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Pr of essor of Law
Introduction

The systemof logic is the real mof shadows, the world of
sinple essentialities freed fromall sensuous concreteness. (59)?

This Article is the first installment on nmy attenpt to explain
in pictographic ternms precisely how Hegel's monunental Science of
Logic functions. As it now stands, only small nunmbers of people have
ever mastered the Logic since it was witten between 1812 and 1816
and reissued in a second edition shortly before Hegel's death in
1831. In the United States, that number is small indeed. Yet it is
Hegel 's maj or work against which all his other, nore accessible work
must be read. Unfortunately, the Science of Logic is the single
densest book ever published. No one who has peeked under its covers
would think to dispute this claim Yet, thanks to the pictures | wll
draw, the secrets of this book will yield thenselves forth.

In portraying the systempictorially, | try to intrude upon the
| ogical progress as little as possible, as is only right, since,
according to Hegel, the Logic travels a strictly necessary path,
whereas anything | m ght add woul d be nere "contingent"” material.?
Peter Goodrich has witten, "The systematizer is always a follower
and in a sense a noderate who defers to the author of the system
itself."3 This describes ny task. | try to follow Hegel as closely as
| can, untangling his dense prose so that ordinary readers can follow
it.4

L All numbers in parentheses refer to page numbers from GEORG W.F. HEGEL,
HEGEL'S SCIENCE OF LOGIC (A.V. Miller trans. 1969).

2 As Professor Mure put it:

Hegel himself, indeed, was opposed on principle to any such
preliminary exposition of principles. Learning to philosophize, he
thought, is like learning to swim: you cannot do it on dry land.
Truth isthe whole as result, and for the student it lies ahead. He
musty watch it develop itself . . .

G.R.G. M URE, THE PHILOSOPHY OF HEGEL ix (1965).

3 peter Goodrich, Anti-Teubner: Autopoiesis, Paradox, and the Theory of Law,
13 Soc. EPIST. 197, 203 (1999).

4 Clark Butler has called this an "arid approach to Hegel." CLARK BUTLER,
HEGEL'S LOGIC: BETWEEN DIALECTIC AND HISTORY 6 (1996). Nevertheless, it isthe
one | embrace here.



Who was Hegel ? | will say the mnimum?® Born in 1770, Hegel was
an unsuccessful college teacher, a high school principal, and
eventually a chaired professor of philosophy at the University of
Berlin, where he enjoyed great fane as the prem er philosopher in his
day. Yet, soon after he died, his work | apsed into obscurity--perhaps
because it was so difficult.® If he was remenbered at all, it was
because Karl Marx fanously turned Hegel on his head.

I n nodern tinmes, Hegel's reputation had fallen so precipitately
low that it became a termof contenpt to call a theory Hegelian.’ Yet
by the turn of the mllennium it becane clear that Hegel had
foreseen virtually all philosophical devel opnents to date--and had
successfully critiqued them?® Today, when it is fashionable to style
onesel f "post-nodern,"” it is foolish indeed (though very common) to
undert ake a phil osophical project without a thorough grounding in the
Hegel i an met hod.

A word of warning: the Science of Logic is not to be confused
with a later, much shorter work usually called the "ILesser Logic."?®
The Lesser Logic is part of the so-called Encycl opedia, Hegel's
attenmpt to describe all know edge. In contrast, the Science of Logic

5 A monumental biography of Hegel has recently been published. See TERRY
PINKARD, HEGEL: A BIOGRAPHY (2000); see also JACQUES D'HONDT, HEGEL IN HIS
TIME: BERLIN, 1818-1831 (John Burbidge trans., 1988).

8 For an entertaining history of Hegel's reputation, see Richard Hyland, Hegel: 4
User's Manual, 10 CARDOZO L. REV. 1735 (1989).

7 Erroll Harris was written:

Hegel's writings have so long been shunned and despised, and

his theories so commonly ridiculed as mere fantasy and paradox,
that few are likely to approach with tolerance any attempt to
rehabilitate him. The term "Hegelian" applied to any

philosophical essay has become one of opprobrium and al most

of abuse in some philosophical circles, and many academic
philosophers would shrink from research into, or serious criticism
of, Hegdl's philosophy, as endangering their professional
reputations.

ERROLL E. HARRIS, AN INTERPRETATION OF THE LOGIC OF HEGEL xi (1983).
8See id. at 61 (“astonishingly prophetic").

® GEORG W.F. HEGEL, HEGEL'S LOGIC § 80 (William Wallace trans,, 1975). Itis
occasionally maintained that the Lesser Logic isthe more authoritative statement
of Hegel's philosophy because it is published later in
time. TOM ROCKMORE, ON HEGEL'S EPISTEMOLOGY AND CONTEMPORARY PHILOSOPHY
30 (1996). But | think this later work has to be taken for what it is-a guide to
students. Much of the intricacy inthe Science of Logic is omitted, and often the
results of the lesser Logic are merely announced.



is sonetinmes called the "Greater Logic."” The two books are quite
different. | will refer to the Lesser Logic fromtinme to tinme, where
useful. This Article, however, is strictly an explication of the
Science of Logic.

Hegel hinself warned that the Logic could not be described in

mere introductory material. Hence, | will resist the tenptation of
any such attenpt. | set forth only a fewtips on howto read this
Article.

First, the table of contents to the Science of Logic is key. In
most books the table of contents is boring--designed to be skipped.
In the Science of Logic, the table of content vigorously organizes
t he whol e book. For that reason, | will reproduce Hegel's chapter
headi ngs and subheading in bold type, in the same | anguage and,
nostly, in the sane order that Hegel (or his translator) did.© What
follows is an account and commentary on exactly what material Hegel
covers under each subheadi ng.

The major contribution, if any, of this Article (and the nmany
sequels to follow) is that I think |I have reduced every nove in
Hegel's logic to a discrete diagram Thus, in Hegel's first three
chapters, there are precisely thirty official |ogical progression,
organi zed in groups of three. Each official nove is diagramed in a
"Figure." Thus, Figure 1(c) (Becomng) is the third sub-step of the
first step of the Logic. Figure 2(a) (Determ nate Being as Such)
woul d be the first sub-step of the second step. Other draw ngs will
be offered, but, if they are not |abeled a "Figure," they are not
official steps of the Logic. Rather they represent sonme digression by
Hegel or perhaps by nyself.

As you read this Article, it would be very hel pful if, at all
times, you kept all the drawings in front of you, as I will often
refer back and forth between draw ngs w thout constantly reproducing
them For your conveni ence, these drawi ngs are set forth in an
appendi x at the end of the Article. If your tenperanent permts the

defilenment of this law review, | suggest you rip out the pages
contai ning those draw ngs, staple themtogether, and have them
directly in front of you as you read. This will enable you to follow

t he di scussion nuch nore cl osely.
Hegel tends to nane each official nmove with a distinct name. To

help remnd you when | refer to the official steps, | shal
capitalize the term However, if | amquoting from Hegel's English
translater, | will reproduce the | anguage exactly as the transl ator

sets it forth. Nothing very significant, however, is intended in ny

10 Some reorganization will occur in the discussion of Pure Being--Hegel's first
chapter. Because | did not wish to begin with Hegel's complex introductory
material, | have included such material as appendices at the end of "Becoming,"
with which Hegel concludes his discussion of Pure Being. See infra text
accompanying notes 71-94, 121-39.



capitalization policy. It is just a rem nder that certain ternms have
won official status in the logical progression, while certain other
(e.g., abstract and concrete, or "being-within-self") have not.
Adm ttedly, certain very commonly used ternms ("determ nateness”) w n
official status, but given the very commonness of the term |
capitalize such terns only when there is sone specific reference to
their place in the logical system

Where quotations are followed by a nunber in parentheses, | am
citing to Arnold Vincent MIler's excellent translation of the
Science of Logic.1! Where quotation marks are not followed by any

such citation, | ameither using "scare quotes” for ironic purposes,
or perhaps | amreferring to some snippet froma | onger passage from
Hegel that | have just quoted in full. | trust the reader will be
able to tell the difference.

Beyond this, | will say no nore. Let's proceed to watch how

Hegel 's Science of Logic unfol ds.
I. The Triad of Being-Nothing-Becoming

A. Pure Being

To be or not to be.
That is the question.1?

Hegel 's Science of Logic begins its journey with the sinplest
of sinples--Pure Being. For Hegel, Pure Being is imrediacy "as
such. "1® The phrase "as such" (an sich) in German is oft used by
Hegel . It neans "taken straight up,” or "taken on its own terns
wi t hout reference to anything else,” or "in principle.”

What is "inmmedi acy as such?" A brief reference to the
Phenomenology'* m ght hel p. Indeed, Hegel, in the introductory
materials to the Science of Logic,® refers to the Phenomenology as a
necessary presupposition to Logic. In his Introduction, Hegel states

1 Miller tells something of the history of histranslation in Arnold Vincent
Miller, Defending Hegel's Philosophy of Nature, in HEGEL AND NEWTONIANISM 103
(Michael John Petry ed., 1993).

Z\WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE, HAMLET, Act 2, scene 2.

13 Hegel's translator advises that "it is particularly important to note that in
Hegel's vocabulary being nearly always impliesimmediacy." Miller, supra note 11,
at 103.

14 GEORG W.F. HEGEL, PHENOMENOLOGY OF SPIRIT (A.V. Miller trans. 1977).

15 Hegel's Introduction is discussed as an appendix to the discussion of the
chapter on Pure Being. See infra text accompanying notes 121-39.



that pure immediacy is the result of the Phenomenology:

Absol ute knowing is the truth of every node of consciousness
because, as the course of the Phenomenology showed, it is only in
absol ute knowi ng that the separation of the object fromthe
certainty of itself is conpletely elimnated: truth is now equated
with certainty and this certainty with truth. (49)

I n other words, as WIIliam Maker has argued extensively,
consci ousness, in the Phenomenology, abolished itself by producing
"pure knowi ng" (in which consciousness cannot distinguish itself).
Or, in other words, consciousness discovers that it is nothing el se
but impure knowi ng. Pure know ng, in contrast, "ceases itself to be
know edge," (69) because know edge insists on a distinction between
t he knower and the known object. Thus, at the end of its "way of
despair, "1% consci ousness has shown itself to be an inadequate basis
upon which to found phil osophy.!” The Science of Logic takes up where
t he Phenomenology left off--with a purer immediacy than nere
consci ousness coul d ever conprehend.

In the Phenomenology, Hegel starts with consciousness
"i medi atel y" perceiving an object. I medi acy neans t hat
consci ousness is aware of nothing that cones between the object and
knowledge of the object. The object and the subject's know edge of
the object are taken to be the sanme thing. There is, at the start of
t he Phenomenology, an "inmmedi ate" unity between the thing and
consci ousness of the thing.?®

In the Science of Logic, Hegel begins with imediacy. But it is
al ready nore radical than the i medi acy of the Phenomenology.?!® In
t he Phenomenology, immediacy is the name of a unity between

consci ousness and object (and, "as such,"” it was already not
i medi ate but rather, like all unities, nediated by its parts). Now
we will take up i medi acy before there are any parts to break it up.

16 PHENOMENOLOGY, supra note 14, at 49-50.

e WILLIAM M AKER, PHILOSOPHY WITHOUT FOUNDATIONS: RETHINKING HEGEL 71-
82 (1994).

18 |awyers encounter the claim to immediate knowledge in H.L.A. Hart's claim
that rules have a"core" meaning most of the time, but occasionally hard cases
come along that are in the penumbra of judicia discretion. H.L.A. HART, THE
CONCEPT OF LAW 121-32 (1961); H.L.A. Hart, Positivism and the Separation of Law
and Morals, TLHARV. L. REV. 593, 607 (1958). "Core" cases are onesin which
judges haveimmediate knowledge of the right answer. Penumbra cases are onesin
which the judge experiences thought as mediating between the right answer and
the judge's decision.

1® Thus Hegel's remark, “Thus pure science presupposes liberation from the
opposition of consciousness." (49)



This explains Hegel's remark that "[b]eing is the indeterni nate
immediate" (80) and an "indeterm nate inmediacy." (82)2

We can draw this elementary nove in an elenmentary way. Figure
1(a) inplies the positing of the beginning in Pure Being. In all the
Figures that follow, the left side of the page represents "being."
(The right side of the page will represent "nothing," but this won't
appear until Figure 1(b).)

Insert Figure 1 (a) here (located at the end)
Pure Being

The fact that Pure Being is represented by a sinple circle is a sign
that Pure Being is taken as an inmediacy.

Black cows at midnight. In the pure |ight of Being, nothing can
be di stingui shed. We need sone shade--sone |ines--to nmake anything
out. Pure Being, however, paints in blinding white, and no other
color. If a single shade of white were the only color a painter was
legally permtted to use, what could be shown in a painting? W would
have only the fambus French work, "Cow Eating Grass." As Hegel puts
it in the Second Remark:

Pure light and pure darkness are two voids which are the sanme

t hi ng. Somet hi ng can be distinguished only in deternminate |ight or
darkness . . . and for this reason, that it is only darkened |ight
and il lum nated darkness which have within thensel ves the noment
of difference and are, therefore, determinate being. (93)

Thus, one cannot perceive white cows in the mddle of Sol or black
cows at mdnight. So it is with Pure Being and Pure Nothing. At this
stage everything is indeterm nate. In fact Pure Being and Pure
Not hi ng coul d be each called "indeterm nacy" as such.?!

In the purest form of being, we see nothing (in a very double
sense).?? But this is what we would perceive in a world of pure

2 professor Maker notes the criticism of Dieter Henrich that immediacy is not
immediate because it is merely the negation of mediation. M AKER, supra note 17, at
94, quoting DIETER HENRICH, ANFANG UND M ETHODE DER LOGIKE 85 (1971). Thisis
wrong, Maker claims, because it was the very function of the Phenomenology to
refute the givenness of objects as simply presented to consciousness.

2 Richard Dien Winfield, The Method of Hegel's Science of Logic, in ESSAYS ON
HEGEL'S LOGIC 54 (George di Giovanni ed., 1990).

22 The Danish scholar Justus Hartnack provides an aphorism that sounds well
yet does not ultimately work. Hartnack defends Pure Being as aword with no
denotations--only connotations. Pure Being is not "out there" (denotation), but
certain things follow from the concept (connotation). JUSTUS HARTNACK, AN
INTRODUCTION TO HEGEL'S LOGIC 12-13, 17 (Lars Aagaard-Mogensen trans., 1998)
This suggestion must be rejected to the extent its "connotation™ that there is no



not hi ng. Hence, we m ght as well say that Pure Being is Pure Not hi ng,
because they are precisely identical. In neither can anything be
perceived. %

Self-equality. Wth regard to Pure Being, Hegel announces that
Pure Being is "equal only to itself."” (82) That is, it is not equal
to another. This should make sense to the reader. Figure 1(a)
denonstrates that there is as yet nothing but Pure Being. Nothing
else is allowed to be distinguished. O herw se, we have snuggled in
foreign "determ nateness,"” which is not yet permtted.? There being
not hi ng el se, Pure Being could hardly be equal to any other thing. It
is therefore, if anything, only equal to itself.?

What a strange phrase--to be equal to oneself! Consider the
expression A = A Ais not equal to itself here. Rather, it is equa
to another A, with different tine-space coordinates than the first A
One cannot even express true self-equality using an equal sign,
because an equal sign is a nmediating term between two other terms. So
far we have only one term-Pure Being. To introduce a phrase that
Hegel much favors, we can say that Pure Being is "self-identical."
Self-identity is usually an insult in Hegel's Logic, though, at the
very end, it is Spirit's triunph that it beconmes authentically self-
i dentical .

"For us." Before nmoving on to Pure Nothing (into which Pure
Bei ng changes of its own accord), | would like to raise an objection
that may have occurred to sone readers, and which is occasionally
made in the critical literature.

Hegel inplies that Pure Being cannot be thought by concrete

such objective structure called Pure Being. On the contrary, Hegel affirms that Pure
Being is an objective concept. In fact, it is so objective that it cannot properly be
rendered subjective. Pure Being is contradictory, but that does not mean it is non-
existent.

B Thereisnothing tobeintuited init...Being. . .isinfactnothing." (82) If
you think otherwise, then you are Parmenides, and unable to start up a philosophy.
Parmenides, according to Hegel, assumed that Pure Being and Pure Nothing stay
forever apart. (94)

24 Thus, Hegel writes that Pure Being "has no diversity withinitself . . . It would
not be held fast in its purity if it contained any determination . .. " (82)
Determination is too advanced for us. Do not introduce it before its time!

% Jccord, JOHN W. BURBIDGE, ON HEGEL'S LOGIC: FRAGMENTS OF A
COMMENTARY 39 (1981). Paradoxically, Hegel saysthat Pure Being "is aso not
unequal relatively to another." (82) This double negative should be read to mean
that there is no other, not that there is an other to which Pure Being is "not
unequal .



human intell ects.? "Whatever is conceivable is conplex."?” But you
may object, "I amsitting here thinking about Pure Being. How can
Hegel cl aimthese things cannot be thought?"28

Hegel woul d respond here that you are thinking, but this is
inconsistent with the rules of Pure Being.

Pure Knowing . . . has sublated [i.e., erased] all reference to an
other . . . ; it is without any distinction and as thus

di stinctionless, ceases itself to be know edge; what is present is
only simple immediacy . . . ; being and nothing el se, without any
further specification and filling. (69)

Thus, Pure Being as such precludes an Other who thinks. This neans
you, of course.?®

|f Pure Being were really here before us (and not just in our
t houghts) we woul d be obliterated--sucked in. |Indeed, the very fact
that we are thinking at all is proof that Pure Being is not before
us. Rather, it is apparent that Pure Being has already passed into
Pure Not hi ng, and Pure Not hing has al ready passed right back into
Pure Being. This follows because, as we have said, being and nothing
are the same. All we have is this nodul ati on back and forth. Neither
Pure Being nor Pure Nothing is ever before us.

Because we think, Pure Being and Pure Nothing have |ong since
passed on. This is a good thing, given their propensity for
obliteration. Relevant here is Hegel's remark: "the need to occupy

% See LESSER LOGIC, supra note 9, § 80 (Pure Being "is not to befelt, or
perceived by sense, or pictured in theimagination."). Relative to thisimplication is
the objection of John Burbidge: "Even to refer to it as an immediacy is to introduce
areflective contrast with mediation." BURBIDGE, supra note 25, at 38. Hegel himself
will make this very point in the Philosophy of Right. Hewill useit to derive the
existence of property, which the person expropriates. That is, if the person starts
off as"autonomous," he isindeterminate. But such an indeterminacy implies that
"determinacy" exists. This determinacy is "not the subject” and therefore eligible
to be expropriated by the subject. GEORG W.F. HEGEL, ELEMENTS OF THE
PHILOSOPHY OF RIGHT § 34 Addition (Allen W. Wood trans. 1993); see generally
David Gray Carlson, How to Do Things With Hegel, 78 Tex. L. Rev. 1377 (2000).

