture of the process
that tne ueveloupment from thie beginning should take place
by a further determination of that beginning itself. The
transition to tne next moment, like every succeeding tran-
sition, do&s rnot mesn that the preceding moment is entirely
negated and abandoned. The first still remains in the
secona, is immanent in it. But by remainin: thus os thse
basis in and throughout the further moments of the Logiec,

the beginning itself becomes a moment in the further



developed content, i.e., it is meaizted. And this media-
tion just consists in removing what in the beginning was
ongsided, nemely, its maintaining itself qué beginning as
seli-subsistent while &1l the time its very meaning as
beginning for science implied its connection with the

other content. from this point of view tie further develop-
ment of the content of tlie seience is necessarily the
mediation ol the otherwise purely immediate beginning.

Apain, the very meaning of the "result® necessitates
mediation of the starting point. The result is by the
nature ol the proucess the most true, the original truth.
the beginning itself therefqrs depends on it, is indeed
proguced by it; that result is its ultimate absolute
ground. - It is the complete concrete truthh for whiech that
besinning is a beginning &t all, and from whieh 'to be &
beginning' nas & meaning. The beginning 1s not & somewhat
per se, it is the start for and of & somewhat, which det-
ernunés the beginning as its own, and not as a somewhat
in general, not a béginnipg in general. The immediaecy ‘of
the beginning is for this resson mediated.

It is true that botl: the above means of nediating the
beginning are simply two sides of tlhie same fzet. In the
former case we can regard and do regard the beginning as
the ground and the result the depend*nt and derived element;
in the latter the result is the ground and the beginning

derived and in this way & medisted result. In both cases
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the immediate beginning is mediated. RBut this twotold
view of that mediation is not &t &ll & double mediation of
tiie beginnins; it simply follows Lrom the nature of the
methioa by whiieh the sciencs of thie Logic is constructed
that that meuiation ean be locked at in two ways. The
miovement , &8 we saw, proceeds in cyecles and goesg from cycle
tc cyele ol truth. Tnat is, the essential primary snd most
vital faet in the whole science, ot the character ol the
beginning, nor the Tact that the beginning is mediated;
tliese wre only important as consequences of that met..od.
The whole secience represents a cycle,.for the seience is
self-knowledge of Absovlute Subjeet by itself. From this
witleni is the primary nature ol the science and its me thiod,
tiie immediacy and mediation of the beginniﬁg_are determined.
Tiwus we see thatbt what has and constitutes the bhegin-
ning cannot rest content there, for its beginning is its
seltl as undeveloped, without content, ana only by its fur- -
ther development from that starting-point does it fully know
itsell, oﬁly al'ter its kncwledge has been completely develops
ed is its content thoroughly mediated. Tae further devel-
opment is necessary if'or the same reazson that the beginning
is necessary only sc is the science established, every
element proved, deduced. And again, beecause of the neces-
sity of eaecu moment, beeausg each moﬁent is mediated;proved
to be necessary and true, the beginning no less than every
succeeding moment is in no senge arbitrary. It is built

into tiie science by ftlie ssme process a&s any otiher part.
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Tiie whole proeess lies in the inner union of content with
content; it_is thie nature of the content itselt whieh de-
tetmines theé movemsnt . fachh moment is determined as
necéssary, ana its eciharscter determined by the econtent of
tiize science; and the recson for eaeh moment must lie in
that centent. The nature of the beginning, and the reason
lor tig beginning with whiell the science does start must,
likswise lie in the cogt&ht.uf the science of pure Knowledpe
Angd mere being is simply pure fnowledge in its indetermninate
immediate unity. Thet pure Knowlseduse should necessarily have
METS being &s its Tirst moment, lies in the naturs, the
meaning ol pure Knowlease itself. This mere being is the
irst content ol pure knowledite. And in virtue of its
indeterminsteness, its utter abstracetednesgs, this which
is tiie sbsolutely immediate is at the same time absolutely
meciated. It is mere being, nothing further; all deter-
minateness mdsﬁ, beenuse it is8 beginning, be entirely
gxeluded. It would not be the beginning unless it were
taeken thus in its mere immediacy,;, and as so taken it must
be mediated, abstroacted and abstract.
This then is the one and only beginning to tihe science
Tne begsinning is therefore absolute f'or that science; i.e.,
it eculd have no othier heginning. But the bezinning is
obviously not asbsolute per se, it is related to, relative
to,medisatea by other content. It is not selti-subsistent

per se; it is the beginning for a body of truth and so
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organic to and connected with the wnole. And no otligr
beginning was poussible to & system of sbsolute truth.
There is nothins else whics could have served tie Purpose.
sor tie neture of that system aemands that tie beginning
sag0ulu be (&) absolute (b)) without presvpposition (e) a
necessiey moment in pure knowledpge (a) positive lactual (1)
I we take &ny otvher contunt we shall Tind it will not
g=tisly thuse concitions. It th&. cuntoent ;‘:l;uuia hieve any
conereteness it counld rot setisfy (&) and (b); and if it
L#Ve no conceretensss whatever it is simply mere being. IY
the content be a particular fact but taken quite abstractly,
qﬁ,ite formuliy, e.g.‘{.. , the #igo, or tie notion of the dgo,
then this is not an sbsolute besinning, 1t 1s merely ab-
Iutr&ct, sna is & pecticular beinsg. Sunould we &gain gtart
'with wnat is given by mere intellectual ‘uschauunyz, then
eliner its content is concrete or merely immediate. If it
ig tue tatter it satisties (2) (b) and (d), but not (e);
for intellectual LAusehizuung sliows none of its countent &s
necessary, as proved as mediated, but mnerely asserted.
If it is the latver then it deces not satisfy_(b) end pro-
vides no means ol gusrinteving the necessity of the varicus
clements of tihis conerete fTacet from wnich it starts. No
other beginning in short, not e€ven the conception ol mere
beginning itself (2), will satisty tlie demands of Absolute

knowledge.