2" HARRIS, supra note7, at 78.

2 Thisis an especially poignant question because later, as we shall see, Hegel
criticizes Kant's discovery that we can know nothing of the thing in itself--the
object beyond phenomenal experience of it. Hegel's point is that Kant knows al!
about the thing in itself because he is naming it and describing its properties.
Likewise, we are entitled to know why we can't think Pure Being.

2 AsWilliam Maker putsit, "given what consciousness instantiates, we can see
that its suspension is specifically, indeed, preeminently relevant to the beginning
of presuppositionless science." William Maker, Beginning, in ESSAYSON HEGEL'S
LoaIC 36 (George di Giovanni ed., 1990).



oneself with pure thought presupposes that the human spirit nust
al ready have travelled a long road . . . " (34) In other words, self-
consci ous, thinking entities are nmuch, nmuch further down the road
than Pure Being. Yet, inevitably, we are the audience that w tnesses
t he unfolding of Logic. Naturally, we have to admt that we are
advanced, thinking beings, engaged in the archeol ogy of our own
bei ng. 3°

Hegel reserves the phrase "for us" to indicate that he is
breaking faith with the strict |logical progression in order to speak
to his audi ence. When Hegel describes sonmething "for us,"” he is |ike
a prologue in a Shakespeare play. The audi ence can hear the prol ogue,
but the players are oblivious. Thus, "for us,"” Pure Being can be
t hought--here we are doing it. But "for itself,"” Pure Being will not
suffer us to contenplate it.3

% This s the fundamental objection of Dieter Henrich: by negating mediation,
Hegel implicitly appealsto the logic of consciousness (i.e., Reflection). See
HENRICH, supra note 20, at 80. Professor William Maker responds that such a
criticism overlooks the role that the Phenomenology played in negating mediation.
Pure Being is before us because it was the result of the Phenomenology, in which
consciousness negated itself and disappeared into the concept of Pure Knowing.

M AKER, supra note 17, at 95-96. Maker distinguishes between (1) areconstruction
of the opening transitions, which "involve areference to the exclusion of
reflection," and (2) the actual logical steps. Id. at 260-61 n.18. The reflective aspect
of the reconstruction (that which is"for us") does not mean that, for itself; the
Logic appeals, in its opening steps, to the logic of Reflection. "So, if a
reconstruction finds 'reflection present as negated,’ thisis perfectly in accord with
Hegel's claims about the beginning of the logic as arising out of the sublation of
mediation." 7d. at 261 n.18.

Such criticisms--Hegel appeals to concepts not yet established--
apparently date back to 1812, when the Science of Logic first appeared. BUTLER,
supra note 4, at 28. Of such critiques, Butler writes:

[H]ermeneutic self-alienation into a transcended definition of the

absolute does not require that we abstract from all we know. It

requires only that we project ourselves out of our
own definition (or nondefinition) of the absolute . . . and that we alow that
definition to analyze and critiqueitself . . . [I]t isfair to comment before the
deduction of determinate being that quality is not quantity, and before the
deduction of essence that being in general is not essence. Y e, precisely for this
reason, the fact that pure indeterminate being becomes determinate, that quality
becomes quantity, or that being in general becomes essence comes as a dialectical
surprise.

Id.

81 An example of what is"for us:" "being has.. . . shown itself in becoming to be
only amoment--a sublated, negatively determined being; but it is such for us in
our reflection, itisnot yet posited assuchinitsown self." (110) Here Hegel bresks
character and speak to his audience much like a sports announcer who is not part
of the game and who "announces' the game to the observing audience.



Several of the "remarks" follow ng "The Unity of Being and

Not hi ng" are designed precisely to warn readers of the rules of Pure

Being. In the presence of Pure Being, there can be no determ nate

bei ng that thinks. Any attenpt to snmuggle in thought (or any other

"determ nate being") is, so far, illegitimte. 32
B. Pure Nothing

The proposition that Being and Nothing is the same seens so
paradoxi cal to the inmgination or understanding, that it is
perhaps taken for a joke . . . No great expenditure of wit is
needed to nake fun of the nmaxi mthat Being and Nothing are the
sane . . . If Being and Nothing are identical . . . it follows
that it nakes no difference whether ny hone, ny property, the air

| breathe, this city, the sun, the law, mnd, God, are or are not
33

Pure Being has changed of its own accord to Pure Nothing. When

it did so, it brought all its (sparse) properties with it. Thus,

Pur e

Being was self-identical--equal to itself. So, then, is Pure Nothing.

"[1]t is sinply equality with itself . . . ; absence of al
determ nation and content." (82)
To illustrate Pure Nothing, we place a second circle to the

ri ght side of the page. The right side of the page represents
not hi ngness, just as the left side represents being.

Insert Figure 1(b) here (located at the end)
Pure Nothing

Of Pure Not hing, Hegel remarks:
In so far as intuiting or thinking can be mentioned here, it

counts as a distinction whether sonething or nothingis intuited .
(82)

Of course, pure thinking cannot be nmentioned here. Pure Being and

Pure Not hing do not permt distinctions of any nere objects. Thinking

st ands opposed both to Pure Being and Pure Not hi ng. Hegel thus
inplies that you literally cannot think it at all! If you have a
t hought, you have already trafficked in distinction and have not

%2 Thus, Clark Butler warns that Pure Being is not to be confused with
"[u]niversal being as a proposition of everything." BUTLER, supra note 4, at 28.
Universal being presupposes that things have properties other than being. Pure
Being must be more radically conceived as blotting out the possibility of any other
properties--or of thingsin general.

33 LESSER LOGIC, supra note 9, § 88.



foll owed the prem ses of Pure Being.?3*

Nevert hel ess, Hegel wi shes to break character and speak "for
us," to remnd us that we probably believe that "sonething" is
different from nothing. |Indeed, what could be nore radically
different from pPure Being than Pure Nothing? Yet, paradoxically, they
are the sane!

Still speaking out of character, Hegel sounds the note of an
i mportant slogan: nothing is, after all, sonmething. Nothing is--a
paradox! According to Hegel, "To intuit or think nothing has,

t herefore, a neaning; both [being and nothing] are distinguished and
thus nothing is (exists) in our intuiting or thinking." (82) That
Not hing is--this paradox reflects the claimthat there is no

di fference between Pure Bei ng and Pure Not hing. 3°

C. Becoming
1. The Unity of Being and Nothing

We started with Pure Being but it changed to Pure Nothing. The
two noments would seemto be the npst opposite of opposites, yet we
could not hold them apart.

In this formul ati on, the concept of change "as such" can be
"di stinguished" fromits predecessors, Pure Being and Pure Nothing.
This change is a "conplex" entity. It nmediates Pure Bei ng and Pure
Not hi ng, and simultaneously is different fromthem Hence, focusing
on the nodul ati on of Pure Being into Pure Nothing (and back again),
we have introduced the very idea of distinction.

3 The reader may now think that we can never proceed beyond Pure Being
because, init, we are obliterated. Thisistrue. Our relation to Pure Being is
ambiguous. We are thinking the unthinkable. Furthermore, we can only borrow on
advanced concepts--such as human beings who think and who stand over against
Pure Being in violation of Pure Being's rules--to move the process along. | think
Hegel admits this, from time to time, as we shall see. On Hegel's borrowing of
advanced idess to explicate the absolutely smple, see Erroll E. Harris, 4 Reply to
Philip Grier,in ESSAYSON HEGEL'S LoGIC 80 (George di Giovanni ed., 1990).

35 William Maker has an interesting take on the identity and difference of Pure
Being and Pure Nothing. To think indeterminateness, he writes, requires the
thinking of a contrast. Indeterminateness is thus made determinate by a contrast.
But no determinacy is invested in indeterminateness simply because
indeterminatenessisbeing thought. Therefore, the determinacy of
indeterminateness introduced by thought is nothing at all. Hence, by thinking of
Pure Being, we are thinking Pure Nothing. M AKER, supra note 17, at 111.



Insert Figure 1(c) here (located at the end)
Becoming

Of Bei ng and Not hi ng, Hegel remarks:

they are not undi stingui shed fromeach other . . . they are
absolutely distinct, and yet that they are unseparated and

i nsepar abl e and that each imredi ately vanishes in its opposite.
(83)

This means that we--the audience for whomthe Logic perforns--

contenplate the first two steps and we notice that, being t
they are distinct fromeach other. Yet the two steps could
hel d apart. The one changed into the other and back again.

wo st eps,
not be
We witness

a kind of nodul ati on between the difference of the two poles and we
simul taneously witness their perfect identity. The fact that we

noti ce novenent allows us to produce Figure 1(c). 36

In short, Hegel's logic, fromthe beginning, is a play
(a) pure stasis, (b) pure movement, and, in addition, (c) t
of stasis and novenent.3 Becoming is the first nanme of that

% Relevant hereis Erroll Harris's point that Pure Being does not mediate Pure
Nothing. Nor isthe reverse true. What is happening in Figure 1(b) is mere
transition. "[E]ach isimplicitly . . . what it becomes, but thisimplication is not yet
explicit ... " HARRIS, supra note 7, at 98.

37 See BURBIDGE, supra note 25, at 41 ("In other words the double process by
which being vanishesinto nothing and nothing vanishesinto being itself
vanishes and leaves a tranquil but comprehensive result") (footnote omitted); see
also HARRIS, supra note 7, at 95 ("Their unity is thus a perpetual oscillation, a
perpetual timeless activity or discursus, which requires the self-identity of each,
their mutual opposition and their mutual identity, all at once").

3 Clark Butler derives Determinate Being by different means--one that does not
emphasize stasis and movement. According to Professor Butler, Pure Being is
indeterminate. It istherefore nothing in particular. If being is"to be," it must
therefore must be something in particular. Pure Being, operating at a different level
from particular properties, implies that particular properties do exist. Furthermore,
now that "determinacy" exists, we can, ex posteriori, confirm that its opposite--
indeterminacy--exists. BUTLER, supra note 4, at 32-33.

Thisline of argument exploits the position of "for us" in adightly
different way. "We" can't think the indeterminate. Therefore, since we can think,
there must be a determinate being to account for it, which in turn implies the
validity of indeterminate being. In this line of reasoning, the thinker projects herself
beyond herself "back into the most abstract (least self-differentiated) definition”
and retravels the "path by which our conemporary defintiion of the absolute
reconstitutesitself." Id. at 34. By this means of projection, the definition of Pure
Being defeats itsalf.

Notice that this line of reasoning dispenses with the distinction between
statis and movement, to which Hegel directly refers.

bet ween
he unity
unity. 38



Time. OF this failure to hold the poles of Being and Not hi ng
apart, Hegel says: "being does not pass over but has passed over--
into nothing." (82-83) This remark has a tenporal flavor to it. Since
Pure Being noves of its own accord, it already noved into Pure
Not hi ng (and Pure Not hi ng has already noved into Pure Being). W can
never observe it now because it "always al ready" happened. *®

Here is a good "time" to warn readers about the concept of
"time." Logic does not occur in time. The logical relations are quite
atenporal in nature.* We, the human beings in the audi ence, however,
do live in a world of time. "For us," the Logic does indeed take tine
to unfol d--perhaps years or even a lifetime, or never if we never get
around to it. If we decide to spend our tinme studying the Science of
Logic, we catch a glinpse of what is not simlarly finite but is
atenporal . % In other words, every step in the Logic occurs
sinmul taneously with every other step. Everything is "present." The
"time" it takes to acconplish the steps is brought to the table by
finite thinking beings.*

%9 Always already" is aphrase that Hegel does not use but is much favored by
postmodernism. It denotes what Kant might call a"condition of possibility." That
is, when something always already istrue, the truth isakind of ever-present,
transcendenta principle. E.g., DrucillaCornell, Rethinking the Beyond of the Real,
16 CARDOZO L. REV. 729, 728 (1995) ("This becoming space of time and the
becoming time of spaceis aways already under say, as soon as anything 'is").

“ Burbidge points out that time never qualifies as alogical moment; rather,
Hegel's theorizing about time occursin his Philosophy of Nature, the second part
to his Encyclopedia. John Burbidge, Concept and Time in Hegel, 12 DIALOGUE 403,
409 (1973). Inthe Philosophy of Nature, Hegel remarks. "Time. . . has no power
over the Concept, nor is the Concept in time or temporal; on the contrary, it isthe
power over time, which is this negativity only qua externality." HEGEL'S
PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE § 258 (A.V. Miller trans., 1970). Later, we shall see that
Hegel equates time, space and even the ego as the same thing--Pure Quantity. See
ch. 4.

4 According to William Desmond:

Hegel aso clamsthat thelogica categories, while not simple
historical products, manifest themselvesintime. .. The
categories are not temporal products simply and hence
philosophy cannot be reduced to historicism. But while the
categories are not temporal products simply, they render
possible the temporal production of historical intelligibility.

WILLIAM DESMOND, BEYOND HEGEL AND DIALECTIC: SPECULATION, CULT, AND
COMEDY 60 (1992).

“2 Burbidge, explicating Hegel's psychological theory from the Philosophy of
Mind, suggests that, when we pay attention to a thing, we add time and space to
that thing. Timeis later annulled by thought, however. See BURBIDGE, supra note



Nevert hel ess, As M chael Kosock has enphasized, the very idea
of negation, in which Dialectical Reason trafficks, refers to a past.
If | say that Being is not, | am al so saying Being once was, because
a negation always works on sone positive entity that preceded us.*
Di al ectical Reason remembers, and so there is a kind of fantasy tine-
-not to be confused with chronological time--at work in the Logic.

Movement. We now have before us a mddle term Becom ng.
Becomi ng represents nmovenent. * Mvenment can be perceived only
because it has as background the static, passive non-novenent of Pure
Bei ng and Pure Not hing. The novenent we see is the illusion of a
nmovie. A novie is sinply a series of still photographs run at very
fast speed. The pictures thenselves do not actually nmove. Simlarly,
Beconming is a filmconsisting of two still photos--Pure Being and
Pur e Not hi ng.

Yet as we contenplate this pure novenent, we "freeze" it in a
t hought. Becom ng therefore has a dual nature. It arises as the
rel ati on between Pure Being and Pure Nothing. As a relation, it is
composed of sinpler parts. It is a conplex entity. In this capacity,
Becom ng noves. But when we think of Becom ng as such, we freeze it,

25, at 11-21; see also GEORG W.F. HEGEL, HEGEL'S PHILOSOPHY OF M IND & 448
(William Wallace, A.V. Miller trans. 1971). Timeisfound in nature and in "redlity,"
not in thought. Burbidge, Concept and Time, supra note 40, at 4009.

Erroll Harris makes some interesting remarks about the relation of
Becoming and time. Harris quotes Adolph Trendelenburg, a 19th century
German critic of Hegel, who accused Hegel of smuggling "time" into the system
along with Becoming. Harris acquits Hegel of the charge and writes:

Time presupposes becoming; becoming does not presuppose
time. Time does not become, and in pure time there is neither
change nor movement, for it is change that generates time and
not vice versa . .. [T]imeisbut the measure of change.

HARRIS, supra note 7, at 96. It may be noted that "time" is never made an official
category of the Science of Logic. Hegel will later equate time with Pure Quality. See
chapter 4.

3 Michael Kosok, The Formalization of Hegel's Dialectical Logic: Its Formal
Structure, Logical Interpretation and Intuitive Foundation, in HEGEL: A
COLLECTION OF CRITICAL ESSAYS 237, 250 (1972). Kosok writes of the Logic as"a
temporal logic." Id. at 256. But "tempora" cannot be taken in the Newtonian sense-
-only in the fantasy sensein which logical concepts precede and follow each other
in akind of omnipresence.

4 The use of the term "movement" has been criticized. Hartnack, supra note 22,
at 14, 18. Undoubtedly the term is unfortunate if it is taken to imply the dislocation
of tangible objects over time. | use the term here because it isafamiliar concept,
but | intend, if that is possible, movement in a nontemporal sense. "Movement" is
simply the contrary to stasis. It stands for instability of aconcept. (Hartnack
prefers "process’ to movement.) In any case Hegel use the term (90), and sodo I.



so that it does not nove.

Thi s paradox of rendering novenent static is a necessity of
whi ch nodern physics is nuch aware. Physics now teaches that a
phenonmenon cannot "be" and be perceived or neasured at the sane tine.
Such a principle is present in Becomng. It noves and yet it does not
nove. ¥ We cannot focus on these nmonments sinultaneously. Yet each
side of Becom ng is inadequate to the whole. The concept of Becom ng
is in a deep state of contradiction.

Conventions. At this point, | would like to return to ny
expository conventions, sone of which | have already introduced.
These will be the conventions for all future discussion. They wl|

serve to provide sonme nuch needed visual aids for the explication to
fol | ow.

All mddle terns (such as Becom ng) are made up of three
circles. The first of these will enphasize the positive, qualitative
side. It leans to the left side of the page. The second term
enphasi zes the negative side. It leans to the right side of the page.
Since the negative of sonething always presupposes a sonething to
negat e,  the negative nonent is always a double, "dia-Ilectical" one.
Finally, the two dialectically opposed entities are reconciled by a
m ddl e term which always contains a surplus (i.e., the whole is
al ways greater than the parts).4 To illustrate the | ogical progress,
we shall place the positive side to the left of the page and the
negative side to the right. In the above description of Beconm ng, we
t hus place Pure Being to the left, Pure Nothing to the right, and
Becomi ng as the mddle term The m ddle term al ways contains materi al

45 STEPHEN W. HAWKING, A BRIEF HISTORY OF TIME 53-61 (1988); Kosok, supra
note 43, at 256-57.

6 BURBIDGE, supra note 25, at 54. Thiswill become avital point for the notion of
Reflection. See chapter 10.

4" Non-Hegelians will recognize in Understanding, Dialectical Reason, and
Speculative Reason the triad of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis. Of this more
familiar triad, Allen Wood writes:

The regrettable tradition of expounding this themein the
Hegelian dialectic through the grotesque jargon of "thesis,"
"antithesis," and "synthesis" began in 1837 with Heinrich Moritz
Chalybéus, a bowdlerizer of German idealist philosophy, whose
ridiculous expository devices should have been forgotten along
with hisname. . . [T]o my knowledge, it is never used by Hegel,
not even once, for this purpose or for any other. The use of
Chalybaus's terminology to expound the Hegelian dialectic is
nearly always an unwitting confession that the expositor has
little or no firsthand knowledge of Hegel.

ALLEN W. WOOD, HEGEL'S ETHICAL THOUGHT 3-4 (1990).



t hat exceeds what is provided by the two extrenes. This excess
guarantees that the dialectic progress grows in conplexity and
sophi stication with each step.“

The three terns, taken together, formthe shape of a Borronean
Knot .