}) Cp. Rusenkranz. Leben. p.274.
)

T. es.n-
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We come now to our last point, the meaning of the
final result of the Logiec - the Absolute Idea.  We give an
interpretation of this beéause of its bearing on the other
parts of the System, Plhiilosophies of Nature and of Lind,
partly beecause it seems to have been gensrally misunder-
stood and partly because it illustrates and in a manner
sums up our interpretation of the plaen and content of the
Logie. Our statement need only be very brief.

Thie moments oif the Logic are determinations by the
absolute Subject of its own self, its own content, are
realisations, manifestationé of thie Absolute. Lo be mo-
ments‘of ti:é one absolute notion is to be pulses of abso-
“lute truth. But throughout the Logie the one Absoliuts
mind is not merely exnibiting its content, but ;'Jr'o.gx'essivee,
realising, determining its own complete absolute self.
This we saw was & vitel element in the whole process.l Now
in the course of this self-knowledge the first two funda-
mental moments of its notion Being and Essence gradually
lead the one into the other and the final truthh of f£ssence
is shown to be Substance and its correlate accident. This
again when developed into its complete significance is seen
to be Reciproecity. But Reciprocity as explicit reference
to and implication in each: other of elements opposed to
gaech other but still belonging to the same sphere, the same

immenent identity leads inevitably to the notion &8 notion
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in which that identity is made absolutely expliecit and the
opposed elements in consequence do not merely imnly each
other, but are expliecitly moments of the same one faet, the
laentity within whieli they stood opposed.

The significunce of the transition from Reeciprocity to
the Notion lies in this tihet in it the notion passes from
being Substance ana becomes Subject; the absolute is sl.own
to be, is proved to be not merely substance but also and
at the same time more truly Subject?® It corresponas in a
genersl way to the iaentification or unfon of" object with -
subjeect establisned in the Phenomenology when Reason was
reached. Or again, it can be regarded as the proof inside
the system of ebsolute truth of the stand;point and prin-
ciple of absolute Iaealism. It is this transition which to
liegel is of supreme moment; it is this whiceh contains the
kernel of his system; in the establishing of this lies his
own claim Lolpéssess'a distinetive philcsophical position.
It heralds in the sphere of the notion, in the system of
pure Resason, tiie Logie, the positive advance which llegel
makes on the system of Epinoze, or on all systems whieh 1like
his iave substance as their ultimate principle (1).

By tihis trensition then the absolute ceases to be
substance, ceases to be determinable by the notion as Leing
or as Esgence and is established as subject as a self, as g
notion qué notion. The discussion of tihe notion &s notion

therefore is the third and final:part ol the Logie. IJrom

(1) Log. 1I1. 10 ff.




the very nature ol the system it follows that the preceding

moments Being and Essence are not simply'negated but have
become and are preserved &8s moments ol the notion as such.
They csase to be moments of the absolute on their own ac-
count and become determining factors, pheses or functions
in the absolute as explicitly notion. They therefore do_
not have in the notion as such the character which ;hey'
have as self-subsistent and independent; they &are - merged
in this which is their unity, their foundation, tieir

identity and their truth, and they cannot be when posited

&s explicit elements in that identity what they are or have

heen when taken as simply moments in the process by which

the notion is established, deduced, proved. Still this

deoes not mean either that we have to examine and state therm

over agein in the lipght of this their truth or that the
notion &8 sueh lias no nature or content of its own apart
from that suppiied by or coming from Being and Essence.
Both ot these interpretations ol the result arrived at are

casily seen to be false after the exposition of the method

already given. Being and E£ssence still retain the content,

the trutn whiech they have, show themselves to have, and
more or otuner truth than tliis they cannot have, for that
exposition exhausted their inner ultimate nature. And
again the notion as sueh has determinations specifiecally
its own; otherwise it would not be a distinctive moment at

all. What the above statement means is merely that in the

g JJ/ f:
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notion we have explicitly before us the ground principle
the inner reality whieh determines what Being and Essence
are, on which they ultimately depend for their content,
whieli is their 'ratio essendi', their active gropnd, the
one source of their common life. All that they are there-
Lore remains still, but since thé notion is thus gheir
truth, what they are is now regarded as procecding trom,
as attributable to, as active moments of the notion. The
notion contains all that they have shown themselves to be
in bringing it (the notion itself) to the light as their
explicit truthh. And now tie notion as sueci proceeds to
furnish and determine its own pulses, the functions which,
qué distinet moment of the absolute, it actually possesses.

Tne notion then cannot in any way be regarded as

merely abstract and formal. It is the Absolute in its
truest form, as Subject; it contains all preceding content
witieh absolutelﬂnowledge hes exhibited; and it is, like
every other moment of the Logie, absolute truth, at once
thiought ana reality. On no ground wnatever therefore can
it be considersd & mere form without contaeét, objectivity,
reality, as if the latter had to be brought to it in order
to free it from its lormality. By its very nature, as well
as by the nature of ﬁhe Logic as such, the notion already
cohtéins reality, the reality which it has as being at onec
subjective and objective, as being a moment of the absolute

as such. Now the peculisr reality which it does have is
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that of the subject as suciis. In it the absolute is demon-
strated to be Subjeet, the notioh as such is the Lfbsolute
&8s Subjeet. The notion is tuen nothing other than the pure
.form of Ego, Mind, Reason, Self-consciousness (1). The
moments of tlie notion are those of the Bgo itself. The
notion as notion is simply the ultimate form and reality

of mind.

Not that in the mere notion we have tlie concrete zctual
fgo as we find it, say in the Phenomenology; nor again in
the mere notion as such, have we the complete truth‘of mind.
¥or the notion is not mind quﬁ'existent &8s is the c¢ase in
the Phenomenology,; it is its inner ultimate truth, not its
egctual existence in time &nd conerete expéerience. And
again tne notion as sucih must be further asveloped in order
explicitly to exhibit its full content. Now the first sten
in this latter process is to show what the noticen is in
itself, in its.inner moments. liesel desceribes tlils part
as tlie notion in-its subjectivity. It must not, however
be confounded with the subjectivity whieh charaéte*ises
'finite knowlgdge'. The noticn as suecil is both subjective
snd objective like any other moment of absolute truth, were
it not it would not fall inside the Logic &t all. What the
term here means is the absolute notion in its inwerdness,
in its inner undeveloped self, the notion in itself. It
is the subjeetivity, the to-itself-ness, of the notion, not

the notion as a subjective faet of our minds. The complets

(L) Cp. Logie III 13.14.
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reslisation of this phase of the notion leads to the eom-
plete realisgtign of tkw-notion€g’its complete exposition,
wiltieir, in contrast to fhe first pﬂaae, is e¢&lled tiie ob-
jeetivity of the notion; thg netion in its rcalisedness.
The term 'Objeetivity’® must he similarly explained aé in
the case of 'Subjectivity'.

Ali the time be it remenbered we are degling witii the
absolute Subjeet; it ié the abso;utE'Reality whieli is now
subjectivity and now objeetivity of 'the notion. _Tng final
stame is cobtained by the union of those two moments. Such
o unity is ealled tlhe ldesa, tlie notion at onece subjective
(to itself) and objective (outwardised,realised). This is
the tinal union of notion with its ré&lify. The reality is

nct brought in ab extrs; it is the reality implied and con-

tained from the beginnin;. Tt is ths rezlity whielhh & notion

has as truth (as union of thought ana rsality). While'thén
this realityltﬁ whiicli it arrives 1is deduced, derived out of
the notion itself (1) it is not a reslity external to the

. i

notion, all it means in fact is the complete exposgsition of
the cqntent of the notion, the notion becomes concrete to
itself. The reality is not that of temporal or‘sensuous
gxistence, not the reality of a particuiar 'matter' re-

garded as external to the notion. There is no attempt to

deduce existence in time and space out ol the notion. All

(1) Log. 111 24 ff.
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the reality deduced by this process is a reality which is
already contained implicitly in the notion from thé start ,
and indeed in the whole Logic. The content of' the Logie,
&8 we saw, 1s not external to reality, it is inside reality,
inside experience; for it is-zhe essence, the truth of ex-
périsence. wvery element of content in the Logie is &t once
suhjective and objective, at once thought and reslity.
Tliere cannot therefore at the end of the Logie be any ex-
clusion of reslity from the notion. And the deduction of
thie reality of the notion cannot be conceived as a deduc:
tion of & reality which from the start was never inside of,
never was gn iah@aggn the content of the Logic as such.
Thie' Logiec protessedly excliuded tiie multipnlicity of sense-
reality; what it was to be 6oncerned with was the Inner
essence, the ultimate grounds ol reality. It therefore
deals witi: the inner cuﬁtent of' sense-reulity (whose truth
is Being), but.not'with sense-reality in its manifold
existencae. Ilence it is entirely beside the mark either to
seek for such reality in what is deduced from the notion,
or to regard the procedure as smuggpling in reality from
without. The reality deducsd by the notion, is that whieh
it nas as the ground and essence of the absolute; that and
none other.

This realisation of the notion as lIdea is simply mind
at once conscious of self, and distinguisining itself from

itself 4g conscious of itself in that distinetion. And
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the complete expression of this, fhe'form in which this is
realised moust perfectly and fully is where the notion is to
itself in the form of itcelf, in the form of notion. liere
we have the f'inal truth of the notion, here indeed we have
tiie absolute truth. This stage liegel calls the #bsoclute
Idsa. This Idez is not the idea of the absolute as if it
inhered in, belonged to, were & description of the Abso-
lut::. It 1s nothing other than the absolute itself in its
truest, perfect form. It is absolute Subjeet, absolute
dMina, in the form of mind, consecious of its selt in ths
form of self'. It is not simply nerfeet truth, it is also
at the same time perfeet absoclute PFersonality (1). The
preceding ideas then of the True and of the Good were not
regarded as mere ideas, as what had ne reality. They were
regarded as determinate moments of' the reality of the
notion (2). It is the very meaning of the 'Idea' to be
real, to have nbthing opposed to itself except itself. But
if so then the absoclute Idea, whieh is the conerste union

of both the ideas of the True and of Good, can be nothing

but the absolute Subjeet in its completeness &s a&bsolute and

as subjeet, as containing all content, as finding itself
in all content, without imperfeetion, incompleteness or

limitation, eternally one with itself. It is Personality

(1) Log. 111. 327/8.

(2) The essences, the notionb of the sphercs which in the
Phenomenology appeared as 'culture' (Bildung) and
'Morality' [(Sittlichkeit).




in its &absolute realisation, at once subjective to itself
anag objeetive to itself, and that wit@out proccss, but
simply as absolute continuous self-identity.

In the absolute Idea we have simply the truth, the
absolute Subjeet, mind, in its own essential element, i.e.,
in ites inmost truth, in its pure notion. We have notion
at onee and completely transparent to itself &s notion.
This Idea is not sc mueh in itself & content ot the abso-
lute, as that form in whiceh the éabsolute is truly itself.

Tnis absclute Idea does not furnisin any determinatencss

to this its notion; does not in fact give a determinate

netion at 81l1l. It is & purely universal, the absolutely
universal form of the truth of the absolute, that form in
whieh it must be in order to be &bsolute truth at 211, If
we insist on regarding this ldea as none tue less—a-content,
we must guard our statement by pointing out that thus con-
tent is merely and sclely universal, is not determinate,as
in the case of the content of the otlier notions of the Logie
its being sbgolute form, mere notion, is in short its only
content, its complete nature. But because it is thE@ in
itself barren of usterminateness, it is impossible to
develop the Logie further. The Logic only moves from con-
tent to content, from determinateness to determinateness.
Sinee, however, this Jdea guatlhiers up &ll the preceding, its
content, its determinuteness, lies in what has preceded.