The Borromean Knot

These three overl apping circles produce seven distinct areas. The
areas marked [1, 2, 7] are static.* These portions do not suffer
fromoverlap. The areas marked [2, 4, 5, 6] are dynam c. These areas
have two natures, being subjected to nore than one jurisdiction. (The
one marked [4] is subject to all three jurisdictions. Only [4] is
present in every single step of the Science of Logic. Later, we wll
see that [4] is what Hegel calls "being-within-self.")?%0

In the real m of being, Logic progresses by contenplating the
nm ddl e term (Beconming, in the Borronmean Knot). This is a dynanic
unity between two things--being and nothing--but it is |ikew se an
"i nmmedi acy"--sonet hi ng taken as not dependent on another thing--a
self-identical concept. This self-identity is marked as [7] in the
Borronean Knot .

In the first step, we dethrone the mddle termfromits centra
position by "abstracting” the "imrediate" part of it [7], suppressing
its nmediated part, shifting this nutilated entity over to the |eft of
the page. This first contenplation is called the Understandi ng--the
intuition which "imedi ately" perceives a concept as an unconpli cated
entity.>?

“8 See BURBIDGE, supra note 25, at 44 ("As a synthesis something new is added;
the new conception does not follow analytically from the preceding terms.");
Winfield, supra note 21, at 50 ("[S]elf-thinking thought is synthetic in that each
new category is not contained in those that precede it.").

“9 From now on, numbersin brackets, e.g., [7]--refer to the spaces set forth in the
Borromean Knot.

%0 seech. 2.

51 See LUCIO COLLETTI, M ARXISM AND HEGEL 9 (Lawrence Garner trans., 1973)
("Philosophy has adopted, Hegel states, the point of view of the'intellect’ [i.e., the
Understanding], the principle of non-contradiction or of the mutual exclusion of
opposites").



The Understanding

This shift to the left ("Understanding”) is oblivious to the nedi ated
structure of concepts.> "The understandi ng determines and hol ds the
determ nations fixed." (28)°% Understanding is what passes as "conmmon
sense." (45) Here you have "the sensible and true avouch" of your own
eyes. ® Thus, the unnedi ated portion of the Borromean Knot [7]
beconmes a self-identical entity [1] like that in Figure One, because
t he i mmedi acy of the concept is taken as the whole truth of it. The
Understanding, in its stupidity, presents the dynam c concept as
static.®

Di al ectical Reason, however, renmenbers the history of the
concept. The i mmedi ate concept (Determ nate Being) was nedi ated after
all, and the understanding has nerely isolated the affirmative
exi stent part of the concept--the side of being. The Understandi ng
has sinply ignored the negative conponent that dialectic reasoning is
able to conprehend. Hence, as a second step, over on the right we
pl ace the negative nonent of the concept.

52 Accordingly, Burbidge emphasizes that the Understanding does not explicitly
"abstract" a part from the whole. It thinks it has grasped the whole as a self-
identity. BURBIDGE, supra note 25, at 42.

%8 See also LESSER LOGIC, supra note 9, § 80 ("The logic of mere understanding
isinvolved in speculative logic, and can at will be dicited from it, by the simple
process of omitting the dialectical and 'reasonable’ element"). Both Burbidge and
Harris think that the Understanding distinguishes as well as abstracts. John
Burbidge suggests: BURBIDGE, supra note 25, at 39 ("Understanding isto define [a
new category] more clearly and distinguish it from other concepts."); see also id. a
44; HARRIS, supra note 7, at 37 ("it has two main characteristics, which are
intimately connected with each other,
abstraction and sharp, rigid distinction™). | do not see Understanding's function as
connected with distinction. Understanding is the move that accepts self-identity.
Difference isthe hallmark of Dialectical Reason. See infra text accompanying notes
54-56. The Understanding, after all, is a proposed theory of the Absolute, taken as
asaf-identity. If it isthis, then nothing remains for the Understanding to
distinguish. To be sure, when the Understanding turns from cosmological
philosophy to lesser concerns, it distinguishes all the time. But its function in the
Science of Logic, it seemsto me, isto interpret all of being, in which case nothing
is ever distinguished.

> William Shakespeare, Hamlet Act 1 scene 1.

5 Understanding therefore "abstracts’ a part and calls it the whole. Thus,
abstraction is primarily defined as the 'drawing out' from the concrete whole of
some partial element, which is then considered, or assumed to be, self-sufficient,
and held in isolation from the rest." HARRIS, supra note 7, at 80.



Dialectical Reason

This is the step of Dialectical Reason. "[R]eason is negative and
dialectical, because it resolves the determ nations of the
understanding into nothing." (28) It "negates what is sinple.” (28)
As its nanme suggests, dialectical reasoning always reads double. A
positive concept always |eaves out (and thereby always inplies) its
opposite, which Dialectical Reason insists on making explicit.?5®
Di al ectic reasoning introduces dynam sm -a nodul ati on between the two
sides.® That is, one side is always becom ng the other. What is true
of one side is always true of its opposite side.

Thus, in the last part of chapter 1, we will contenpl ate
Beconmi ng, formerly a nmddle term The Understandi ng wrenches
i medi acy from Becom ng and pulls it to the left.

Coming-to-be®®

On the left, the accent is on being [1].°% Becom ng "becomes" Com ng-
to-Be--one of the two terns that make up Becom ng. So conceived,
Becom ng is taken according to conmon sense. It has started from
not hi ng and has "conme into being. "5

% Earlier, we said, "nothing is, after al, something." Because nothing is on the
right side of the page, it always stands over against some simple being on the left
side of the page.

5" LESSER LOGIC, supra note 9, § 81 Addition ("Wherever there is movement,
wherever thereislife, wherever anything is carried into effect in the actua world,
there Didecticisat work.").

%8| do not interpret Hegel's distinction of coming-to-be as an official step in the
Logic. Rather, Hegel is simply discussing aspects of Becoming without moving the
process along. See BURBIDGE, supra note 25, at 41 (coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be
"define the process of becoming more precisely"). For this reason, Hegel later can
announce that Something (the second "official" middle term) is the first negation of
the negation. If | were to make "ceasing-to-be" an official step, then Determinate
Being would have been the first negation of the negation. Cf. HARRIS, supra note 7,
at 99-100 (assuming that Determinate Being is separate from Becoming); CHARLES
TAYLOR, HEGEL 233 (1975).

% Theidea of "accent" on being comes from Hegel himself: "Both [being and
nothing] are determinate being, but in reality as quality with the accent on being,
the fact is concealed that it contains determinateness and therefore also
negation. Consequently, redlity is given the value only of something positive from
which negation, limitation and deficiency are excluded." (111)

% Inthe Lesser Logic, Hegel psychoanalyzes the Understanding and itsinitial
leftwing anxiety in favor of Being:

If the opposition in thought is stated in thisimmediacy as



But Becom ng has the second aspect of starting from being and
endi ng at nothing--"ceasing to be" or death. Dialectical Reason
remenbers history. It concedes Understanding' s point that Nothing
turns into Being. But it enbarrasses the Understandi ng by pointing
out that the opposite was just as true. Being turned into nothing. It
"ceased to be." Dialectical Reason thus intercedes to point out that
t he Understanding has left out the negative side of the account.
Hence, we can place "ceasing to be" over on the right and we could
consider it together with "comng to be.™

Coming-to-be and Ceasing-to-be®!

Di al ectical reasoning, however, is too clever by half. It
creates a duality and a nodul ati on between the extrenes. But in doing
so, it actually replicates the error of the Understandi ng. That is,

Di al ectical Reason sees double, but to see double it poses a second
abstract entity as opposite to the first [3]. This second extrene is
in fact quite the sanme thing as the "understood" entity [1] that

Di al ectical Reason thinks it is criticizing.?®2

Being and Nothing, the shock of its nullity is too great not to
stimulate the attempt to fix Being and secure it against the
transition into Nothing. With this intent, reflection has recourse
to the plan of discovering some fixed predicate for Being, to mark
it off from Nothing. Thuswe find Being identified with what
persists amid all change, with matter, susceptible of innumerable
determinations--or even, unreflectingly, with a single existence,
any chance object of the senses or of the mind. But every
additional and more characterization causes Being to lose that
integrity and simplicity it hasin the beginning. Only in, and by
virtue of this mere generality isit Nothing, something
inexpressible, whereof the distinction from Nothing isamere
intention or meaning.

LESSER LoGIC, supra note 9, 8 87. In short, the Understanding fears its own death
and wishes to fix its preservation in a unified proposition about the past truths it
has been compelled to accept.

&1 Once again, thisis not an official step of the Logic, for reasons stated supra in
n.57. Burbidge usefully renames these stages as perishing and genesis. BURBIDGE,
supra note 25, at 41.

62 Slavoj Zi7 ek calls this oppositional determination--when the universal,
common ground of the two opposites 'encounters itself' in its oppositional
determination. S AVOJ Z 1ZEK, TARRYING WITH THE NEGATIVE: KANT, HEGEL, AND
THE CRITIQUE OF IDEOLOGY 132 (1993). ZiZ ek gives as an example the political party
that criticizes the other party for acting out of partisanship. In this critique, the
critic meetsitself in its criticism and is doing the very thing it criticizes. Likewise,
dialectical reasoning accuses the understanding of resting on abstraction when it
too rests on abstraction.



Thi s deserves enphasis, because we have before us the
qui ntessential nmove from Essence, the m dpoint of the Logic.
Di al ectic Reason has in effect "posited" itself. Speaking from|[2] it
has said, "We're not. We concede that [1] is. But we [2, 3] are not."
Notice that, in a sense, [2] is the voice of Understanding itself--
its negative, suppressed voice.® Yet when it speaks up against [1],
[2] clainms autonony from|[1l]. This autonony is represented by [3].
Therefore, in its negativity, [3] has created itself by
di stinguishing itself from|[1l]. The notor of the distinction was [2].
(I'f you followed the argunent in this paragraph, then you will have
no trouble followng the very difficult argunent in Essence--nine
chapters hence.) 5

Di al ectical Reason therefore only produces a nodul ati on between
two identical extremes. We have a kind of autismthat gets us
nowher e, because drawing attention to the |lack in understanding
nmerely replicates the understanding's own error. That is,
Understanding's error was the claimto self-identity [1]. But now
Di al ecti cal Reason has made the sane error [3].

Oppositional determination also means that Hegel's entire system could
be viewed as atriad (Understanding, Dialectical Reason, speculative unity) or asa
quadrad. In thetriadic case, Dialectical Reason is taken according to its self-
perception--singular and self-identical. In the quadratic case, Dialectical Reason is
counted twice from the perspective of Speculative Reason, which sees Dialectical
Reason as self-adienated. S AVOJ Z1ZEK, THE TICKLISH SUBJECT: THE ABSENT
CENTRE OF POLITICAL ONTOLOGY 79-80 (1999).

8 As John Burbidge characterizes the process, we start with the Understanding
inits contemplation of Pure Being. It changes to Pure Nothing. Pure Nothing is
likewise the product of the Understanding. The modulation between them is thus
the "sequential” work of the Understanding. BURBIDGE, supra note 25, at 42.
Perhaps a better way of putting it: in the double aspect of Dialectical Reason, a
second act of Understanding is always present. Dialectical Reason must
"understand” the nothingness it has produced.

% Inthe Lesser Logic, Hegel complainsthat Dialectical Reason is seen as"an
adventitious [i.e., added from the outside] art which for very wantonness
introduces confusion and a mere semblance of contradiction." LESSER LOGIC, supra
note 9, § 81(2). In Hegel's view, Dialectical Reason is quite immanent to
the concept under analysis. Alsoin the Lesser Logic, Hegel indicates that the realm
of the predicate "is," which conjoins two concepts,

and the shape which dialectic takes in them . . . is a passing over
into another. This further determination, or specialization, is at

once aforth-putting and . . . adisengaging of the notion implicit

in being; and at the same time the withdrawing of being inwards,

its sinking deeper into itself.

1d. 884. Thislast passage supports the idea that, when [2] speaks the language of
dialectic, it immediately passes over into an other--[3].



Specul ati ve Reason wisely intervenes to stop the nodul ati ng
nonsense. Specul ative Reason is |like a parent nedi ating between
squabbl i ng siblings. Specul ative Reason notices that Understandi ng
fell into error by suppressing or expelling the negative aspect of
itself. Its younger brother, Dialectical Reason, exploited this
fault, but it only replicated a negative version of Understanding's
own fault. This other extreme [3], shares thus an identity with the
understood extreme [1]. [3] |ikew se suppresses its own negative [2],
an act which understanding is now |ikewi se permtted to exploit. Each
si de cannot account for its lack by itself. But Specul ati ve Reason
has noticed it and is able to bring forth this lack into the |ight of
day, show ng that each side has a surplus--its own lack [2] which was
beyond itself and hence a surplus. In short, the surplus [7] is the
negative expelled material in [1] and [3].°®°

Specul ati ve Reason is the only nonment that brings forth the
truth that, between the two extrenes--[1], [3]--there is difference.
This difference, which is now expressed as [7], is the surplus and
constitutes extra content--a static addition to the dynam c
opposi tion.® Specul ati ve Reason therefore, working only with the
materials inplied by the extrenmes, produces a new nmddle term Its
name is Determ nate Being--the subject matter of Chapter 2.

Determinate Being as
Speculative Reason®’

In ternms of our Borronmean Knot, the mddle termis both dynamc
[2, 4, 6] and static [7]. When we consider the parts [2, 4, 6], it is
dynam c--a ceasel ess nodul ati on of birth and death. When we consi der
t he dynam ¢ nodul ation as "as such"--a mddle term-we "nane" the
activity and thereby add a static dinmension to the dynam c parts.

This static equilibrium[7] in turn will be "understood"” when it is
shifted to the left and nade into a new self-identical concept, which
wi |l occur in chapter 2.

Specul ati ve Reason therefore adds the surplus of [7]. This is
why we can call it speculative. [7] is reason's "return on

i nvestnent"--the beyond of what was invested in the earlier steps.
Specul ative Reason's act is the act of "synthesis"--the process of
joining different representations to each other, and of conprehendi ng

8 Burbidge sees Speculative Reason as containing three separate steps. It
develops the relation that unifies the extremes (synthesis). Then it names (or
positivizes) the relation (mediation). Then it integrates the whole in a simple unity.
BURBIDGE, supra note 25, at 44.

6 See Z1ZEK, TARRYING WITH THE NEGATIVE, supra note 62, at 122-23.

57| am not here drawing an official step of the Logic. Determinate Being is
simply another name for Becoming. See supran. 57.



their diversity in one convenient cognition.® Synthesis does not
affirmthe identity of the extrenmes. It affirns their difference as
such (which, paradoxically, is the same identical |l ack in each of the
subordinate terns).

O, in yet other ternms, synthesis shows that the two
identities--[1] and [3]--are nerely subspecies in a higher system
Hence, what gets added is the higher system. Thus, Specul ative Reason
forever raises the earlier points to a higher level.’™ This increase
is shown in [7]. It is the progressive step that proves that the
whol e is more than the sumof its parts. Specul ative Reason is the
step of universality, which can be seen as the negative unity (or
synthesis) of the parts. The unity is negative precisely because the
unity is not to be found in the parts. It nmust be added (:i.e.
positivized).

The convention we have devel oped of noving the mddle termto
the left, generating its opposite and then deriving a new niddle
term ™ is designed to represent the novenent of Spirit in expelling

its dependence on ot herness--something that Spirit will not
successfully achieve until chapter 3 of Quality. By nmoving the m ddle
termto the left, the bias, for the nonment, is in favor of "being"

over negation or death. This is the bias of intuition, which takes
things in their imrediacy and wi shes not to think about the finitude
of its puny ideas. This bias, however, will change when we reach
Essence in the tenth chapter of the Science of Logic.’?

8 IMMANUEL KANT, CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON 60 (J.M.D. Meiklejohn trans.
1990).

8 7i7 ek callsthis affirmation "symbolization" of imaginary opposition. Z 1ZEK,
TARRYING WITH THE NEGATIVE, supra note 62, at 124.

7 See BURBIDGE, supra note 25, at 44.

" This movement of the method has been called "the lumpy, bumpy triangular
wheel." John Burbidge, Where is the Place of Understanding?,in ESSAYS ON
HEGEL's LOGIC 180 (George di Giovanni ed., 1990). Meanwhile, Stephen Houlgate
usefully reminds us that, unlike Kant, Hegel makes no sharp distinction between
the understanding and reason. "Rather, he pointsto one activity of thinking and
shows that this activity can be more or less self-conscious." Stephen Houlgate, 4
Reply to John Burbidge, in ESSAYSON HEGEL'S LOGIC 184 (George di Giovanni ed.,
1990).

2 Thus, in the penultimate paragraph in the Doctrine of Being, Hegel remarks,
"The being of the determinations is no longer smply affirmative asin the entire
sphere of being." (384) At this point Hegel signals afundamental shift in the
attitude of the Understanding. See chapter 9.



With What Must Science Begin?

Here is a good place to retrogress and di scuss a short essay
t hat precedes the triad of Being-Nothing-Becom ng. Although ny
convention is generally to use bol d-faced subheads in strict
conformance with the order of Hegel's table of contents, | have
inserted this discussion out of order. The essay "Wth What Mist
Sci ence Begi n?" appears before chapter 1. Nevertheless, in order for
us to begin, I have chosen to first discuss the triad of being-
not hi ng-becomng in order to make the thene of this prefatory essay
nor e neani ngful .

Hegel ' s phil osophi cal goal was to devel op a presupposition-free
account of the world--a philosophy that has no "givens" and that
literally would provide its own foundations. (59) To start with an
unproved "given" is precisely to surrender to superstition:

In every other science [except logic] the subject matter and
the scientific nmethod are distingui shed fromeach other . . .

These other sciences are . . . permtted to speak of their ground
. only as prem ses taken for granted . . . Logic . . . cannot
presuppose any . . . forns . . . , for these constitute part of

its own content and have first to be established within the
sci ence. (43)

Stipulation is the eneny of philosophy, in Hegelian thought.
Stipulation is "stupid."” Yet Hegel "began"--wth i nmedi acy-as-such
(Pure Being). Hegel remarks, sensibly enough: "What phil osophy begins
with must be either mediated or immediate." (67) But which beginning
shall we "stipul ate?" He chooses i medi acy, of course, but on what
basis was he licensed to make this choice? Was it not a stipulation
that we begin at all? This is the enbarrassnent that Hegel takes up
in the essay under discussion.

Hegel admits that beginning is a presupposition,’ but he
justifies the choice of Pure Being--or Pure |Inmmedi acy--because what
is here presupposed is (much |ater) proven. (69) By this he neans
that the very |ast step of the Logic (Pure Knowl edge) w || coincide
with the first step. H's philosophy will take us in a circle. If the
beginning is also the end, then we were justified in beginning. 7’

8 Hegel names presupposition "stupid--I can find no other word for it." (41-42)

™ Or, as Clark Butler putsit, "the project of defining the absolute.. . . is certainly
presupposed.” BUTLER, supra note4, at 1.

S Professor William Maker suggests that presupposition existsin the
beginning, but it is eliminated. The beginning therefore presupposes the
elimination of the presupposition at the end of the Science of Logic. M AKER, supra
note 17, at 85-86. The outcome, however, will negate this presupposition and



Pure Know edge is the unity of Pure Mediation (or all the
medi ati ons there are) and Pure | mediacy, on the follow ng plan:

The Beginning

| f Pure Knowi ng partakes of Pure Being, then it is clear that
the very function of Pure Knowing is to break itself apart. (Hegel
calls this "direnption" of spirit into the world.)’ Thus the Logic
is a never-ending flux. Nothing is ever at rest in the system (and
yet the entire systemof flux is paradoxically at rest). Spirit goes
forth into the world (flux) and finds itself (rest).’ It thinks
(flux) and theerefore it is (rest).

"Pure know edge" will be the Absolute lIdea--the end of the
Logic. At that point, the Absolutely Inmediate will also be the
Absol utely Mediated. (72) Pure Being, then, in chapter 1 of the
Science of Logic, 1S nerely a one-sided view of Pure Know edge--the
side of immediacy. Hence, the first nove of the Logic is the
Under st andi ng, as shown above. Hegel warns that it is essential to
start in this one-sided way, because otherw se we have the result,
not the beginning. (72)78

Immanence. |f | may interrupt our discussion of "Wth What Mist
Sci ence Begin,"” it is now convenient to discuss two key ideas that,
for Hegel, are absolutely vital.

The first of these vital concepts is "i mmnence.'

| mmanence

thereby cure the system of its bad beginning.
6 PHENOMENOLOGY, supra note 14, 1 585; M URE, supra note 2, at 10.
™ Itisno surprise to read from Hegel enormous praise of Heraclitus:

The advance requisite and made by Heraclitusis the progression
from being as the first immediate thought, to the category of
becoming as the second. Thisisthe first concrete, the absolute,
asin it the unity of opposites [exists]. Thus with Heraclitus the
philosophic Ideais to be met with in its speculative form; the
Numbering of Parmenides and Zeno is abstract understanding.
Heraclitus was thus universally esteemed a deep philosopher
and even was decried as such . . . there is no proposition of
Heraclitus which | have not adopted in my Logic.

HEGEL'S LECTURES ON THE HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY 279 (E.S. Haldane and Frances
H. Simson trans., 1892).

8 Justus Hartnack suggests that "[t]he beginning point, that is, the necessary
presupposition, is our commonsense view: the world of identifiable and
reidentifiable objects." Hartnack, supra note 22, at 20. | disagree. The
Understanding abstracts from Pure Knowledge at the beginning, which seems
quite divorced from anything recognizable as common sense.



means "derived fromwithin." The only steps permtted in the Logic
are the ones that are immanent in (and thus necessitated by) the
earlier step. In the circular journey of the Science of Logic, nhoO
step is authorized unless it is conpletely derived fromthe ones

before. "[A]Jt no stage . . . should any thought-determ nati on occur
whi ch does not immediately emerge . . . that has not entered this
stage fromthe one preceding it . . . . " (40) In terms of our

conventions, [2] was the voice of Dialectical Reason. It was very
much the suppressed voice of [1] and hence i nmanent or inplicit
within [1]. Dialectical Reason nerely made express what was
previously hidden. Likew se, Specul ati ve Reason was the voice of [4].
[4] was immanent to both [1] and [ 3].

From t he requirenent of immanence, we can deduce that the
earlier steps always inply the |later ones and the |l ater steps al ways
imply the earlier ones. This directly follows fromwhat was said
earlier about "tinme." Tine does not, |ike pleated cunning, ’” unfold
in the Logic. Everything is omipresent. Hence, the Logic can go
forward or it can go backward--instantaneously. Granted, we expend
much tinme in doing so, but time is our curse--the curse of our
finitude. Logic proceeds instantaneously. In any case, since the
Logic is a circle, going forward is the same as going backward. In
either direction, we reach Pure Knowi ng, which is the same as Pure
Bei ng. 80

Thus, Hegel tends to wite sentences |ike: "[N] either being nor
nothing truly is. [T]heir truth is only becom ng." (94) Wat he neans
by this sentence is that Pure Being and Pure Nothing as such are
i nadequat e and one-sided. The |l ater step of Becomng [2] is already

inplied--is immanent--in Pure Being and Pure Nothing. The task of
phi |l osophy is to make express what otherwi se lies |atent and
unobserved. When we reach Becoming, we will have seen the truth of
the prior two steps.

Recal | that, in Becom ng, "being does not pass over but has
passed over--into nothing." (82-83) This directly illustrates

i mmanence. The truth of Pure Being (and al so of Pure Nothing) was

" "Time unfolds what pleated cunning hides." William Shakespeare, King Lear,
Act 1 scene 1.

8 Richard Winfield has remarked that, in light of this circularity, that which
Understanding calls an advance "is equally aregress toward [i.e., from] the ground
on which the development rests." Winfield, supra note 21, at 45. See also
DESMOND, supra note 41, at 181 ("Difference of directionality will not count
dialecticaly, since the two directions are different articulations of the one process
of total self-mediation™). Professor Desmond, incidentally, does not approve of the
reversibility of Hegel's dialectical system. He thinks the "other" should be held
ultimately irreducible--a position that will be criticized from time to time, when
appropriate parts of the Logic can be brought to bear to show this view to be
wrong.



Becom ng. Pure Being is always already Beconm ng. This is the sanme as
saying that Becoming is inmmanent in Pure Being. It is this inmmanence
that allows us to step forward (or backward).

Sublation. The second inportant concept | would like to
introduce is "sublation"--not a word likely to be used by non-
Hegel i ans.

Every step in the circular path of Logic is already "inmanent"”
in every other step. Fromthis it should be clear that, as we
advance, we never destroy a prior step. Rather, we preserve it. Thus,
every step contains [4], which inplies that the prior steps have
never been entirely destroyed. Yet the very idea of taking a second
step neans that we have al so negated (destroyed) the first step.
Thus, [1], [3], and [2] are expelled fromthe mddle term Yet,
because we can go backwards as well as forwards, the mddle term
al ways inplies [1], [2], and [3] in the guise of [4], [5], and [6],
even though, "as such,” the mddle termexpels them

German has a strange word: Aufgehoben. |t means sinultaneously
to preserve and to destroy (rather |like the English word "sanction”
means simultaneously to permt or to punish). Aufgehoben is a word
t hat delights Hegel,8 and it is a key idea in everything that
follows.® As we proceed, every step constitutes a "nonent" that
reveals itself to us. Every new step constitutes the creation of a
new noment and destruction of the old. Yet, because of inmmnence, the
new step inplies (or contains) the old step. The old step's truth
(its not-yet-expressed, or inplied truth) is the new step. Every step
is both destroyed and preserved. It is, and it is not--stuff by which
we shall make many a paradox.

I n English, Aufgehoben is awkwardly translated into
"subl ation."® The English termis actually fromchem stry. According
to the Shorter Oxford Dictionary, Sublation is "[a] precipitate
suspended in a liquid, especially urine."” Thanks to the English
translators of Hegel, it also refers to the destruction and
preservation of Logical nonments by the nore progressive nonent which
it generates.

Noti ce how sublation fits with Pure Being. Pure Being turned to

81"t isadelight to speculative thought to find in the language words which
have in themselves a speculative meaning; the German language has a number of
such." (107)

82t is quite the opposite in the Phenomenology. There, as consciousness
wends its path from sense certainty to Absolute Knowing, it stupidly forgets
everything that went before. JEAN HY PPOLITE, GENESISAND STRUCTURE OF HEGEL'S
PHENOMENOLOGY OF SPIRIT 227-28 (Samuel Cherniak & John Heckman trans., 1974).

8 Erroll Harris traces this translative choice to G.R.G. Mure, an Oxford
commentator from the middle of the century. HARRIS, supra note 7, at 30; see
M URE, supra note 2, at 35 ("'Sublated' will serve as atrandation™).



Pure Not hing. The nodul ation itself was Becom ng. Thanks to
subl ation, these three novenents are contained in every nonent that
follows. As Hegel explicitly recognizes:

the progress fromthat which forns the beginning is to be regarded
as only a further determnation of it, hence . . . the starting
point . . . renmmins at the base of all that follows . . . Thus the
begi nni ng of philosophy is the foundation which is present and
preserved throughout the entire subsequent devel opnent, renaining
conpletely immnent in its further determ nations. (71)

Each nonment sinultaneously is and is not, and is in the process of
becom ng sonmething el se. Realization of this contradiction is
precisely Dialectical Reasoning, as illustrated in the diagram of
"com ng-to-be" and "ceasing-to-be."

Thinking v. Being. W now return to Hegel's reflection on the
task of beginning a Logic which is supposed to be groundl ess.

Cbvi ously a beginning is grounded in our very decision to begin. The
groundedness of the beginning is an enbarrassnent that Hegel nust
overconme, if he is to produce a philosophy w thout ground.

In his introductory essay, Hegel refers to the Absolute |dea as
"Pure Knowing." Pure Knowing is said to be (sinultaneously) "absolute
i mmedi acy" and "sonething absolutely nediated."” That is, Pure Know ng
is the end of all the nediations there are--the end of the Science of
Logic itself. In this sense, Pure Knowing is "absolutely" nediated.
But Pure Knowing is also the end of the circle that culm nates in the
begi nni ng. Qua begi nning, Pure Knowi ng is absolute i medi acy. No
medi ati ons have occurred at all, and hence it is "immediate."

Pure Knowing is therefore a unity of all nediations and the
pure self-identity or inmediacy of the thought of Pure Know ng. Thus,
as to beginning, we have seen Hegel note: "What phil osophy begins
with nmust be either mediated or immediate." (67) Which, however,
shall it be?

It would not suit Hegel's pedagogical intent to begin with
absolute mediation. This is the end of the journey. W are, after
all, beginning. Thus, "it is equally essential that [Pure Know ng] be
taken only in the one-sided character in which it is pure inmmediacy,
precisely because here it is the beginning.” (72) In other words,
"begi nning” inplies abstracting an elenment fromthe "end."

In discussing this act of abstracting the beginning fromthe
end, Hegel makes a subtle point. If, by beginning, we wench pure
i mmedi acy from Pure Knowi ng, then we are saying that Pure Being is
t he content of Pure Knowi ng. We are also saying that the |eftovers of
Pure Knowi ng (after content is wenched fromit through our



begi nning) is purely negative.? |In other words, to know sone thing
is a highly negative enterprise. The subject who "knows" is therefore
very negative toward the content of his thought. This dichotony

bet ween knowi ng (consci ousness) and being® is precisely what drives

t he Phenomenology along its path. The dichotony al so nakes m nceneat
of Descartes, who fampusly wote, "I think, therefore | am"8 [f you
have foll owed the above point, the "I think" is not. It is
"negative." Furthernore, the content ("I am') is not thinking
(because it is that which is thought). Wat Descartes should have
said is, "I think, therefore | amnot." O "I do not think, therefore
| am "#&

Beginning at the Beginning. Hegel has proposed to begin by
wrenchi ng Pure Being (or imediacy as such) from Pure Knowi ng. He now
addresses various other candi dates for begi nning, and finds them
want i ng.

First, instead of pulling Pure Know ng apart and starting with
the piece called Pure Imediacy, why not let it stay together as a
whol e? Hegel calls this possibility the collapse of Pure Know ng (a
conplex) into Pure Being (a sinplex). (73) In this nove, Pure Know ng
di sappears. It is obliterated by Pure Being. Indeed, obliteration is
what Pure Being specializes in.

Such a viewis rejected by Hegel because it is now inpossible
to begin. Pure Being obliterates all distinctions--including the very
i dea of beginning at all:

[1]f pure beingis . . . the unity into which know ng has
collapsed . . . then knowing itself has vanished in that unity,
| eavi ng behind no difference fromthe unity and hence nothi ng by
which the latter could be determned. Nor is there anything el se
present, any content which could be used to nake the begi nning
nore determ nate.

But the determination of being . . . for the beginning could
al so be onitted, so that the only demand woul d be that a pure

8 One could also observe about the leftoversis that they are mediation as such.
We could also say that the |leftovers are "immediate," because it can only mediate if
it has content. Y et "content" has just been taken away.

8 See MURE, supra note 2, at 8 ("Thought and being are opposites, absolute
and contradictory opposites. . .").

86 Réné Descartes, Meditations I1I: Of the Nature of the Human Mind,in THE
PHILOSOPHY OF DESCARTES 214, 227 (John Veith trans., 1901).

87 Another way of looking at the "cogito" is to emphasize the "therefore.” |
think. From this a new moment arises. "l am." Thisinterpretation of Descartes
replicates Hegel's theory of becoming--at least the version in which Pure Nothing
("1 think") because Pure Being ("1 am"). Of course, Pure Being also becomes Pure
Nothing--this is "ceasing-to-be," or dying.



begi nni ng be made. (73)

| n other words, suppose we collapse Pure Knowi ng (the Master Unity)
into Pure Being. "Coll apse” is used in a non-subl ation sense. The
collapse is total, so that distinction as such goes out of existence.
(Of course, sublation teaches that Pure Knowi ng is destroyed and
preserved.) In the case of non-sublationary collapse, we do not
wrench being out of its place in Pure Know ng.8% This step can be
omtted. All we are left with is "demand" for a begi nning. \Wose
demand? Qurs, the fully formed beings in the audi ence, who want the
show to begin!®

Taki ng up the audience's inpatient demand for a begi nning
("our™ presupposition that there nust be a start), Hegel suggests
that the audience is "without a particular object.” (73) The
begi nning is no object. The begi nning nust bring nothing to the table
(if the systemis truly to be "groundless"). The beginning "is
supposed to be . . . wholly formw thout any content; thus we should
have nothing at all beyond the general idea of a mere beginning as
such.™ (73)

Granted that "beginning" is pure formand no content, can we at
| ast begin? No. To say beginning is pure formis to say that it is
nothing. And yet it will progress. It will become something. This
means the not hi ngness of beginning--its purely formal nature--is a
cheat. Since we have begun, the pure beginning had "being” in it all
al ong. The rabbit of Being was already in the hat of beginning. That
is the only reason it could "becone" sonething: "therefore being,
too, is already contained in the beginning. The beginning . . . is
the unity of being and nothing . . . " (73) To say the same thing in
slightly different words, if we do not wench Pure Being from Pure
Knowing and if we rely on the bare thought of a beginning, we inply
that we begin from nothing, because we cannot introduce content. But
if we actually go anywhere, then we didn't really isolate Pure
Not hing after all.®% W snuggled in sone content (sonme "being"), and

8 This act of wrenching (or abstracting) being from Pure Knowing Hegel calls
"determination of being." (73)

8 William Maker takes the above passage to be alegimiate move of the Logic--
in effect, simply arestatement of the principle that one should start with Pure
Immediacy. M AKER, supra note 17, at 73-74. But | think Hegel is presenting a straw
man here. The passage rejects the non-sublationary collapse and sets the stage for
admitting that the Understanding el ects to begin the Logic, by abstracting Pure
Being from Pure Knowing.

% Hegel here seems to suggest that beginning at Pure Nothing isimpossible,
because nothing comes of nothing. Later, in Remark 1, following "The Unity of
Being and Nothing," Hegel will state that, if there is such athing as Becoming--or if
we are now something--then obviously we did not begin at Pure Nothing.



that is what really got us started.®

I n considering this analysis of beginning with the pure idea of
begi nni ng, one gets the inpression that Hegel is responding to sone
phi | osopher who thought he knew how to begin better than Hegel.
have not been able to find the phil osopher to whom Hegel is
respondi ng, ®®> but to this person Hegel defends his choice by noting

Cynthia Willett strongly argues that Hegel could have begun with Pure
Nothing instead of Pure Being. Cynthia Willett, The Shadow of Hegel's Science of
Logic, in ESSAYSON HEGEL'S LoGIC 88 (George di Giovanni ed., 1990). But the two
moments | have just referred to suggest, at a minimum, that Hegel himself disagreed
with the proposition. Willett is able to quote this passage:

[T]hat the beginning should be made with nothing (as in Chinese
philosophy) need not cause us to lift afinger, for before we
could do so this nothing would no less have converted itself into
being . . . (99-100)

Here, however, Hegel isarguing against starting at Pure Nothing. The claim
against which heisarguing isthat one should begin by abstracting everything
away. The result would then be Pure Nothing. Hegel disagrees. He thinks the result
would be Pure Being--exactly the beginning that he proposes.

Willett's suggestion is based on the fact that Pure Being and Pure
Nothing are the same thing. Hence, starting with the one is starting with the other.
But perhaps this overlooks the fact that Hegel begins with the end point--Pure
Being. If we start at Pure Nothing, we are not at the end point, unless we agree that
Pure Nothing isjust another name for Pure Being. But it isnot just another name.
Pure Nothing isdistinguishable from Pure Nothing, as Speculative Reason shows
in Figure 1(c).

Meanwhile, Erroll Harris agrees that we cannot start with Pure Nothing,
but for reasons that seem more like word-play than Logic. According to Harris, If
Pure Nothing is thought, then it is. It is Pure Being. Hence, self-honesty requires
the admission that we can only start with Pure Being. HARRIS, supra note 7, at 94.
The trouble with this point is that Pure Being can no more be thought than Pure
Nothing. Hence, it is conceivable to start with Pure Nothing--or with any other step
in the Logic. But why do so, when such advanced starting places requires
retrogression to the real starting place--Pure Being?

91 Later, Hegel comments that the beginning cannot have "determinateness’ in
it. "Determinateness’ means a unity of being and nothing. (Thus, Becoming isa
determinateness). Thus:

If being had a determinateness, then it would not be the absolute
beginning at all; it would then depend on an other and would not
beimmediate.. . . But if it isindeterminate and
hence a genuine beginning, then, too, it has nothing with which it could bridge the
gap between itself and an other; it is at the sametime the end. (94)

92 Erroll Harris seems likewise baffled as to whom Hegel refers here. HARRIS,
supra note 7, at 88.



t hat commencenent with Pure Being reaches the sane result as
commencenent with the pure idea of a beginning:

But | et those who are dissatisfied with being as a begi nni ng
because it passes over into nothing and so gives rise to the unity
of being and nothing, let themsee whether they find this
begi nni ng whi ch begins with the general idea of a beginning and
with its analysis (which, though of course correct, |ikew se |eads
to the unity of being and nothing), nore satisfactory than the
begi nning with being. (74)

Thus, both Hegel and the unidentified "beginner" produce the sane
unity of being and not hi ng.

The ego. In further exploring possible beginnings, Hegel
considers the follow ng "Cartesian" possibility: begin with the ego
that is certain of itself. (75-76) The ego, however, is the nobst
concrete of concrete things, according to Hegel.