All the content of the Logic is the determining content of
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the Idesa. And inaeed it is evident that this Idea does not
as such exnibit because it does not require content. Be-
cause it is to contain all that precedes, and becsuse this
is the entire truth of the absolute, the final Idea cannot
but be mere universal form of that truta, without any dis-
tinective content of its o;n; if it had the content of the
ubsolute would not be exhausted. It is the mere abstract
universal form of that Reality whiceh is the all containing
ground and all determining prineciple of the whele course
ol the Logic. This it is that what is discussed undsr ab-
solute .Idea is not content as suel:, but merely tnis uni-
versal form which constitutes thet Idea; and this form is
the metliod by whieh tlie content is determined, by whieh the
Idea proceeas.

lHlere then we have the absolute truth about the abso-
lute, here ¥¢ have truth in the form in whieh it is absou-
lute. It lies in the nature of the case that this absolute
Idea is not a funectional enssorSubject whieh is but does not
manifest itself. Its very being consists in its revelation
of itsell a&s what it is in itself. And this revelation
is its content, viz. the whole Logic itself. This absolute
Personality is therefore not‘a'somewhat beyond our reach,
an existent per se and &part. Absolute Personality and
Absclute Truth, absoluts Subject and absolute self-knowleage
are one and thie same ccncrete fact. In the absolute Idea

tuen we have the absolute Subject merely in its final form.



Its content has been given in the process whiehr led up to
it. In it we have the truth in the foem and kncwing itself
a8 the true. In the Absolute Idea we have Absolute Subject
knowing itself, the true, the notion in the form of the
true, in the form of itself, the qction. But agzailn it is
tiie trutii whieh contains within itself &11 the preceding
content of the Logic. Tiie content whiielhh it possesses is
therefore the content ci the Logic.

tiie content of the Logie must therefore be the content
@f this sell-knowledge, of tuis truth in the form of truth,
witieh mekes up the mesning of Absolute ldes. But if so
tiien the conelusion is svident, that the Lougie is nothing
otiier than tihne exhibition and manifestation in extenso of
thie Absolute Idea. The Absolute Idea is simply the Logie
itsell; the Logic is nothing but the self exposition of the
Absolute ldea. It does not stand by itself merely as a
Qﬁﬁﬂ for the absolute. It must also recessarily contain
all that precedes. And since it is the final moment, since
it eannot possibly determine itself further, (for it is
the eumplete notion of tlhie Absolute) all its content, all
its determination must be found alone in what preceded it.
Previous notiong not merely gathered into themselves what
went before but led bn to other truths. The final truth
just because final has nothuing to do but gather into itself

wiet preceded. It is not scmething by itself apart from
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wiat led up to it; indeed it can haraly be seid by itself
te mean anything ot all, the two are indissolubly united.
What it is is simply what it contains and means; and this
is tie wnole Logiec. The absolute Idea is just the Ides
of absovlute knowledgze. of absolute trutii, and the exposi-
tion of this is the lugie. And if we bear in mind that
knowledge in suel: & esse does not mean something in our
heads, or again something spart from reslity, but exposi-
tion of absolute mind itself in ths form (self) of mind, we
sitall resadily see how tuse term Absolute Idee can be the
uesipnation &t once of supreme Personality. absoclute
Heality and oi &bsolute truth.

o
j.l.'.lb

e

onclusion, whichi it would be futile to labour
turther, agrees eﬁtirely with the meaning and purpose of
the Logie. Irom first to last we were dealing with the
content of the Absolute; eseh moment was moment of the
Absoluteg; and ihe whole is nothing other than that content
in its entirety. And the Logic was to contain every truth
of the absolute, the truth of itsal% Absolute Knowledgqﬂaa
such,included. It was to cover all experience and herec we
find that what was hizhest mode of experisence, hiphest
reality of mind (absolute Xnowledpge) is highest truth
attainable; and that as the highest experience was just the
Lopie, sc the highest truth of the Logie is just the idea

of the Logic itself. The Logiec was the whole of llegel's
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System and that in its ultimate form, for it was the
exposition of tiie grounda of &ll experience; and here we
find that the Absolute lass is named 'the only objeet and
content of Philosophy' (1); ana tlhe Logic is-'its self-

mevement ' .

gkl e o | s it

(1) Log. 117. 328,
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CONCLUSTIONV,

Refore passing irom this Fegel's final Logie we must
state tne relation in whieh it stands to the Philosophy of
Nature and that of Mind. BbMueb ambipguity has gathersd round
this question: liegel's own expressions, while they indieate
that lie was not unaware of the problem involved, equally
show that the question was not of supreme moment to him, or
tu the thoroughness and completensss of his System. Had
it been &g vital to his system as nas been supposed thsre
ssems little reason to doubt that & mind of legel's order
witii its boundless appreciation of the value and the de-
mands of rigorous systematic connexion in all. that claims
to be scilence, would not have been contented to leave the
relation between Logie, Nature and Mind, sc louse and
external and efan casual in statement &s we aetually find
it to be. What indications of relation he has given make
it elear thet their connexion i8 merely architectonie in
caharacter, not that of orgenic system.

To begin with, the relation is not that of an inward
logical methiodical 'transition' from Logie to Nature and
thenee to mind. This is plain from the nature of the case
and 1'rom hegel's own statements on the point. PFor it is of

tlie very nature of the Logic (L) to be & complete closed
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ana selt-clused science (2) to embrace witg its scope the
gntire area of reality, of experience, (4) to econtain the
richiest and highest notions of experience, as well as the
lowest anda poorest. Now on any one of these grounds it
could not possibly require or leave rcom for & "transition'
Irom Logie to Hature, in the same wey in which there is
transition from one notion to anotier in the.Logie or from
one part to another in 'Nature' or 'Mind', and no other
form of transition is legitimate or possible if inner sys-
tematlie connexion is to be established. The first charac-
teristic makes.transition impossible because if the science
of Logic is &lresdy complete, &s with the *Idea" it em-
pnatically is, then there is ne motive, no inner necessity
no inrer incompletencss of content making essential a
movement to bring about the desired completeness. And
morsover, gven if tlhe Logie were not completed with the
'laes', &ssurediy the required completion could not be
brought about by 'Nature', whieh is eo ipso distinet in
content Irom the Logic. That completion could only be
eéstablished in and by means of an element liomogeneous with
that ol the other content of the Logic, namely, that pure

notions, ebsolute essentialities, ultimate reality - eny-

thing else would destroy the very character of the Logice

itself.
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The'sccond ground again ié equally fatal‘tn 'transi-
tion', because if the Logie does, as it has been shown to
claim to de, eover the whole field of realitj, just as in
& different way tue Plienomenologsy éia, then it is evident
tLat the content ol Nature nust by the end of thé Logice
already héve fﬁllen inside the Logic itself in thét form
and element peculiar to the Logice, namely thie contentg of
Nature in its essentiality, its ultimate notions. And

tis indesd we Tind to be the case {1). The fundamental
coneeptions employed in:?hilosoyhy of Wature, Quantity,
Mess, Oausality, Mechienism, etc., all have their place in
thie System of abstract absolute truth whichh is the Logie.
But i1 this is so then to say that Logic must complete it-

sell by passing to Naturse is clearly absurd. -If the Logic

clready contains the essences of Nature, it already has all
cf Mature necessary for its purnose, and @il that Nature em
ultimately give:

And what is true of Nature is 'mutatis mutandis' true
of Mind (l). All its gzround notions are likewise contained
inside the Logle, Knowled&e, Purpose, Gecodness, éte.