What does "concrete" nean? By "concrete,” Hegel neans "not
sinple,” or that which is constructed of many conpl ex parts.® The
opposite of "concrete" is "abstract." (60) Abstraction is dead, but
concrete things are alive with spirit:

When [concepts] are taken as fixed determ nati ons and consequently
in their separation fromeach other and not as held together in an
organic unity, then they are dead forns and the spirit which is
their living, concrete unity does not dwell in them (48)

"Fi xed determ nations," of course, are nere abstractions.
Abstractions are enpty, but concrete things have content and are in
the process of "filling" thenselves with yet nore content. (123)°%
The Ego, then, is concrete, "the nost concrete of all things."
(76) To serve as begi nning, however, of a groundless |logic, the Ego
woul d have to purge itself of all content. It nust not be concrete,
but abstract. But if it did undergo such a purge, it would not be the
"fam liar ego" of which we are "certain,” in the Cartesian sense of
cogito ergo sum. The abstract ego would end up being Pure Know ng.
But the process of abstraction would not be a | ogical progression.
Rat her, it would be driven by the arbitrary will to create a
begi nni ng of a groundl ess phil osophy. The point is to produce Pure

% Thus, in the Lesser Logic, Hegel writes that Becoming is the first concrete
thought. LESSER LOGIC, supra note 9, at § 88 Addition.

% As William Desmond remarks, "thought not concrete is not thought at all.”
DESMOND, supra note 41, at 122. This, of course, relates to Hegel's point that pure
knowing is not knowledge at al. See supra text accompanying notes 74-77. For an
interesting essay on the various uses of the terms "abstract" and "concrete," see
Philip T. Grier, Abstract and Concrete in Hegel's Logic, in ESSAYSON HEGEL'S
LoGIC 59 (George di Giovanni ed., 1990).



Knowi ng by neans of |ogical progression. Meanwhile, the whole reason
for beginning with the ego was that it is "famliar." But only the
concrete ego (our enpirical experience of our selves) is famliar.
Abstract ego is utterly strange. Hence, it is not a suitable
begi nni ng.

The ego is unsuitable for this other reason. The ego devel ops
in opposition to an object. This is the trajectory of the
Phenomenology, Which starts with consciousness of a certain object.
Eventual |y, consci ousness di scovers that the object is its own self,
and so the consci ousness becones a sel f-consciousness. In this story,
the ego

shows that in [its] devel opnent the object has and retains the
perenni al character of an other for the ego, and that the ego
which forned the starting-point is, therefore, still entangled in
the world of appearance and is not the pure knowi ng which has . .
. overcone the opposition of consciousness. (77)

I n other words, the position of the ego is that it always faces an
"ot her." Because consciousness is always correlative to sone
object,® it beconmes a bad candidate for beginning. It is sinmply not
si npl e enough.

Beginning: An Assessment. The essay "Wth What Must Science
Begin?" is difficult, and what appear to be "straw man" argunents
take up nost of its text. There are nevertheless three | essons worth
remenbering fromthis essay. (1) The Science of Logic is to be a
groundl ess logic, utterly free of presupposition. (2) Deciding to
begin at all is a contingent fact. "We" (the philosophical audience)
don't have to begin at all. We could choose instead to read nere
anal ytic phil osophy, watch TV, or engage in sone other unscientific
activity. Hence, deciding to begin is a contingent factor. (3) G ven
t hat we have chosen to begin, Pure Being is the best starting place,
because it is also the ending place. If the end produces the
begi nni ng, then the phil osophy is self-grounded. As Hegel puts it,
"result . . . returns as into its ground. " (71)

% One hears an echo of this in the etymology of "consciousness," which means
"with" knowledge of an object.



Remark 1: The Opposition of Being and Nothing in
Ordinary Thinking

We have now finished with Hegel's essay on beginning.% It is
time to advance to the various remarks Hegel added to the end of the
section | abelled "Unity of Being and Not hing."

King Lear comments, "nothing comes of nothing."® Hegel finds
this observation inportant in the nmetaphysics of the Eleatics® and
Spi noza, but he finds the claimdrastically wong. If there is such a
t hing as Becom ng, then of necessity the thing that becones started
wi th nothing and then obtains to sonething.

As to those phil osophers who assert that being is being and
nothing is nothing and that the two are unconnected, Hegel clains
that they follow a philosophy of self-identity, where Becom ng itself
is inpossible. This phil osophy Hegel scorns as pantheism (84) By
this he seenms to nean that every object is taken as self-identical
and hence its own God. *°

Hegel says it is easy to show that advanced "things" (things
way too conplex for the chapter on Pure Being) all contain being and
not hi ng. 1% This, however, has to await the further progress of the
Science of Logic. lInstead, for the noment, Hegel challenges "self-
styl ed sound common sense"” (85) to find an exanple in which being is
entirely separate from nothing.

One Hundred Thalers. Also in the First Remark about being v.
nothing in "ordinary" thinking is the first major detailed assault on
Kant to appear in the Science of Logic.1% The attack concerns Kant's

% | also have included a summary of the two prefaces and the introduction to
the book as an appendix to the discussion of Pure Being. See infra text
accompanying notes 121-39.

7 William Shakespeare, King Lear Act 4 Scene 3.
% That is, Parmenides, who believed in the One and hence not in Pure Nothing.

% See also LESSER LOGIC, supra note 9, § 88(5) (" The maxim of Becoming, that
Being is the passage into Nought, and Nought the passage into Being, is
controverted by the maxim of Pantheism, the doctrine of the eternity of matter, that
nothing comes nothing, and that something can only come out of something").

190 Hegel provides no examples, but Erroll Harris, borrowing from Plato suggests
one: A istall compared to B. A is short compared to C. A bothisand isnot tall.
HARRIS, supra note 7, at 96.

101 Hegel draws attention to his special focus on Kantian philosophy in the
Introduction, which will be described here later. See infra text accompanying notes
121-39. Of this, Hegel writes:

[W]hatever may be said . . . about the precise character of this



own attack on St. Anselm and the so-called "ontol ogical proof of
God." Hegel will accuse Kant of using illegitimte noves agai nst St.
Ansel m (wi th whom Hegel, in any event, disagreed). 10

Here is Hegel's rendition of St. Anselm s ontol ogi cal proof of
God:

Certainly that than which nothing greater can be thought,
cannot be in the intellect alone. For even if it is in the
intellect alone, it can also be thought to exist in fact: and that
is greater. If then that than which nothing greater can be
thought, is in the intellect alone, then the very thing, which is
greater, is in the intellect alone; then the very thing, which is
greater than anything which can be thought, can be exceeded in
thought. But certainly this is inpossible.03

Or, to paraphrase this, God ("that than which nothing greater can be
t hought™) cannot be nerely a fignment of our imagination. If it were,
then | can think of sonmething greater than the nerely i mgi ned God:
God that exists both in and out of the imagination. This greater God
we will call God+. If God+ can be thought, then God+, which already
exceeds thought, can be captured in thought. This is inpossible--

t hought cannot exceed itself. Hence, we are left with God+, which is

philosophy . . . it constitutes the base and the starting-point of
recent German philosophy and this its merit remains unaffected
by whatever faults may be found init. (61 n.1)

Hegel credits Kant with paying attention to "more specific aspects of logic,
whereas |ater philosophical works have paid little attention to these and in some
instances have only displayed a crude--not unavenged--contempt for them." (61
n.1) Hegel finds that "the philosophizing which is most widespread among us does
not go beyond the Kantian results, that Reason cannot acquire knowledge of any
true content . . . and in regard to absolute truth must be directed to faith." (62 n.1)
This may have been Kant's result, but, Hegel complains, it isthestarting point for
most other philosophies.

Professor Harris reminds us that Hegel viewed Kant as a huge advance
over the empiricist whom Kant sought to refute. Y et Hegel thought Kant's critical
philosophy only went half-way. Therefore, because of this, and because of Kant's
extreme prominence, "Hegel felt acutely the need to point out and to overcome
Kant's shortcomings." Id. at 63.

102 Hegel complains against St. Anselm that to speak of God "existing" was
"inadequate to the fulness of hisreality." Id. at 70. The justice of this complaint
should be apparent from Figure 1(c). If God merely "exists" in the sense of mere
"being," then fully half of His content (nothing) is denied. God must be a unity of
existence and non-existence. See LESSER LOGIC, supra note 9, § 88 Remark ("So far
then the question regarding the being of God . . . is of dight importance"); see also
id. 8193 at 259.

103 | ESSER LOGIC, supra note 9, § 193, at 258.



bot h t hi nkabl e and existent in a real m beyond nere thought.

Hegel thought that such a proof nerely presupposed "the concept
of a being possessing all realities, including . . . existence." (86,
see also 481) Hegel's real purpose in invoking this proof in chapter
1l is to attack Kant's different refutation of it. Hegel takes Kant's
refutation to be a threat to what Hegel has witten about the triad
of bei ng-not hi ng- becom ng.

According to Kant's critique, all that the ontol ogical proof
accomplishes is to add existence (+) to the thought of God. Yet,
according to Kant, existence is not an independent predicate to any
object. In other words, + = 0, and nothing is achieved in the proof.
Thus, says Kant, if | have 100 real dollars before ne and |I add the
predi cate "existence" to them ny fortune has not increased. | still
have only $100. O, if | have 100 i maginary dollars in mnd, ny
fortune is |Iikew se not increased if | think "existence" in
connection with the concept. 104

Hegel protests that, in the chapter on Pure Being,
consci ousness i s supposed to think in a very, very abstract manner.
But consciousness will be tenpted to focus on sonmething "concrete,"
which is not allowed at this stage of the Logic. If this happens,
consciousness will ridicule Hegel's proposition that Being turns into
Not hi ng. Hegel fears that people will interpret himas saying that it
is a mtter of indifference whether $100 are imagi nary or real
Obvi ously, even the nobst ardent idealist sees that $100 in the m nd
is enmpirically different from$100 in the wallet. But $100, either in
the imaginary formor wallet form are concrete entities. Pure Being
and Not hing, as they exist in chapter 1, are the ultimte abstract
concepts. Stated otherwi se, "having"” and "not having" are matters of
great consequence. But "having" is complex. "Being" and "not being"
operate at a quite lower level. They are perfectly simple.% |f Pure

104 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON, supra note 68, at 335-36.

105 *Nothing is usually opposed to something; but the being of something is
aready determinate and is distinguished from another something; and so
transcendental the nothing which is opposed to the something is also the nothing
of a particular something, a determinate nothing." (83)

196 On the distinction between "being" and "having,” Hegel writesin the Lesser
Logic:

Asaterm of relation, 'to have' takes the place of 'to be'. true,
some[thing] has qualities on its part too: but this transference of
'having' into the sphere of Being isinexact . . . the character as
quality isdirectly one with the some[thing], and the some[thing]
ceases to be when it losesits quality. But the thing is reflection-
into-self: for it isan identity which is also distinct from the
difference, i.e. fromits attributes. In many languages 'have' is
employed to denote past time. And with reason: for the past is



Being is Pure Nothing, this does not nmean that, in real life, you can
dream up $100 and use it to buy a nice dinner.

Hegel also takes Kant to task for suggesting that an actual
$100 is indifferent to my thought of them This presupposes that the
$100 has "self-identity"--a position that Hegel strongly opposes. 7
Hegel will argue that all concepts contain "being-for-other." Hence,
the $100 is not indifferent to what | think, because part of its
constitution is being-for-other. (88) The $100's being-for-other is
what | think of them But perhaps these issues are presented by Hegel
way too early for a full appreciation of their inport.

Finally, Hegel criticizes Kant for conparing God to doll ars.
Dollars are finite things. Wth regard to finite things, our thought
of themis different fromthe reality of them In contrast, God is
infinite.1% Wth God, the exact claimby Anselmis that the thought
of God is precisely tied up with Hi s existence. Hence, Kant is guilty
of borrowing the attributes of finite things and applying themto
infinite things--a category m stake.

Remark 2: Defectiveness of the Expression: Unity,
Identity of Being and Nothing

Consi der the phrase, "the relation of A and B." On the one
hand, the remark refers to parts--A and B. On the other hand, the
relation is a thing unto itself. The "relation" is just as self-
identical a thing as A and B are. Is the aforenentioned relation a
conplex or a sinmplex? Cbviously, it is both. Becomng in Figure 1(c)
is just such a "relation" between Pure Being and Nothing. [7] is
sinple, and [4, 5, 6] is conplex.

In Remark 2, Hegel draws attention to this paradox of
relationships in his analysis of the proposition "being and nothing
are the sane"--the proposition depicted in [2, 4] of Figure 1(c). On
t he one hand, the proposition asserts a relation--the identity or the
"sanmeness" of being and nothing. On the other hand, the proposition
refers to being and nothing as if they are different. The proposition

absorbed or suspended being, and the mind isits reflection-into-
self; in the mind only it continues to subsist--the mind . . .
distinguishing from itself this being in it which has been
absorbed or suspended.

LESSER LOGIC, supra note 9, § 125.
197 | effect, Hegel thought Kant was a mere empiricist, relying on sense-
certainty of perceived objects as the ultimate criterion of truth. HARRIS, supra note

7, a 63. Ironically, Kant himself thought he was refuting the empiricists. Id. at 48.

108 "I nfinite" here means self-determining. See id. at 51. Infinity becomes
important at the end of chapter 2 and is the basis of chapter 3.



is therefore contradictory. One could not refer to being and nothing
as the sane unless they were sufficiently different so as to be naned
"being," on the one hand, and "nothing" on the other.

VWhat is the significance of contradiction, such as the one we
have just identified? Contradiction--the "nmotor of things"?°--
destroys the proposition. The proposition vanishes of its own accord.
(Here we are to assune that only true propositions endure; the
contradi ctory ones do not.) The vanishing is inmanent in the
proposition. Vanishing is the proposition's "result.” (90) This
vani shi ng--a novenent--is Becom ng. More precisely, it is "ceasing-
to-be" what it is and "com ng-to-be" sonething else.

The result, however, is not expressed in the proposition. The
proposition we are exanining ("being and nothing are the same") does
not say "being and nothing are the sane and the truth of this has
al ready vani shed." Thus, we have this very inportant dictum from
Hegel : "the proposition in the form of a judgement IS not suited to
express speculative truths . . . " (90)19 Any given proposition
expresses a moment of truth, but it is also a lie because it fails to
add "and the truth of this proposition is about to and already has
vani shed. " 11!

VWhere is the truth, then? It is in the movement of the entire
system of Understandi ng, Dialectical and Specul ative Reason. Truth is

19 Taylor, supra note 58, at 243.

10 See also PHENOMENOLOGY, supra note 14, at 13 ("knowledgeis only real and
can be expounded only as science or system; further, a so-called fundamental
proposition or principle of philosophy, eveniif it istrue, isalso fase, for the very
reason and just so far asit is merely afundamental proposition or principle");*
LESSER LOGIC, supra note 9. 8 88 ("Thefact is, no speculative principle can be
correctly expressed by any such propositional form, for the unity hasto be
conceived in the diversity, which isal the while present and explicit").

1 This point is nicely expressed by Michael Kosok as follows:

That which isinitialy given can be referred to positively as that
which is present . . . and negatively asthat whichislacking
(called "negative presence,” since the given makes izself evident
asalack). The concept of negation viewed diaecticaly as atype
of "negative presence" is therefore qualitatively different from

the standard notion of logical negation. Given aterm A, its
negation not-A is usually interpreted to be a positive presence

os something other than A, "-A," called, e.g.' "B," such that A

and B are not only distinct but separable "truth values."
However the form "other than " is actualy areferral to A since no
content different from A has been posited: to simply deny A is
not to assert anything else inits place.

Kosok, supra note 43, at 241.



in motion. Propositions only capture a one-sided view of it.

Hegel calls propositions judgments. "Judgnment is an identical
rel ati on between subject and predicate.” (90) For exanple, "the rose
is red,” or "being/nothing are identical." Hegel says sone very
sensible things as to why judgnents fail to capture the whole truth:

[ T] he subject has a nunber of deterni natenesses other than that of
the predicate, and also that the predicate is nore extensive than
the subject. Now if the content is specul ative, the non-identical
aspect of subject and predicate is al so an essential nonent, but
in the judgenent this is not expressed." (90-91)

I n other words, the rose is many things other than red, yet this
"specul ative content” is not expressed. In addition, many things are
red besides roses. This too is not expressed. The tendered judgnment
is therefore not the whole truth.

To fill out the inadequacy of the judgnment, the opposite
j udgnment shoul d be added: "being and nothing are not the sane.” (91)
Bet ween the stated and specul ative content, there is ceasel ess
nmovenent. The noment of identity (sameness) is legitimte but
i nconpl ete. The monent of difference (unsanmeness) is |ikew se
| egiti mate but not conpl ete.

Unities in General. Al'so in the second remark are sonme poi gnant
observati ons about the nature of "that unfortunate word "unity""
(91)--as in the unity of being and nothing. Odinarily, unities are
di scovered by "nmere conparison,” a nmediocre technique, in Hegel's
view. (52) Conparison is acconplished by "external reflection"--a
reflection quite divorced fromthe things conpared. 12

Wien this reflection finds the same thing in tw different
objects, the resultant unity is such that there is presupposed the
conpl ete indifference to it of the objects thensel ves which are
conpared, so that this conparing and unity does not concern the
obj ects thensel ves and is a procedure and a determ ning externa
to them Unity, therefore, express wholly abstract saneness and
sounds all the nore . . . paradoxical the nore the ternms of which
show t hensel ves to be sheer opposites. (91)

Thi s abstract sanmeness of A and B, toward which A and B are
indifferent, is not the unity which Pure Being and Pure Not hing
enjoy. Pure Being and Pure Nothing are sinultaneously the same and
different. Saneness is constantly disappearing into difference. And
vice versa, difference is vanishing into saneness. ldentity and

di fference are constantly com ng-to-be and ceasing-to-be. The

112 External reflection will be a very important category from the first chapter of
Essence. For now, think of external reflection as ordinary consciousness perceiving
supposedly self-identical objects (in other words, naive metaphysics).



i solation of one of these as the predom nant nonment is the work of
mere external reflection, nmere "subjective opinion." (92)

Suppose these nmonents of being and not hi ng had endurance. Then
they woul d be determinate being and determinate nothing. These
concepts, however, are too advanced. So far we have nerely
i ndeterm nate Pure Being and Nothing. These nonents are not yet in
the | east ways sel f-subsistent.

Remark 3: The Isolating of These Abstractions

Becom ng is the unity of Pure Being and Not hing. The truth of
bei ng and nothing is that they are Becom ng. In Remark 3: The
Isolating of These Abstractions, Hegel criticizes some phil osophi cal
rivals who insist on isolating Pure Being or Pure Nothing, refusing
to |l et them advance into Becom ng.

One such person is Parnmeni des, who insisted that Pure Being is
forever diverse from Pure Nothing. Hence, Parnenides could not nake a
begi nni ng, because in Pure Being held fast, nothing noves and not hi ng
can be perceived.

Plato is likewise criticized. Plato imagined a priml unity of
all things, which he called "the One." The One, however, was to be
di stingui shed from Being. The One therefore has non-being. If we say,
"the One is," we are adding to the One. Therefore, the proposition
"One is" exceeds the word "One." "One" is therefore purely negative.
All this Hegel dism sses as mere presupposition (in conparison with
his own commencenent with Pure Being).

Anot her target is Friedrich Jacobi.® Hegel ridicul es Jacob
for asking how Pure Nothing "becomes" sonmething. The question "how'
demands the statenent of a category. This denmand

bel ongs to the bad habits of reflection, which demands
conprehensibility, but at the same tinme presupposes it is arned
against . . . its own question. (96)

The fault of Jacobi seenms to be that he inmagines his mnd intuiting
the enpty "space" of Pure Nothing. But, of course, in Pure Nothing,
Jacobi's m nd does not exist. By insisting on his right to an
intuition, Jacobi is violating the very rules of Pure Nothing--that
not hing (not even consciousness) is to stand determ nate before it.
Furthernmore, Jacobi is faulted for confounding Pure Nothing with
unlimted, enpty space. Space is a concept. As such it is

determ nate. Pure Nothing is more indeterminate than the pure idea of

113 Jacobi lived from 1743 to 1819 and beccame first president of the Academy of
Sciencesin Munich. Inthe Lesser Logic, Hegel categorizes Jacobi as an intuitionist
with great faith in "faith." LESSER LOGIC, supra note 9, 88 76-77.



enpty space. Space is a determinate nothing.* In such a not-yet-
legitimte determinate nothing, its very indeterm nateness
constitutes its determ nateness,

for indeterm nateness is opposed to determ nateness; hence as so

opposed it is itself determinate . . . O it can be expressed
thus: because being is devoid of all determ nation whatsoever, it
is not the . . . determnateness which it is; it is not being but

not hi ng." (99)

Thus, if we think of nothing, we think of something. "Nothing, taken
inits imediacy, shows itself as affirmative, as being . . . Nothing
is thought of . . . and therefore it is; in . . . thinking

not hing has its being." (101) In truth, this discussion is too
advanced for chapter 1, where determ nation does not even appear

until Becom ng appears.

We have said that a major Hegelian slogan is: nothing is
sonet hi ng. Anot her way of putting this is that if we negate nothing,
we get sonmething. O, sonething is the negation of negation. "[T]he
i nsight that the negation of the negation is sonething positive
appears as a triviality to . . . haughty understandi ng,"” Hege
conplains (103), but it will be a key idea in everything that
fol |l ows.

Remark 4: Incomprehensibility of the Beginning

In Remark 4, Hegel addresses Kant's famous "first antinony.”
According to this antinomy: (a) The world has a beginning in tinme and
alimt in space. O (b) the world has no beginning in tine and is
spatially unlimted. ' In proving (b), Kant argued that, if time
began, there nust have been a void before tine. Yet a void cannot be
a beginning. As per King Lear, nothing can come of nothing.

Hegel responds that this claimof "nothing cones from nothing”
cannot be ained at Hegel's theory of Becom ng as the unity of being
and not hi ng. Kant's cl ai mof nothing-nothing works only if being and
not hi ng can be kept apart and isolated. If they cannot be, then
not hi ng becones bei ng, and becoming is a "third" standing over
agai nst the static, isolated nonents of being and not hing.

Hegel uncollegially accuses Kant of sophistry:

This style of reasoning which . . . clings to the fal se
presupposition of the absol ute separateness of being and non-being
is to be naned not dialectic but sophistry. For sophistry is an

114 |_ater, space will be equated with the more advanced thought of Pure
Quantity. See chapter 4.

15 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON, supra note 67, at 241.



argunent proceeding froma basel ess presupposition which is
uncritically and unthinkingly adopted . . . (105)

Di al ecti cal Reason, however, is opposed to argunent from basel ess
presupposition.

[We call dialectic the higher novenent of reason in which such
seemngly utterly separate terns pass over into each other
spontaneously . . . a novenent in which the presupposition

subl ates itself. (105)

Notice, in this formulation, that sublation is spontaneous.
Spontaneity is a great Kantian word. It stands for freedom The free
thing is that which is uncaused.® Simlarly, in Dialectical Reason,
an i sol ated nonent freely and spont aneously sublates itself. It
destroys itself and becones its opposite. Hegel is the philosopher of
positive freedom. That is, Spirit has a program In nost nerely

“l'i beral™ phil osophies, only negative freedomis produced--freedom
from out si de conpul sion. Nothing positive is generated.

There al so appears in this remark a reference to differential
cal cul us, a concept which endl essly pleases Hegel.! In differenti al
cal culus, we imgine the effect of a small change on a mat hemati cal
expression. For exanple, take y = 5x. Differential cal culus asks, "if
we change x by a small anmount (*x), what is the effect on y?"

Obvi ously, the answer is: no matter how small you think the change
is, it will be visited five-fold on y.*® O *y/*x = 5. Notice that,
in this expression, as *x approaches zero, we approach dividing by
zero--an inpossibility. The differential is in the act of vani shing,
and thus an exanple of Hegel's "determ nate nothing," and a

mat hematical illustration of his dictum"nothing is, after all,
sonet hi ng. "

Of deeply spiritual entities like *x, Hegel wites:

These magnitudes . . . are in their vani shing, not before their
vani shing, for then they are nothing. Against this pure notion it
is objected and reiterated that such magnitudes are either

118 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON, supra note 67, at 33 (liberty is absolute
spontaneity, an unconditioned as first member of a causal series), 300 (the
causality of freedom is not subordinated to another cause determining it in time;
freedom is not given in experience and is independent of impulse).

117 Almost 80 pages will be dedicated to calculus in the second chapter of
Quantity. See chapter 5.

118 To test this out, suppose x = 3. Theny = 15. Let'sincrease x by 1 (>x = 1), so
that x + >x = 4. Y changesto 20--afive-fold increase compared to the change in x
(>y =5). Of course, in calculus, x increases, not by 1, but by a number infinitely
smaller than 1.



sonething or nothing; that there is no intermediate state between
being and non-being . . . Here too, the absol ute separation of
being and nothing is assuned. (104)

Thus, *x is in between somet hing and not hi ng. *® Those who argue with
Kant that nothing is nothing (and not sonething) therefore place

t hensel ves in opposition to the considerable prestige of differential
cal cul us.

2. Moments of Becoming: Coming-To-Be and Ceasing-To-Be
In Figure 1(c), Beconming is the mddle term between Pure Being

and Pure Nothing. Becomng is thus a conplex. That is, it contains
distinction. It contains its parts [2, 4, 5] and it has an

i mmedi ateness [7] as well. O this Hegel wites: "Becoming is the
unsepar at edness of being and nothing, not the unity which abstracts
from being and nothing . . . " (105) The "unseparatedness” is

precisely this nodul ati on we have spoken much about. Being and
not hi ng cannot keep apart. Their unity is not an alien abstraction
but is sonmething that being and nothing participate in. Anal ogously,
the I ove that two | overs have for each is not an alien unity. Love is
a mddle termin which the individuals participate.

Consider the unity as such. The unity as such appears only if
the unified parts di sappear. We cannot think of the whole and the
parts sinmultaneously:

But in so far as being and nothing, each unseparated fromits
other, is, each is not. They are therefore in this unity but only
as vani shing, sublated nonents. They sink from. . . self-
subsistence to the status of moments, which are still distinct but
at the same tine are sublated. (105)

19| ater, Hegel will say that *x/*y is a determinateness. It is "not nothing" but
is"an intermediate state . . . between being and nothing." (254) According to one
commentator:

The objection was raised against the differential calculus,
that an intermediate position between being and nothing isan
impossibility. The calculus. . . is based on this assumption,
however, for it derives from the notion that the determinations of
guantum are vanishing quantities, that is, that they are neither a
guantum nor anothing, but amutual determination in respect of
other quantities. The objection raised was therefore rejected by
Hegel, who maintained that the unity of being and nothing is not
a state but a disappearing as well as a becoming, only the middle
or the unity itself constituting the truth of the matter.

Host-Heino Von Borzeszkowski, Hegel's Interpretation of Classical Mechanics,in
HEGEL AND NEWTONIANISM 73, 75 (Michael John Petry ed., 1993).



The nonments are there and they are not there. Thus, Becoming is a
unity between the affirmation and the negation of its parts. \When we
affirmthe parts, we focus on [4,5,6]. Wien we focus on the unity, we
contenplate [7].

The parts [4,5,6] are active. In their nodul ati on, being
becones not hing, and nothing becones being. One is ceasing-to-be and
the other is becom ng proper--nothing into sonething. Com ng-to-be
and ceasing-to-be are the same but they stand for different
directions in the sublation of being into nothing.

In [4, 5, 6], Pure Being cancels itself and becones Pure
Not hi ng, and Pure Not hing cancels itself and becones Pure Being. 1?0
There is no advance until we contenplate novenent itself as a third
[7]. But sticking with [4, 5, 6] for the nonment, the extremes subl ate
t hemsel ves. This means they cancel thenselves and preserve
t hensel ves. What is true about the left side of the page is true
about the right side of the page. Being is really nothing. And
nothing is really being.

Each extrenme changes into the other, and, in this transition,
brings along its properties as it becones the other. The extremes are
in a state of perfect communication. This idea of the extrenes
investing the other with its properties is usefully called the
“chi asm ¢ exchange of properties."!?! That each extreme transfers its
property to the other is an idea to which we will return often.

3. Sublation of Becoming

Com ng-to-be and ceasing to be are forces. Yet forces can only
be observed in equilibrium Hence, in Figure 1(c), [7] constitutes
the equilibrium-the part of the unity that is at rest. Thus, Hegel
writes:

The resultant equilibriumof conming-to-be and ceasing-to-be is in
the first place becoming itself. But this equally settles into a
stable unity. Being and nothing are in this unity only as

vani shing nonents . . . Becoming is an unstabl e unrest which
settles into a stable result. (106)

120 Here Hegel warns that "[t]hey are not reciprocally sublated--the one does not
sublate the other externally.” (106) What the extremes of being and nothing do they
do to themselves.

1219 AVOJ Z1ZEK, FOR THEY KNOW NOT WHAT THEY DO: ENJOYMENT AS A
PoLITICAL FACTOR 39-41 (1991). A chiasmusistheinversion of the order of
syntactical elementsin the second of two juxtaposed and sytactically parallel
phrases or clauses. An example: "All professors are clever men, but clever men
aren't al professors.” WALTER NASH, RHETORIC: THE WIT OF PERSUASION 114
(1989).



One can say, in a double sense, that, if being and nothing are a
contradiction, then Becom ng "contains" the contradiction. That is,
Becom ng has contradiction inside it (and hence "contains" it).
Becom ng, so long as it stays a fixed noment, prevents contradiction
from bl owi ng apart.

But we have said that Beconing has its active parts and its
static whole. This contradictory state of affairs nmeans that
Becom ng, as a unity of the two nust fall apart, because we cannot
si mul t aneous cont enpl ate novenent and stasis:

This result is the vani shedness of becoming, but it is not
nothing, as such it would only be a relapse into one of the

al ready subl ated determinations . . . It is the unity of being and
not hi ng whi ch has settled into a stable oneness. But this stable
oneness is being, yet no longer as a determination on its own but
as a deternination of the whole. (106)

Becom ng nmust go. We can only focus on one of the two features of
Becom ng. We have to choose. Shall we view Becom ng as active or
Becom ng as passive? The above-quoted passage says: choose the

passi ve. The passive is the position of understanding. It is the side
of being. Hence, in our fourth official nove of the Science of Logic,
we wll take the static part of Becomng [7], and nove it to the left
of the page (where understandi ng resides).

Insert Figure 2 (a) here (located at the end)
The Move to Determinate Being

If we had nade the opposite choice--if we noved the active part
over to the right side of dialectical reasoning--we would be
retrogressing: "a relapse into one of the already subl ated
determ nations." (106) In effect we would drop back to Figure 1(b) or
1(a). OF course, we could do this. The Logic is a circle. It works
forwards and backwards. But we (the audience) will learn nore if we
insist on pressing forward to chapter 2. This is the "progressive"
nmove ("for us").

In Figure 2(a), we have taken the m sshapen [7] and have
rounded it out to [1]. This is the fundanental error of the
under st andi ng, which sees sinplicity where it should see conplexity.
We contenpl ate Becoming as if it were a whole. In describing [1],
Hegel writes:

But this stable oneness is being, yet no |longer as a determ nation

on its own but as a deternination of the whole.
Becoming, as this transition into the unity of being and

nothing, a unity which is in the formof being or has the form of
t he one-sided immediate unity of these nonents, is determinate

being. ( 106)



Figure 2(a) is a figurate version of the above passage. It draws the
transition of Becoming to Determ nate Being. In the transition from
m ddle termto nore advanced one-sided term Hegel grants the one-
sided version a new nanme. Becoming (a mddle term is now called
Determ nate Being (a one-sided term. 122

Remark: The Expression 'To Sublate'

In the Remark that follows "Monments of Becom ng," Hegel
descri bes sone of the paradoxes of sublation, which we have al ready
covered in conjunction with the notion of immnence. In this Remark,
Hegel says: "[What is sublated . . . is the result of mediation; it
is a non-being . . . which had its origin in a being." (107) This
shoul d be a very confortable proposition by now It refers to
Di al ecti cal Reason, which is always doubl e.'?® Hence, it is a
medi ati on. As a nmediation (a conplex), it is on the nove. Subl ation
is therefore force--the force of Becom ng.

Appendix to Pure Being:
The Two Prefaces and Introduction

What follows are brief descriptions of what Hegel says in the
prefaces to the first and second editions of the Science of Logic
and in the section |abelled "Introduction.” Al the points made in
this introductory material have been anply expl ai ned al ready. The
reader is invited to skip this appendi x and proceed directly to
chapter 2, if curiosity does not suffice for a description of the
exact content of Hegel's introductory materials.

First Preface. In the First Preface, Hegel regrets the fact

122 professor Butler distinguishes between basic and nonbasic moves of the
Logic. In the basic moves, the absolute is named directly. Thus, Pure Being and
Determinate Being--as shown in Figure 2(a)--qualify as "basic" moves. Such a
move presupposes that the moves of Dialectical Reason and Reason have been
dropped. The "nonbasic" moves--Figures 1(b) and 1(c), for instance--do not
purport to name the absolute, but merely to comment on any such definition.
BUTLER, supra note 4, at 35.

Butler specifically announces that "Becoming is not necessary to the
dialectical development.” Id. at 36. Indeed, it is a positive impediment because,
conceived as the autistic movement between the extremes in Figure 1(c), it prevents
an advancement to [7] in Figure 1(c)--the step of Speculative Reason.

| disagree. Becoming is, first of al, named in Figure 1(c) for the first time.
Hence, by the time we are conscious of the modulation, we have aready overcome
it. Hence, the modulation was no dead end. In the very naming of
the activity we have progressed. Hence, Becoming--and Speculative Reason
generally--is essential to the process and is a proposed version of the absolute,
which, in Figure 2(a), the Understanding will proceed to misunderstand.

128 Asrevealed in the drawing in the text accompanying notes 54-56.



nodern tinmes have | ost an interest in nmetaphysics. Kant's
"exoteric"' teaching takes the blanme. It holds "that the
under st andi ng ought not to go beyond experience, else the cognitive
faculty will becone a theoretical reason which by itself generates
not hi ng but fantasies of the brain." (25) Alas, everything has to be
practical nowadays. For this reason, logic has fared better than
met aphysi cs, because it prom ses to teach the practitioner "how to
t hi nk."

But things are changing. Even the old guard, opposed to new
i deas, has grudgingly beconme famliar with specul ative phil osophy.
New i deas al ways have the following history: first, the new idea
fanatically opposes the old idea, and, in its partisanship, it
negl ects "the | abour required for a scientific elaboration of the new
principle.” (27) But the higher demand is that the new idea "should
beconme systemati zed know edge." (27)

Properly, logic is metaphysics--"purely specul ative
phi |l osophy." (27) If it would be a science, it cannot borrow net hods
from "subordi nate" fields such as mathematics. It certainly cannot be
satisfied with "categorical assurances of inner intuition." (27) The
proper nethod is the progression of fixed understanding, negative
di al ectics, and the "universal" nove of negating the negation,
t hereby reaching the highest third step of Specul ati ve Reason.

Second Preface. In the Preface to the Second Edition, Hegel
apol ogi zes for the inperfections in the First Edition. Poverty of
exi sting philosophical work is to blame. True, prior work was hel pful
and gratefully acknow edged, but in the end it offered "only here and
there a neagre shred or a disordered heap of dead bones."™ (31)

Hegel enphasi zes the inportance of |anguage. German in
particular is praised for being rife with phrases with opposite
meani ngs, "so that one cannot fail to recognize a speculative spirit
of the language in them" (32)' But just because ordi nary speakers
use these anbi guous terns does not nean that they fully understand
their specul ative content. These terns are used, but it is the
privilege of philosophy to consider such terns for thensel ves--not
mere tools

When categories are reduced to nere tools, then "feelings"”
predom nate. We never say that our feelings are our servants. Rather,
t hey are independent forces. We serve them. Feelings are "particular”
(i.e., not universal), but we experience in ourselves a universality
t hat stands over against the mere particularism of feeling.

124 e., the opposite of "esoteric." Exoteric teaching is completely open and
public. Esoteric learning belongs to elite societies of scholars.

125 \We have seen that Aufgehoben (sublation) means both to destroy and to
preserve--a perfect Hegelian word!



When we give ourselves up to a sensation . . . and in it feel
oursel ves confined and unfree, the place into which we can

wi t hdraw our sel ves back into freedomis this region of self-
certainty . . . of thought" [i.e., the region of our experienced
universality]. (35)

We are aware that we can only think in the universal terns of
| anguage. Hence, specul ative philosophy conceives a relation between
three terns: the subject (abstracted fromfeelings) and the object
are the two extrenmes. "Thought" nmediates as a mddle term Hence, we
have:

Thought
So concei ved, thought actually cuts us off fromthe object.

But this view can be countered by the sinple observation that
these very things which are supposed to stand beyond us and, at
the other extreme, beyond the thoughts referring to them are
t henmsel ves fignents of subjective thought. (36)126

Thoughts are taken to be forms, referring to a content (i.e.
the object) that is beyond thought. But the truth of the object is
its notion--what we think of it. This notion therefore is the content
of the object.

If we can draw the notion fromthe object, then thinking
becones free. "Free" thought is that which "is perforned with an
awar eness of what is being done." (37) Free thought is spirit itself
(and spirit is nothing but consciousness as such). Wen thinking is

merely instinctive (unaware of itself), "spirit is ennmeshed in the
bonds of its categories and is broken up into an infinitely varied
material."” (37) That is, instinctive thinking cannot fathomthe unity

in diverse things. This is the state of nere "compn sense,” (38) of
whi ch Hegel is a huge opponent. %’

Spirit is free if it is "actual." Actuality!®® is self-know ng,
and spirit's job is to find what is nerely inplicit in itself and
make it "actual." Hence, "the loftier business of logic therefore is
to clarify these categories and in themto raise mnd to freedom and
truth.” (37) (Notice in this discussion, there are not "many m nds."

126 Thisisacriticism of Kant, who thought we could know nothing of the thing-
in-itself. Hegel is pointing out that the thing-in-itself is a thought, like any other,
and therefore is not in any way privileged over other thoughts of phenomena.