“inally the third faetor makes 'transition' impos-

sible, because if transition existed at all it would be

from Logle to Nature and thence to Mind. But 1f Nature

(1) Cp. Log. I11. 27, diess concroten Wissenschaften haben
das Logische oder A Regriff Zumw inneren Bildner und be-
halten (ihn) wie sie es Zum Vorbildner hatten.
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is to be the Tirst stage in the completion of Logie then
certainly the very meaning of the method requires that
nature saould contain @1l that is in the Leogie and some-
thing 'higher'. As a matter of faet, however, Nature coes
noet contein all that is in the Logie itself; it does not
contain, &.g., the 'ldeas of Knowledge' or of 'Goodness'.
ﬂnd it assuredly does not contain anything wietever that is
nigher than what is found in the Logie. On the contrary,
it 1s guite unequel to the highest notion of the Logiec.
Wnile, agein, the transition froﬁ the last nction of the
Logie to the first econtsent of hHature is really not an
'sdvence' in any sense whatever. The contents of both are
simply heterogeneous. -

A1l the reasons, therefore, from the nature of the
Logie per se, make directly against any supposition of .
'trensition' from one to the other.

Sut, furtiier, liegel's cwn statements (1) establish
this seme contention quiteé conelusively. HHe there says ex-
plicitly that the relation of the 'Idea' (i.e., the Logic
in its totality (2)) to thure is 'not that of an aetuval
srocess, and transition, as in the case when the subjective
notion (in the Logic) passes in its totality into object-
ivity.' ‘'llor the pure Idea thiere is no furtherimmediate
determinstion whieh is not just as mueh posited (in it and

by it) and is notion'. Tuese words reguire no cgmment and

(1) Log. 111. last paragraph. @D WX 351-3
(2) Log. IIT, 34L. b =
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cught by themselves to preclude completely the conception
of" "transition’' out of or beyond the Logice itself. It is
evident from them that Nature is not supposed or intended
Lo give & concreteness to tlte Idea whien it does not pos-
seés and yet which might be necsssary to it for its com-
pleteness. HNo duubt it is of the essence of the movement
¢i’ the method that the content in the Logie should become
more conerete as it goes forward; and no doubt again Nature
is more conerete than the Logice. PBut the essential point
is that &ll the concreteness ana 'reslity' neeessary or
possible for the notions, they have already obtained in the
course of the Logie itseglf, that the conereteness they
possess is & econcreteness conformable with their own nature
wWitlen is to bse essentiality, pure notion, and that hence
tre conereteness whieh Mature itself poussesses is irrsle-
vant to them as essences, and therelf'ore does not constitute
Nature into & methodically determined advanee on the Logic.
What then is the relation between Logie, Nature and
Mina? Sinee tiwere is no transition from the last stage of
the une to tne first of another, ana since no other kind
of connexion can establish absolute continuous systematic
connexion or is permissible for that purpose, it is clear
that suecli connexion us they do possess must be brought
about in some other way and for some other purpose than
that ot rigorous system. Let us bear in mind three import-

ant faets~ (i) That the conneection, sucli as it is, is con-
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ceived according to Hegel as referring solely to thé

whole totality, the notion of each (Logic, Nature and
Mind) teken as notion simply,; the connection is between the
'Idea'’, the notion of Nature, and the Notion of Mind,
without further reference (2) Thet the question of the
relation of Logic to RNature and Mind is parallel, indeed
similer to that ot the relaticn of Phenomenology of Mind to
Logie, in both it is & relation of concrete existence to
pure notion. (3) That legel thrmugnout the whole of his

development had been endeavouring at once to treat these

thiree as currglated, and inaepend%nt sciences, snd yet
to show liow the content of each, the object dealt with by
cocu was related to the others. The problem of this con-
nexion wes notfnéw. All slons these sciences of Logice
Naeture and Mind haa been regarded as independent in the
first instance. Their subject matters were primarily
daistinet from one another, and for that ‘reason required
separate trestment. lie did not start with one and from .
thiat proceed to 'evolve' thie othera, and indeed he assigned
" them diffsrent values at different stages of his develop-
nient, and thus, while tréating each as self-dependent, re-
garded thelr relation differenetly. So it comes &bout at
the end of his development that tlie connexion between them
i& not the prime concern; each science stands by ifself in
the first place and is important for its own sake; tlie con-

nexion between is a subordinate yuestion, and as it were

sn afterthought.
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from the above three facts mentioned we can see (1)
that the connection between the Legice as & whole, tne idsa
of' the Logie, (The Idea proper) &and tiie notion of Nature,
the idea of Nature as & whele and of Mind need not be the
same, and cannot & priori be asserted to be the same as
tiiat between any elements in eaeh of the sciences taken
separately. tz) fThat just as there was no transition from
Phéenomenology to Logic, no passage from existence oand act-
ual experience to pure notion, but rather existence (Dasein)
-and pure noticn . were cgach capable of independent treat-
ment and were each simply dealt with as different kinds of
material for philosophy, whiceh could not create its material
but had merely to accept it, so there need be no transi-
tion from pure thought to concrete, actual existenée(ﬂasein}
in the_form of Nature or of MHind. PFor indesed, as Hegel
admits (1) the reality whiehh belongs to MNature and Mind is
'eertainly conerster' than that possessed by the notion
(Logie), whiech hiowever theugsh more 'Tormal' than the other,
is concrete all the same. (%) that the three seciences,
like their subject-matters. having been regarded from first
to last as independent, and treated inaependently of eaeh
cther, withh sole reference to the spscific matter cof sach
and without importazlion of content or principles of one for
the determination or modification of the content of the