127 Common sense is also properly the Understanding, a necessary but
inadequate analytical moment.

128 Actuality isthe third part (or the last three chapters) in the Doctrine of
Essence.



There is mnd as such. It is the universal elenment in us all that we
experience when we abstract ourselves fromnere feelings.)

As for common sense (unfree thought), it |leaves truth and
content to one side and considers only form But content, divorced
fromform cannot be formess. "[I]f it were, then it would be only
vacuity, the abstraction of the thing-in-itself." (39) Content has
its owmn form and it is only through this formthat content has soul
and neani ng. This content-laden formis Notion. Al other fornms are
nmerely finite and untrue.

Thought has a necessary devel opnent. In this devel opnent, the
steps nmust necessarily follow one another. Mathematics clainms this
necessity, but it is inadequate. It stays sinple. Its practitioners
do nothing but ward off heterogeneous el enents--an effort that is
itself "tainted" with heterogeneity. (40)

Logi ¢ makes demands on the |istener. She nust calmy suppress
her own opinions and let the logic do its work. Hegel conplains that
he has been "too often and too vehenently attacked by opponents who
wer e incapable" of seeing that their opinions "contain categories
whi ch are presuppositions and which thensel ves need to be criticized
before they are enployed."” (40-41)

Attacks have nobst vociferously been ained at Hegel's begi nni ng
with Pure Being, Pure Nothing, and Becom ng. Hence, sone study of the
nat ure of beginnings is warranted.!?® The beginning is very
treacherous, because the reader will be tenpted to snmuggle in conplex
i deas, when the playing field is ultra-sinple. Exanples of such
illegitimte presupposition: infinity is different fromfinitude, or
content is different fromform These points are

narrated and asserted rather than proved. But there is something
stupid--1 can find no other word for it--about this didactic
behavior; technically, it is unjustifiable sinply to presuppose
and strai ghtway assume such propositions. (41-42)

Introduction: The General Notion of Logic. |In the Introduction,
Hegel defines Logic as the science of thinking. Hence, the Science of
Logic is self-referential. That is, it has its own self as its
subject matter. It is both (a) nmethod and (b) the study of nethod.
The subject matter of the Logic is thought itself. It is thought
about thought.

In every other science, subject matter and nethod are
di stingui shed from each other. In such sciences, nethod is taken for
granted. There, nethod (thought procedures) is "grounded." (43)

Logi c, however, nust be groundless. That is, the ground of
Logi ¢ nust be established by Logic. The Notion of the Logic nust be
its own final result. Hence, "what logic is cannot be stated

129 Thjs, of course, is donein the essay "With What Must Science Begin?"



bef orehand." (43) Logic's know edge of what it is nust energe as the
final outconme. For this reason, no "introduction" can establish
Logic's Notion. It can only make Logic "nore accessible to ordinary
t hi nking." (43)

Ordinary thinking takes "thinking" to be the mere form of
cognition. The content of the cognition supposedly remains beyond
t hought. This extraneous content is therefore inmune fromthe | aws of
t hought. Thought therefore contains no real truth. What is essenti al
i es outside thought. Thus, "the object is taken as something
conplete and finished on its own account, sonething which can
entirely dispense with thought for its actuality." (44)*° Thought, on
the other hand, is taken as defective; it has to complete itself with
extraneous materials. Thinking thus nust acconmodate itself to the
object. The object is indifferent to thought, and so thought nodifies
only itself--never the object--when it contenplates the object. 3

At least in the sphere of reason, the foregoing is quite
erroneous. Such ideas "bar the entrance to phil osophy” and "nust be
di scarded at its portals." (45)

Anci ent met aphysi cs had a hi gher conception of thinking than
this. It rightly believed that know edge of things is obtained
t hrough thinking what is really true of them Things were taken, not
in their inmmediacy, but as things raised to the form of thought.

But then "reflective understandi ng" seized possession of
phi | osophy. "Understandi ng" neans "abstraction." It separates and
holds fixed its separations.!® Thus, it separates "thought" from"the
obj ect thought"--it separates formand content. In doing so, truth is
| ost. "Know ng has | apsed into opinion." (46) Left to its own
devi ces, the Understanding flees to sensuality as the only guarantor
of the truth. Yet, "since this know edge is self-confessedly
know edge only of appearances, the unsatisfactoriness of [sensuality]
is admtted, but at the same tinme presupposed.” (46) Taking a sw pe
at Kant, Hegel says of the view that we can only know phenomena (not
t hi ngs-in-thensel ves):

This is like attributing to soneone a correct perception, with the
rider that neverthel ess he is incapable of perceiving what is true
but only what is false. (47)

The trouble with Kantian netaphysics is that this is accepted as a
presupposition, "so that there was no question of an i nmmanent

1%0 This s the hated idea of self-identity, which Hegel will much criticize.

181 This describes the "natural assumption . . . in philosophy." M AKER, supra
note 17, at 89 citing PHENOMENOLOGY, supra note 14, 46.

132 Thijs can be seen in Figure 2(a), where the understanding stupidly takes the
part for the whole.



deduction of them. . . " (47)

Nevert hel ess, the Understandi ng actually achi eves somet hi ng
profound. By separating formand content (i.e., thought fromthe
object), it divides the object.?® "But equally it must transcend

its separating determ nations and straightway connect them™"™ (46)
This connecting activity (Specul ative Reason) is the great "negative
step"” that leads to the true Notion of reason. 3

From what point of view nust the | ogic be considered? Hegel's
answer is, fundanmentally, from Spirit's own view. In effect, Spirit
| earns what it is. In the Phenomenology, a thinking subject faced an
object. The end result was a conplete unity of subject and object--
absol ute know ng:

Absol ute knowing is the truth of every node of consciousness
because, as the course of the Phenomenology showed, it is only in
absol ute knowi ng that the separation of the object fromthe
certainty of itself is conpletely elimnated: truth is now equated
with certainty and this certainty with truth. (49)

This end point of the Phenomenology is the beginning point of the
Science of Logic.

Thus pure science presupposes |iberation fromthe opposition of
consciousness. It contains thought in so far as this is just as
much the object in its own self, or the object in its own self in
so far as it is equally pure thought. (49)

In other words, Spirit thinks itself in the Science of Logic. This is
connected with the beginning thesis that the Logic has itself as its

subj ect matter. Logic's point of viewis strictly its own--not ours.

The Science of Logic isS no phenonenol ogy.

Consequently, far fromit being formal, far fromit standing in
need of a matter to constitute an actual and true cognition, it is
its content al one which has absolute truth . . . Accordingly,
logic is to be understood as the system of pure reason, as the
real mof pure thought. This realmis truth as it is without veil
and in its own absolute nature. (49-50)

The Science of Logic is nothing short of "the exposition of God as he
is in his eternal essence before the creation of nature and a finite

188 »Understanding has a bad press amongst Hegelians," writes one astute
reader of the Logic. Burbidge, Place of the Understanding, supra note 71, at 171.
But it isavery necessary and noble (though one-sided) part of the process). One
mustn't think that the step can be dispensed with.

13 Why a"negative" step? Referring to Figure 1(c), the concept of Becoming
negates the earlier step of Dialectical Reason. Thus, [7] is the negation of [4, 5, 6].



m nd." (50) A strong claimindeed! %

Thus, | ogic does not think about sonme other thing. It does not
provide fornms that are nere signs of the truth. "[On the contrary,

t he necessary fornms and sel f-determ nations of thought are the
content and the ultimate truth itself." (50)

To understand this, "one nust discard the prejudice that truth
nmust be sonet hi ng tangi bl e"--sonmet hing beyond thought. (50) Even
Plato was guilty of this prejudice. Platonic |deas are existing
t hings, but in another world. Properly speaking, actuality adheres to
t he Notion of objects--the thought of them To the extent it is
distinct fromits Notion, an object ceases to be actual. It is a non-
entity. Tangibility belongs only to this null aspect of the object-
beyond-t hought . 136

Kant's critical philosophy was "overawed by the object, and so
[all] | ogical determ nations were given an essentially subjective
significance.” (51) As a result, Kantian philosophy remi ned burdened
with the object he wished to avoid. The unknowable thing-in-itself
was a limt--a pure "beyond." The Phenomenology, however, |i berated
t he opposition of consciousness and lifted the determ nations of
t hought "above this timd, inconplete standpoint." (51)

Ordinary |l ogic had not been inproved since Aristotle, and so,
Hegel observed, it had fallen into contenpt.?®¥ It is dealt with out

135 Terry Pinkard remind us that such remarks were "strong stuff from arelatively
unknown writer who was at the time still only a Gymnasium professor with
unfulfilled aspirations for university employment.” PINKARD, supra note 5, at 342.

IsHegel ablasphemer, claiming divine powers for himself and for those
who comprehend his Logic? Professor William Maker argues not. The thrust of his
defense is that absolute knowing obliterates consciousness. See supra text
accompanying notes 16-17. Therefore, no merely conscious individual can attain
the position of absolute knowing. M AKER, supra note 17, at 130. Indeed, Maker
interprets Hegel asemphasizing man's finitude, but without the problems inherent
to antifoundational postmodernism, which stupidly insists on the contradictory
dogma, "there are no universal truths." "Thus," Maker writes, "rather than being
the ultimate philosophical blasphemy, Hegel's presentation of absolute knowing is
the consummate critique of it." Id. at 131. Hegel is guilty of blasphemy "only so
long as we see consciousness mode of knowing asthe only possible one.” Id. at
134.

136 Here Hegel makes clear his position on the vulgar inquiry as to whether, if a
tree fallsin the forest out of earshot, thereis sound. Hegel would say that the
sound is not "actual" becauseit is not truth.

187 The Miller translation includes at this point a notorious footnote that Hegel
wrote for the first edition of the Science of Logic but deleted in subsequent
editions:

The latest treatment of this science which has recently appeared,
System of Logic by Fries, returns to the anthropol ogical
foundations. The idea or opinion on which it isbased is so



of habit rather than conviction. \When the determ nati ons of run-of-
the-m Il |ogic

are taken as fixed determ nations and consequently in their
separation fromeach other and not as held together in an organic
unity, then they are dead fornms and the spirit which is their
living, concrete unity does not dwell in them (48)

Such a logic accepts its determ nations "in their unmoved fixity."
(52) It brings together such concepts only by external (not immnent)
relation. It is "nmere conparison” based on external difference. It is
mere anal ytical philosophy. Ordinary logic "is not nmuch better than a
mani pul ati on of rods of unequal lengths in order to sort and group
t hem according to size,"” or "a childish game of fitting together the
pi eces of a coloured picture puzzle." (52-53) It is nmere reckoning,
mere mat hematics, nere enpirical science. It has not even a trace of
scientific nethod.

"Before these dead bones of logic can be quickened by spirit,”
Hegel writes that the following "quite simple insight" nust be
grasped:

the negative is just as nmuch positive, or that what is self-

contradictory does not resolve itself intoa nullity . . . but
essentially only into the negation of its particular content
such a negation is not all . . . negation but the negation of a

speci fic subject matter which resolves itself, and consequently is
a specific negation, and therefore the result essentially contains
that fromwhich it results . . . Because the result, the negation,
is a specific negation it has a content. It is a fresh Notion but
hi gher and richer than its predecessor; for it is richer by the
negation . . . of the latter, therefore contains it, but also
sonmething nore, and is the unity of itself and its opposite. It is
inthis way that the systemof Notions as such has to be forned--
and has to conplete itself in a purely continuous course in which

shallow, both initself and in its execution, that | am spared the
trouble of taking any notice of thisinsignificant publication. (52
n.1)

Apparently, this footnote created a scandal at the time it was printed. J.F. Frieswas
Hegdl's lifelong enemy. He was a popularizer of philosophy and considered a
libera (though also avirulent anti-semite). Fries obtained jobs at the universities at
Jena and Heidelberg before Hegel did, which wasiirritating, and Fries's book on
logic appeared in 1811, one year before Hegel's publication. Hegel apparently
looked forward to royalties on Science of Logic and felt that Fries's publication
would eat into hisincome.

Publication of the above-quoted footnote caused much comment in the
philosophical community and contributed to Hegel's failure to receive a
professorship at Heidelberg until Fries himself vacated his position for achair in
Geneva. D'HONDT, supra note 5, at 83-98.



not hi ng extraneous is introduced. (54)

I n other words, the key is the slogan that nothing is, after all,
sonet hi ng. "Not hing" contains and therefore preserves what it
cancels. It adds content (itself) to what it cancels. This is the
heart and core of Hegel's system

Hegel says that he cannot pretend that the Science of Logic is
i ncapabl e of greater conpleteness. (54) But he knows that the nethod
is the only true one.'*® "This is self-evident sinply fromthe fact
that [the nmethod] is not sonething distinct fromits object and
content." (54)

The negativity possessed within the positive entity i s what
enabl es the Logic to advance. This is the dialectic. Hence, in
Hegel ' s phil osophy, Dial ectical Reason has a different connotation
than in the old philosophies. Plato took dialectics to be "nere
conceit" or "a subjective itch for unsettling and destroying what is
fixed and substantial."” (56) Kant rated dialectics higher. In the
Critique of Pure Reason,® it becane a necessary function of reason.
But nevertheless Kant held it to be "merely the art of practicing
deceptions and producing illusions.” (56) It was "only a spurious
gane, the whole of its power resting on conceal nent of the deceit.”
(56)

True, Kant's expositions in the antinom es of pure reason . . .
do not indeed deserve any great praise; but the general idea on
whi ch he based his expositions . . . is the objectivity of the
illusion and the necessity of the contradiction . . . prinmarily,
it is true, with the significance that these determ nations are
applied by reason to things-in-themselves but their nature is
precisely . . . intrinsic or initself. This result, grasped in
its positive aspect, is nothing else but the inner negativity of
the determ nations as their sel f-noving soul. (56)

Here is a hint at Hegel's basic view that, whereas Kant found four
antinomes in pure reason, he should have seen that every concept has
antinomy within it. There are infinite, not four, antinom es.0

Hegel ends the Introduction by suggesting that the Logic is
better appreciated by those who have i mersed thenselves in the
particulars. Such a person is nore likely to see the universal arise
fromthe aggregate of particulars. Thus, a |l aw student who studies
lots of laws is more likely to appreciate jurisprudential theory than

138 For some very interesting commentary on this confession, see Burbidge,
Place of the Understanding, supra note 71, at 179-81.

1% Supra note 67.

140 See chapter 4.



one who reads the theory straight out.'%

He who begins the study of grammar finds inits forms and | aws dry
abstractions . . . On the other hand, he who has nastered a

| anguage and at the sanme time has a conparative know edge of other
| anguages, he al one can nake contact with the spirit and culture
of a people through the grammar of its |anguage; the sane rules
and forns now have a substantial, living value . . . Sinmlarly, he
who approaches [the Science of Logic] at first finds in logic an

i sol ated system of abstractions which, confined within itself,
does not enbrace within its scope the other know edges and
sciences. On the contrary, when contrasted with the wealth of the

world as pictorially conceivedl4 | . . then this science inits
abstract shape . . . looks as if it could achi eve anything sooner
than the fulfillment of its pronise . . . (57-58)

The value of logic is thus only appreciated when preceded by
experience in subordinate sciences. "[I]t then displays itself to
mnd as the universal truth, not as a particular know edge alongside
other matters." (58)

II. From Determinate Being to Infinity

Hegel begins Chapter 2 of Quality with some prelimnary remarks
about the progress to follow. Sonme of these remarks, however, nust
remai n nysterious until the chapter is finished.

Recall that, at the end of chapter 1, Determ nate Being
appeared. According to Figure 1(c), Becom ng was the first
Determ nate Being. In Figure 2(a), we wenched the i mediate part of
Figure 1(a)--[7]--and shifted it to the left. Figure 2(a) was thus
the characteristic nove of nmere Understanding. Later, in Figure 2(b),
Di al ectical Reason will rem nd us of a suppressed "other." In Figure
2(c), Speculative Reason will reconcile the two opposites with a new
m ddl e term

Determinateness. A key concept is introduced in the brief
preanble to chapter 2: "determ nateness.” A "determ nateness"” denotes
a unity of being and nothing. Thus, Beconmi ng is an express
det erm nat eness (whereas Pure Being and Nothing were only implicit
det er mi nat enesses). % A deterni nateness is therefore a doubl e-sided

141 Thus, Hegel would undoubtedly oppose the law course frequently called
"legal method," if taught to beginning law students. Such a course would be
strictly post-graduate, in Hegel's curriculum.

142 Hegel, incidentally, frequently called the Understanding "picture thinking"--a
derogatory reference.

143 Charles Taylor remarks that "Hegel takes up the Spinozan principle that all
determination is negation." TAYLOR, supra note 58, at 232.



entity in a state of contradiction.

A det erm nat eness does not, by itself, indicate that we can now
see things. Taking to heart a point by GR G Mire, we nust realize
that, throughout the first three chapters at |east, we have before us
quale only--qualities lacking all quantitative determ nation. "[We
are in a wrld prior to the thought of a thing," he wites, "and the
dialectic will be a sort of fluent instability, an inpotent shifting
rather than an active self-determ ning of spirit."

Quality. In Figure 2(a), the determ nateness of Becomng is
made into a one-sided being by the Understanding. In effect, the
Under st andi ng pl aces the accent on being. Special care should be
taken in interpreting Figure 2(a). There, Determ nate Being is shown
as an immediate entity [1], the sane as Pure Being was. But, thanks
to the Iaw of sublation, we know that Determ nate Bei ng contains al
past steps. It has a history. It is therefore a determ nateness--not
an i medi ate entity. This will be true for the rest of the Logic,
until inmmediacy establishes at the very end. Hence, it is possible to
say that Determ nate Being is Quality--a determinateness With the
accent on being. Thus, Hegel writes:

Det erm nate being corresponds to being in the previous sphere, but
being is indetermnate and therefore no deterninations issue from
it. Determinate being, however, is concrete; consequently a nunber
of determnations, distinct relations of its nonents, nake their
appearance in it. (110)146

In the preanble to chapter 2, Hegel states that, if we
determ ne sonething's Quality, we are saying that it is opposed to an
other--its negation, its nothingness. W are also inplying that
Quality is alterable and finite. Why alterable? This will becone
conprehensi ble only later,? but it has to do with the fact that
Determ nate Being is in a state of Becom ng--a novenent that is
present on the logic of sublation. It should, however, be clear why
Quality is finite. Quality is a one-sided view of a determ nateness.
Therefore, it is clearly limted by its other, as Figure 2(b) wll
show.

The three maj or subheadi ngs of this chapter are therefore (A)

144 M URE, supra note 2, at 116.

15 14, See also HARTNACK, supra note 22, at 17 (Hegel does not apply Becoming
to the world of objects; for Hegel, this concept is applicable to the beahvior of
categories"). Thisis apoint entirely misunderstood by Charles Taylor. See infra
text accompanying notes 215-26.