other, the establisiiment of a cunnection between them is

(L) Log. III.28/27.
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of merely architectonic intersst and importance, and eannoct
affect the peculiar procedure and content of eaeh science
by itself. And it is, we may notdin passing, because of
thiia self-dependence of eaen science, and the indifference
to its conneetion with the others that it is illegitimate
Lo consider Nature and Mind as 'applications' of the Logie,
in the ssnse that they are the result of consciously apply-
ing the method and content of the Logiec to their material.
The Logic is of course as we saw the fundamental constitu-
tive essence of their content, just as 1t 1is likewise of
thie content of the Phenomenclogy. And for this reason we
cen say we have in'Nature and Mind 'in conerete' what we
neve in the Logie in pure sbstraction, and in this sense

it is legitimete to ecall the sciences of Vature and Mindg,
a8 liegel himselfl does (1), 'applied science. hut all
that this means is that Nature and Mind themselves funetion
and work acecording to the notions contained in-the Logie

not that we can discover simply by making use of the con-
tent of the Logic itself, how they aetually do work.

The key to such connection between Logic, Nature and
Mind, as 1s established, is to be found in the fundamental
faect ecommon to all qf them. This is the fact that they are
all aspects of the one absolute reality taken in its
totality, and that absoiute is Mind. 1t is because of this

that connection is either bossible or necessary. Each

(1) W.XVIII, 148.
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expresses the Absolute in & specific manner, Logic as pure
Idea (for this, as ws saw, is not mere formality, but is
the Absoluts Notion of Absclute Mind itself), Nature as
externality, and Mind as concrete unity of' the inwardness
ol" the former ena the cutwardness of the latter. This
would scem to suggest that we have in these three the
metiiedicelly connected moments of the une Absolute Mind
teken in its totality &as the Absolute. BRut it is useless
to attempt to'disguise f'rom ourselves that this cannot bs
actuelly the case. For in addition to the objeetions al-
ready urget we may point out further (1) that the Logie
woes not go over tetally into Mature; it holds too mueh
back to allow us to regard tie latter as containing the
former absclutely. (2) that further wnat is called the out-
weardising of the Idea 'in the pure externality -in Space
and time' whicn.cuar&cterises Notures doss not‘carry with

it the peculiar cpntent of the Logiec, and is itself not

an accurate description of MNature per se, for surely Mind,
consciousness, likewise exists in the externality of time.
(3) Conercte mind does not contain all Lozgie and all Nature
as its moments, but is ratuer their complement. No doubt
it was difficulties of this deseription, and other ressons
such as we have brought forward which induced legel not to
use the same method of eonneeting Logie, MNature and Mind
as & whole which hie had employed in connecting their

several parts. They were 8ll found &s ready-to-hand
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material of phi;osophy, and their conneetion is not that of
en inner systematie unity, but that of external metapnori-
cel heli-mysticel, hall-tneological sugyested unity. £aeh
is by itself accurately encuglh namea, and named as they
were adopted to begin with, e.g., &s their-spccific matters
Yegquired. But their ceonnection is merely pointed at, as
tuat ol & briuse not o an essential bond. The Logie in
its pure Treedom '"lets itself out' from its inward freedom
to the other freedom of free sexternality in Nature. It
feels an 'impulse' to pass beyond itselt (1l}. It is the
‘erevtor' of Hature (2). All this may be valid as & pie-
t.rial represcentation of one of tihe profound secrets of
tlie universe, but it cannot hinnestly be considered, and
aan hardiy have been regacded by llegel, &8 serious state-
ment of & scientif'ie truth. Similar metaphoré are applied
to the connection of Nature and Mind, into whiel however
we have no need. to enter in detail.

Tiie conclusion therefore is plein. These several
sciences were caclh pursued severally and independently as
tiieir matter required, and as this was found presented in
cxperience; and the validity of the systematic connection
in saech case stands by itself without any immediate re-
ference to & connection with the other sciences. The con-

nection betwesen tiuem is brought about externally; for the

{1) Log. 111 &d fin.
(2) Log. 1I1. 26%-
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specific reslity belonging to each is rot the reality be-
longing to the otlier and does not produce it out of itself;
tiigir specitic reality is simply found and remtins separate
from that of the others; the meaning and relations of tuie
specific rsality (conereteness) of eacl: does not seem to
iiave been ever 4n objeect of enguiry for ﬂegel. But this
absence of inner conneetion of the three does not affect
thie inner cennection of each secience by itself, nor tie
validity of the one metihied for eselh science. For object-
ivity of science is just as we saw Absoluts Jdealism.

It is not in place here to offer any ceritieism; our

oy

purpose has been not to estimate Hegel's position, but to

tirow ligint upon the position he held by showinyg how he

camag to adopt it.| We have now completed the history of

ilegel's Logie from its earliest stages up to its final form
All that remains for us now to do is to indieate the points
wnG nature of tiue advance of the last.period over the pre-
ceding and gathe? up the general results of the whole en-
quiry. But first of all we must say a word regarding the
later stages of the history of Hegel's Logie. With the
publication of liegel's Lerger Logie in 1816, his final
position Liad been established and completely expounded.

But with every new edition of the logiec, and particularly
ol'. thie various editions of the "emcyclopaedia", chianges
were mede in the body of the work, and some have argued

froum this that if tlhiese changes did not mark any radieal
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alteration in Hegel's fundamental {point of view and method
of the Logic at any rate they snow that the metiiod cannot
ke regarded to neve the infallibility and absolutenass
Hegel claimed for it in the Larger logic. Tuat these
enenges indicated no enange wihatever in lHegel's coneeption
of the matter and method of Loglc may be taken to be quite
certain. They are zlterations in aetail made partly for
paedogogic reasons, (in tiie case of vaerious éditions, of

the 'Eﬂcyclopaeﬁie' Logie, where much is omitted and much

compressed), partly for the éake ol elearness, fullness and
explieitness. Tug main ho%’ o' the Lopie, its ground plan
remaeing in every reéspeet the same. But thiat the ehanges
shiowed an incompleteness in the scope of absolute knowledse.
or &n inadequecy in the msthod, and were & conorets retuta-
tion of the elaims of the Logie, implies & total misconeejp-
tion boti: of the prineiple of the science and of Hegel's
gstimate of his own work. It is surely open to hold thet
the notions of Rezlity are the ultimate content ol the
Absclute, ard the knowledge of them furnishes absolute
Kno#ledge, without requiring that any system of such Know-
ledge should be beyond the reaech of modification or im-
provement. Absolute Knowledse, absclute truth refers only
to the content not to the degree of completeness with whicua
tuat content has been systematié&ﬁ, and any disagreement
with the principle and nature of fhe former, on grounds

which are relsvant solely to the latter, is due to a pal-



pable conlusion. And moreover, lepgel himself dia not claim
that ne had worked out his system as completely as was
possible or might be desired;, and was very far from being
conscious of omniseience. Both in the first volume of the
Logie which &appeared in 1812 and in the last (1816), he
eipressly uﬁoloﬁises for the ilmperfection ol the work which
tie ofters to the publie, and elaims, in view of the unusual
obstacles in the way of a reformation of Logie, their in-
dulgence for its snort-comings (1). The Logie, he sugrests
'is capable of more perfeetion and elsboration in detail,
though the method is in spite of the incompleteness of the
system the only true orne it can fellow'. And all his later
medifications or anendations must be interpreted in the
lipght et thiis conception of his own task.

Thiis consideration holds gooda also, we ﬁay note in
passing, of tihie wosition assigned to the Phenomenology in
the 'Enecyclopasdie'. The position it has iﬁ tiie 'Philosoply
of Mind' does not indicate that liepel had echianged his views
rezarding either the value to his system of tiie Phenomenolo
gy, or its place in it, &8 has been supposed. For as a
matter of faet, he regarded 1t in the sameg way and discuss-
ed it in & similer feshion, codrdinating it with psyexnolog.,
long belore the 'éncyclopaedia' of 1817 was written.

During his Rectorate in Nﬁrnberg ite lectured on both Psy-
nology snd Phenomenclogy, and wihile we can readily see

that tne Phnenomenclogy of' the Propaedentik and that of the

(1) Log. I. 6,41, 42. Log.III. 3, 4.
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'Eneyelopusaie' of 1817 zre the same, we are informed by
Rossenkranz that thie Psychology of the sams period is pre-
sely the same &s that whieh appeared in the 'Philosophy

of find' of 1817 (1).

The swdvance whiieh Hepgel makes on his precedine posi-
tions will now be segen to consist essentiaily in (1) tne
accurate determination of & philosophiical method, (2) the
establisiiment of the supremacy, the absoluteness of mind.
By tite former 'reilexion' and 'Ausecheanung' of the previous

()
period were fused into & single funcetion or precess, and
with that fusion all the obscurities, the distinetions con-

equent upen their gepurstion, namely of reason from ﬁnder—
standains, of logie from metavhysie, of the identity from
its aifferences (finitudes) fell away at one stroks. The
identity is not to be mersly 'Angeschaut', but to bs ex-
pounasa explieitly, develeped. Trne ahsolute is not to be
'the night in which all cows are black', but by the liguid
lisht of & transfusing dialectic is to be the inexhausti-
ble plenitudse and riciies ol the noon-deay of MNaturc, History
and all Experience.

By tiie latter again thie conception of Developmsnt is
establislhied completely; the 'indifferent unity' of Mind and

Objeet is removed, and the idees and ideals of human

(1) v. Preface to Propscdentik. . XViI1I1.15, also W.XVII,
5378 662 Sr—
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experience are determined &8 tne grounds and determining
content of w11 reality, without at the same time doing less
tilan justice to the ‘'substantiality’ and 'self-dc enuence’
ol' Fature &na objectivity.

On thiese two funuamental changes everything else de-
penas,; the transformation of thie conception of Logpie; the
identifieation oi the absolute with all fxpericnece, leavings
it no life of its own apart from what it there contuains and
revesls, an identification of whien tliat impossibility
sbove ceseribed,of passing out of one sphere ol its reali-
sation, the lLozie, directly. &nd immanently to another,
dature, is simply the result and counterpart; finelly tlic
seli-containedness and indepenaencs of sgachh of the phillo-
sopnical seciences, &s indeed ol all seciences using ths
one methiod, eaell seisnce haing but & fragment-fl) ol tlig
content of tie one Heality whiecih in its totolity is com-
pletely expoundsd, 'in abstracte’' in its essence, in the

Logie.

(1) Log. 111 aa fin. WE 35/
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IT we look back over tuns whole history we have passeds
in revisw, we shall find ons factor wiiich has been promi-
nent ana aominant tarcoughout it from baginning to and - tie
conception of tie intimate econnection betwsen philoscphy
snd relision. We pointed out at the start tnat ths aims
nGa ceontent of these wers direetly ond closely assoclated
in lepgel's view; and the cuurse of his development has been
a continuous substantiation of our contention that for
liegel tiney are rcooted in the same fact, and issue in thie
seme result, the union of men with the Absolute. lHegal
aid not, as we saw, rccognisse at tie outset the essential
identity of dimuort betwecn puilosephy and religion, but in
eny case the faet that he appreoached puilosophy from the
gide of religion sheapea Lis interest and determined his
coneeption of phiilesepil,y end kevt Lhe two In immedisats,
intimate connection Irom rirst toe last. At first phiilosounty
was a mere appendage or support to religion: then religion
vos the 'completion' of philosopliy; next it was a sort of
obscure philosophy; finally it held 'in conerete' wund sus-
teined in tne form of representation. and feeling what
philosopliyy exiibited in the form of the notion, in its es-

.
gsential trutly, phiilosophy bsing thus uwigher than religion.
The fundamentsl object of and in bothh is the Absolute, and
tiie conception fermed of the nature and princinle of
Aeality determined &t onee puilcsophy ana religion. In

thus Fiest stage we lave, s We saw, & dsistie interpretasion



efterwards the monism of & neutral substance and finally
the 1laealistie monism ¢f rezson, of mind. Wita such a con-
ception &s thils lest it wes inevitabls tnoat the difference
vetween philoesophy and religion siiculd bs one of Torm only
or even merely one of degsree of explicitniess, thit the
nighest form cf relicion shiovid be revesled religiorn (reli_
gion whose content is llind) and that plhiilosophyy shoulad
simply esrry into its truth, into the true form of mind,
what reve&lea religion conly csserted e faeteo. liis Logie
ic noething more nur less than the next end completing step
te the eloims assumed in &ctusl revecled relipion. 1P the
letter is justifiea in asserting thien the human is one with
Lie qﬁrin, thiat the Absolute is iiind, then snd for the scme
reasons the Logle is justilied in claiming te be ahsolute
rnowledse, fur this contains mevely the ultimate notions of
minw. A bonisiy of Suirit in religion has g8 its cunfirma-
tion, compleation and counterpart, & gmonism of thought in
vetaphysice; Paﬁthﬁism in religion becomes pag}@gism in
phiilosophy. liesel's slhivle theoretical activity thierefore
eohn be reparded s o reconciliation of philosophy and reli-
gion. Religion and philcsophy are siwown to be not two op=-
pused but merely two ditferent attitudes towards the same
objeet. The one is as necessary as the other ana fulfils
tile same fTunction in differsnt ways. It is because of this
igentity of purpose and object-matter that religion does

not form part of the content of the Logle (1). There is

(L) Loz. 111, 326.
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rnoe iaea correspending to veliglon in the Logie for having
Lile same objeet &8 that of the Logie it is impossible that
1t shoulyd oceur thnere. Philosophiy is simply another way
(the nighest way) of presenting, exhibiting, the one abso-
lute Reality; relision presents in a way peeuliar to it-
sedf (1), llence Logie cannot contain modes or ways of
exliibiting the Abscvlute whieh have a similar vuruvose Lo
thiat whieih determines itself. Tuhroughout liegei's whole
cevelopment tlisn the coneeption of tile purvose, content &na
value of religion plays & very prominent part; it supnlies
& continuous intluence, Lhwe significance of whien is evi-
dent snouph in the result, ana the continval importance. of
wirieh 1t must have had for Hegol personally and privately
in the conception and tie working out of hiis system il is
Daraly pousible tw eralperate.

It will &also be elear that throushout Lis entire his-

tory tiue ore unaerlying dosms and princi,le is the ulti-

5

ngte reality of Mind (Ceist). Ifrom tiuis position he never
Wwavereda, not even under the Schellingian influence. And

we muy say it is the kKey to his whole development. It is
not proved as we sihiould prove & position. by going outside
it and establishing 1t by & rocess from elementary and
casily admitted premisses where every one nas common ground.

Hence arises for Hegel tie peculiar conception of' thie proof

(1) So also does Art.
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ot whieh 1t is susceptible. Fy thé process just sugpested
we eould yréve it at the start and trom that 2o forward.
But ilegel's proeess of proving it is by revealing it &t tlhie
clouse of the-gyst&m whicl has implicitly depended on it
Yor countent =nd metinod all along. This we saw was the
case in the FPhenomunology wnién is the complete excterie
prool ol the principle he adopts. But his whole philosophy
can in itls view be repgarded as the prolonged and continuons
establisiment ol his fundamental position. Indeed we may
Say that tlie System is nothing but his ground-prineiple in
extense, in thie fuliness of its content.

Tiiis preocess of prool he nmust early have seen; for we
Yinda Iiwm remarking in his dote-bock in Jena that "the
pirinciple of a systen. of phiilosophy is its result"(l). And
snch & contention it neoed hardly be pointed oﬁt not only
Girterentiutes Hggel Trom Fiehte and Jacobi and Senelliing,
but in tue last resort constitutes liegel's claim and title
to & unigque place in the history of human thought. Yor
from sueh a conception of proof ©ll that is neculiar in
llegel's system is aetermined. By it dina is established
&8 'higlher than Nature', &s the Afbsolute; by it the values
o forms of Fnowledse and systems of truth are determined,

Ly

o

it Y'ipaolly his own system is established &s the truth

because the cutcome of the history of human thousit. In

(L) Ros. Leben. 545/6.
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suort tais notion ol the nature of proof is the nerve of
niis.aevelopmental method. And his view of proof combined
witi: lils view of the essential charaeter of mind, whieh

.
because mind is recsssarily transparent, clear, self-
reveeling, self-sxpressing, (4 cuaracter which aguin wes
'self-evident' to him, and only required 'shewing') - tuese
contain in serm hils wiole explicit system. Hence the Logie.
whieli i1s merely the clearest expression, the simplest ut-
terance of the '"pure' abstraet content of sbesolute hind
in i£s entirety, whoss cgaracter is just teo be seli-rellcet-
ing, sell-evidencing. Hence it is at cnece Logie, ;‘a.etag:hysi(:?
Ontulegy, cosmelogy, theclogy and eritieism.

Tius the ground fact of the System besun as & dogma,
was maintained s a contention, was then asserted on ob-
jeetive grounds (ethieal, ete.) to be the 'highest truth',
tiiis assertion fixed tlie cliaracter of the proof capeble and
necessary ior establishing the position'ana finglly the
pusitien was exinibited as &t once the highest truth and
conelusion of the vhole system, - Absolute is Subject .

iience Hegel's idea of philosophy, his prineiple of
piiiloscphy and his method are all intimately and indng
solubly connected. That tiie Absclute is Mind determines
metnod, plan and content. Because wll the content of mind
is its own, no reality is lost or anninilsted in tne system,

because mind is absolute, truth and reality have degrecs
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znd cin be econnectedly arranged in & developsd systerm; and
bcca{;se sach wlement has its finite place, its full twuth
is8 only seen in tne waele to whieh it belongs, and not
wlien texen by itselfy because finite it is perinected with
tlis life of the whole; whole and part are indissolubly
wnitea. Thus, waile the kesrnel of-Spinozism is containead
in thie wsuras 'onnis determinatis est negatio,’ that of
Ihsoluts ITuvalism is simpiylthe counterstroke, 'onnis

1eatio est determinatio’.