146 On concreteness, see supra text accompanying notes 92-94.

147 See the discussion of "Something” infra text accompanying notes 177-87.



Determ nate Being as Such [1]; (B) Something and its O her (or
Finitude) [1, 2, 3]; and (C) Qualitative Infinity [1-7]. Roughly, (A
is the nove of the Understanding, as Figure 2(a) shows. (B) is the
nodul ati ng doubl e nove of Dialectical Reason, and (C) is the
conciliatory nove of Specul ative Reason. The first two subheadi ngs
are further subdivided, so that the triad of Understanding,

Di al ectical Reason, and Specul ative Reason replicate thensel ves
wi t hin each subheadi ng.

A. Determinate Being as Such

The first subdivision of the chapter is itself subdivided.
First we take (a) Determ nate Being as such. This is the nove of
Understanding and is portrayed in Figure 2(a). Then (b) we take
Determ nate Being as a determ nateness. Here we see both sides of the
det erm nateness--its being and its nothingness. This is the
di al ectical nonent. We keep the accent on "being," however. Here we
have "Quality" before us. The subdivision ends with the achi evenent
of Sonmething--a unity of Quality and Negati on.

Reflection-into-self. OF this |ast step, Hegel nysteriously
writes that quality

is to be taken as well in the one determ nation of determ nate
being as in the other--as reality and negation. But in these
det er m nat enesses deternminate being is equally reflected into
itself; and posited as such it is (c) something, a determ nate
bei ng. (109)

In other words, first we take Quality, a determ nateness with the
accent on being (which Hegel unofficially also calls "reality").
Then, in step two, we take the sane determ nateness with the accent
on negation. Each of these two determ natenesses is "reflected into
self." Here for the first time we have an inportant Hegelian trope.
VWhat does it nmean for a determ nateness to be reflected into itself?
"Reflection Wthin Itself" is the name Hegel gives to the first
three of nine chapters on Essence--the m ddle portion of the Logic.
The phrase denotes a strong sense of i mmnence. Thus, such a
reflection is said to be an "i mmnent determning." (407) Reflection
al so denotes thought digging deeper. When we "reflect” about
oursel ves, we delve beyond the appearances in order to get at a
deeper truth. We do this by shedding the inessentials. \Wat we shed
are the appearances--our nere being--and we di scover sone deeper non-
bei ng behind the veil. Reflection-into-self is therefore a very
negative enterprise of sheddi ng one-sided being to find negative
essence. Hence, whatever Quality (and its Negation) becone, they
beconme it through their own negative force. They negate their
superficial appearance and reveal their true character as sonething
deeper. In terns of the Borronean Knot, [1] and [3] shed [2], which



turns out to be the essence of both [1, 2] and [2, 3]. [2] is then
rai sed above its station to [4-7]--the mddle term

Refl ection, however, is, in general, too advanced for the
Doctrine of Being, which is "the sphere of the imediate, the
unreflective . . . the sinply presented. "' Neverthel ess, as
everything in Logic's future is inplied fromthe start, it is not
surprising that we should find activity which, "for us"' and not
"for itself," resenbles Reflection-into-self.

"posited." We al so have in the above-quoted sentence an early
use of the all-inportant word "posit." When you "posit" a
proposition, you put it forth and bring it into existence. Positing
is the work you do. Hence, "positive law' is the law put forth by
human bei ngs (as opposed to natural |aw, which is produced by God or
nature). ™ | n effect, "positing” is the activity that is shown in
Figure 2(a). There, Becoming [7] "is posited"” as a purer form of
being. It sheds [4,5,6] and becomes [1]. In this activity, [1]
"reflects into itself."

The opposite of positing is that which is nerely "for us."” W
t he audi ence may know some truths about the unfolding Logic, but
Logic's job is to make express what is nerely inplicit. "Positing”
nmeans to nmake express one's true nature. In "positing” the "in
itself" (inmplicit) becones "for itself" (free of oppression by
external others). Thus, Hegel wites

only that which is posited in a Notion belongs in the dialectical
devel opnent of that Notion to its content; whereas the
deterninateness that is not yet posited in the Notion itself

bel ongs to our reflection. (110)

I n other words, what belongs only to our reflection is not yet
posited. Such information is "for us"--a kind of preview for our
edification and not strictly part of the Logic.

Thr oughout the Doctrine of Being (which consists of Quality,
Quantity and Measure), "positing" wll occur by constantly placing
t he enphasis on "being." Each nove by the Understandi ng occurs by
shifting [7] (or sone other part of the mddle term over into [1].
But in the mddle part of the Logic--the Doctrine of Essence--
"positing” radically changes character. In Essence, the paradi gmatic
nove of the Understanding constitutes a shift to the right--from/[7]
to [3]. Essence always posits what it is by announcing what it is

148 HARRIS, supra note 7, at 111.
149 On "for us," see supra text accompanying notes 26-32.
150 Hegel will define natural law as follows: "we take natural law to consist just in

this, that nothing happens without a cause sufficiently determined a priori, which
cause therefore must contain an absolute spontaneity withinitself ... " (738)



not. This is the quintessential nmove of human freedomin the negative
sense, and thus at the end of essence we will have arrived at human
sel f-consci ousness. In other words, the human subject is sinmply not
an object, and nothing nore than this--a very negative notion that is
much enphasi zed in Lacani an thought. ! Finally, in the "Subjective
Logic"--the last part of the Logic that follows Essence--"positing"
occurs sinultaneously on the left and the right. Both subject (on the
right) and object (on the left) posit what they are. Wat they
eventual ly posit is their perfect unity in the mddle termof Spirit.
In the first part of the present chapter, we shall witness
reality and unreality each positing thenselves as "sonething."

(a) Determinate Being in General

Hegel begins this subsection by describing the move from|[7] to
[1] in Figure 2(a):

From becoming [7] there issues determinate being [1], which is the
si npl e oneness of being and nothing. Because of this oneness it
has the formof immediacy. |1ts mediation, becom ng, |ies behind
it; it has sublated itself . . . (109)

If Becoming is a oneness, it is so by virtue of [7]. If we posit the

whole of Becoming [4, 5, 6, 7], it is certainly not a oneness, but is
an aggregate of "ones." Thus from |[7] springs forth Determ nate Being
[1] in general. In this formit is imedi acy. But its history is

steeped in nmediation.

Dasein. At this point, Hegel discusses the portentous Gernman
word "Dasein." The German word for Being is "Sein, and the German
word for Determ nate Being is "Dasein,” which, literally translated,
means being there. 1% Thus, Deternminate Being is being in a certain
pl ace. Yet, Hegel warns, "space" is too advanced for chapter 2.
Dasei n does, however, capture a hint of negation. If a thing is
there, it is not here.?3 Thus: "Determ nate being as the result of

151 For adescription of Lacan's theory of the subject, see JEANNE L. SCHROEDER,
THE VESTAL AND THE FASCES: HEGEL, LACAN, PROPERTY, AND THE FEMININE (1998).

182 Burbidge prefers "a being." He reasons: "The indefinite article suggests that
it is not absolutely indeterminate but isin some way limited by a nothing out of
which it comes and to which it may return." BURBIDGE, supra note 25, at 42.

153 professor Butler suggests that the significance of Something isthat a
determination is this as opposed to that. BUTLER, supra note 4, at 47. Something,
however, isreserved for Figure 2(c)--not Figure 2(a). The very idea of Determinate
Being already incorporates this notion of "this, not that." AsButler putsit
somewhat earlier, the significance of Determinate Being is that things become
"determinable. Id. at 41. It is not yet, however, not a"thing" that endures over



its becomng is, in general, being with a non-being such that this
non-being is taken up into sinple unity with being." (110) The sinple
unity of Determ nate Being is, of course, [1], in Figure 2(a)--also
[7] in Figure 1(c). Hegel expressly warns that the "sinple unity" of
[1] is neverthel ess, because of its history, a determ nateness: "Non-
being thus taken up into being in such a way that the concrete whole
is in the formof being, of imediacy, constitutes determinateness as
such." (110)

Hegel next warns that Determ nate Being--heir to the "being"
portion of Becomng [7]--is "a sublated, negatively determ ned
being." (110) That is to say, [7] is the negation of the earlier
hi story of Becom ng, as shown in Figure 1(c). O, [7] is sinply what
[4, 5, 6] were not--the static nmonent of the dynamic unity. But, if
being is negatively determned, it is only so "for us." For itself,

t he negative nature of this activity is "not yet posited." The
negative determ nation of being is the nove of Essence. It is too
advanced for chapter 2. Deterni nate Being has, however, posited
itself as a determ nateness. This nuch it knows of itself.

The Silent Fourth. In this subsection, Hegel also hints at
sonet hing interesting about Understandi ng:

That the whole, the unity of being and nothing, is in the one-

si ded determni nateness of being [1] is an external reflection; but
in the negation, in something and other and so on, it will come to
be posited. (110)

Hegel seens to be saying here that the nove of Understandi ng-
abstracting [7] and making it [1]--is not strictly the nove of Logic.
It comes fromthe outside. It is our nove. We are "externa
reflection.”

Thi s point should be understood as follows. The Logic is a
circle. W can go forward or backward. |If we choose to go forward,
t hrough the nove of Understanding, this is our choice. We do this
because we have an interest in watching the Logic unfold in that
particul ar direction. % What foll ows automatically, however, is
Di al ectical Reason and Specul ati ve Reason. These, at |east, are
"immanent" to the Logic itself. In short, Logic requires the
Under standing to nove forward. Wthout the audience, the Logic at
this point lies fallow It does not nove. Hence, the Understandi ng
represents a necessary contingent nmonent in the Logic. %

time. Id. at 49.

1% See generally CynthiaWillett, The Shadow of Hegel's Science of Logic, in
ESSAYSON HEGEL's LoGIC 85 (George di Giovanni ed., 1990).

155 Perhaps the presence of a consciousness as a necessary element of the Logic
iswhy Hegel emphasizes that the Science of Logic presupposes the



Sl avoj Zi zek has suggested that there is always a "fourth" in
t he Hegelian triad of Understanding, Dialectic, and Specul ative
Reason. %% He conpares it to the dummy in a gane of bridge--the silent
spectator that actually controls the game--a "Master Signifier" that
makes sense of all the other signifiers. Hegel's remark about the
Under st andi ng being "external reflection" vindicates ZiZek's
observati on.

John Bur bi dge |i kewi se suggests that the beginning of the Logic
is infected with contingency. He wites:

Transitions are essential, and conprehensive whol es are essenti al .
But this can be acknow edged only because understandi ng can
isolate and fix each of them and hold themtogether in a
disjunction . . . In other words, dialectical transitions wll
introduce contingencies; reflection will integrate this new

subj ect matter into a conprehensive perspective; understanding
will fix its terns and rel ations. 57

Thus, the intervention of the Understanding is a contingent event. It
is necessary if the Logic is to progress, but it is not necessary
that the Logic progress for us unless we--not yet part of the |ogical
system-prod it into action. ™ W are, after all, still only in the
primtive stage of nmere being. W have not yet reached subjectivity,
where things nove of their own accord. 5°

Phenomenology. See supra text accompanying notes 14-20; see also Harris, supra
note 7, at 26.

1%6 717 EK, KNOW NOT, supra note 109, at 179.
57 Burbidge, Place of the Understanding, supra note 71, at 130.

158 \We must not be stubborn in holding on to an outmoded idea, Burbidge
warns. Id. at 41 ("[T]he resolution of self-contradiction will not come by holding
stubbornly to the earlier category, but by moving to a new perspective in which
the two moments are no longer simply opposites but are subcontraries of amore
inclusive category.").

1% The passage | have quoted from Burbidge's essay draws a dissent from
Stephen Houlgate, who sees Burbidge as claiming the Understanding is ultimately
what holds the Logic together:

Surely, therefore, we should not be thinking of the stages of
understanding, dialectic and speculative reason as held together
inavertdntig digunction, that is held together as separate, but
moments of one speculative development. And if that isthe case,
then thought does not culminate in understanding and thus go

on setting up and dissolving conceptual determinations
indefinitely, as Professor Burbidge seems to claim, but
culminates rather in a definitive grasp by speculative reason of



Finally, Charles Taylor, whose book did much to reverse the
eclipse of Hegel's work in the twentieth century, finds this el enent
of contingency a fatal flawin the Logic. He wites:

The derivation of Beconming here is not as solid as that of Dasein.

This is the first but not the |ast place in the Logic where Hegel
will go beyond what is directly established by his argunent,
because he sees in the relation of concepts a suggestion of his
ontology . . . But of course as probative argunments these passages
are unconvincing. They fail, as strict conceptual proof, however
persuasive they are as interpretations for those who hold Hegel's
view of things on other grounds. Thus, in this case, the notion of
beconi ng i nmposes itself supposedly because of the passage from
Bei ng to Nothing and back; but this is a passage whi ch our thought
is forced to when we contenplate either . . . we cannot trade on
this principle at this stage. 160

Thi s reproach, however, may be answered. First, we have seen that
Dasein (Determ nate Being) is Becom ng, so that the criticism

(Becom ng's derivation is wekaer than that of Dasein) is not exactly
coherent. 1% Second, Hegel is, of course, required to go beyond the
predi cates of |ogical devel opnent to show what the Logic is "for us."
"We" (i.e. self-consciousnesses) don't appear until quite late in the
Logic. It is "for us" that the Logic is unfolding. Hence, of course
Hegel nust concede a role to the contingency of an observing subject
in order to explain the relation of Pure Being and Nothing to

Becom ng. We nust therefore dism ss Taylor's point as not well taken.

the unified movement of thought through itsthree stages. . . .

Houlgate, supra note 71, at 185. Houlgate's view is that Understanding, Dialectical
Reason, and Speculative Reason

are all modes of conceptual self-determination and can only be
treated properly when the Logic reaches the point at which
thought becomes explicitly self-determining, not before. That
point is reached in the subjective logic.

Id. a 186. In other words, asubject reaches back and mixes in with the earlier logic
moves. This"external reflection” can be viewed as the very contingency that
Burbudge asserts is needed to make the Logic unfold.

160 TAYLOR, supra note 58, at 233.

181 |n chapter 1, | identified Becoming with Determinate Being and deliberately
concluded that no work had been done when Becoming was broken down into
coming-to-be, ceasing-to-be, and Determinate Being. Otherwise, Determinate Being
would be the first negation of the negation. But Hegel says clearly that Something
(Figure 2(c)) isthefirst negation. See infra. Meanwhile, Figure 2(a) is the
"immediate” version of Determinate Being as a middle term.



| s Hegel's remark about Understanding--that it is an external
refl ection--consistent with positing? Hegel has strongly said that
"positing"” alone counts as a |ogical nove, under the principle of
i mmanence. The answer is, as m ght be expected, yes and no. Yes, the
Under st andi ng contingently comes forth to send the Logic on the path
toward further devel opnent. But external reflection works by seizing
on [7]--which is inmmnent in Becomng. In effect, the Understanding
is a unity of contingency and necessity. We make the Understandi ng
cone forth, but we use it to seize upon materials that are already
logically "present."

This point is inportant in refuting the false idea that Hegel
is some sort of pre-post-nodern "totalitarian."'%? Here we see the
inplication that contingency i S a necessity within the system This
unity of contingency and necessity is key to the very |last part of
t he Doctrine of Essence.

(b) Quality

In Figure 2(a), we have isolated Determ nate Being on the |eft
[1], as the "immedi acy of the oneness of being and nothing." (111)
Bei ng and Not hing "do not extend beyond each other"” at this stage.
(111) Yet we know fromits history that Determ nate Being is a
determ nateness: "so far as determ nate being is in the form of
being, so far is it non-being, so far is it determ nate.” (111)
Nevert hel ess, in Figure 2(a), Determnate Being is a unity in which
"as yet no differentiation . . . is posited.” (111) This 69
seens to be saying that "Determ nate Being in General” is only the
static part of [1]. It suppresses [2].

We have Quality only when [2], the negative voice of [1], is
suppressed. The opposite of Quality is Negation. Hence, we have:

Insert Figure 2 (b) here (located at the end)
Quality and Negation

What is the difference between Determ nate Being in Figure 2(a) and
Quality in Figure 2(b)? Each occupies the space of [1l], yet the nane
changes. Why? The answer seens to be that Quality nore clearly
inplies its opposite, while Determ nate Being declines to make any
reference to its opposite. Thus, Hegel writes:

Det erm nat e bei ng, however, in which [only] being is contained
[1], is itself the criterion for the one-sidedness of quality--
which is only immediate or only in the formof being (111)

182 M ost notoriously propounded by Karl Popper. See KARL POPPER, THE OPEN
SOCIETY AND ITS ENEMIES (1971).



Later, Hegel will remark that, in Quality, Determ nate Being shows
its determ nateness: "in quality as determ nately present, there is
di stinction--of reality and negation."” (114) This too indicates that
the unique contribution of Quality (as conpared to Determ nate Bei ng)
is to enphasize a dialectical relation between Quality and
Negat i on. 163

In any case, it pleases Hegel to change the names of [1] in
Figure 2(b). Perhaps Determ nate Being and Quality are the sane
concept--the leftward | eaning isolation of being at the expense of
not hi ng.

Det er m nat eness, however, is a broader termthan Quality or
Determ nate Being. It enconpasses the opposition of negativity. 16
Hence, in Figure 2(b), Negation as such appears. Notice that [3] is
isolated from|[1, 2]. Hegel says that [3] is just as nuch Determ nate
Being as [1]--or, in other words, nothing is just as nuch sonething
as sonmething is. Hence, Determ nate Being

is equally to be posited in the determ nation of nothing [3], when
it will be posited as a differentiated, reflected deterninateness,
no longer as imrediate or in the formof being. (111)

In this proposition, Determ nate Being is a reflected
determinateness. How can this be, if Determ nate Being is (one-
sidedly) taken as a sinple by the Understanding? The answer is that,
in Figure 2(b), Dialectical Reason is at work. It nust see double. W
can observe [3], a Determ nate Being as such, but it is in connection
with the express determ nateness of Figure 2(b) as a whole. In other
words, in Figure 2(b) the deterni nateness of Determ nate Bei ng makes
itself expressly manifest. It is "posited" as conplex (though
simul taneously a sinple, as shown in [3]). As conplex, it is "no
| onger i mediate."” Hence, Hegel remarks that Nothing is a
"determ nate elenment of a determ nateness." (111) It is reflected, in
the sense that it has shed the inessential "being" [1] of which it is
the deeper truth. Reflection involves the statenent, "I am not that."
Hence, [2] is the negative voice that ditinguishes [1] and thereby
becones [2, 3], which is jut as nmuch Determ nate Being as [1l, 2].
Hegel finishes this subsection by equating Quality with
reality. Hence, reality is "quality with the accent on being. " (111)
This same reality is negation when "burdened with a negative." (111)
Or, in other words, Negation is just as "real" as reality. Negation

183 John Burbidge analyzes this step quite differently. He appears not to agree
that Determinate Being is the same as Quality. Rather, he thinks that Figure 2(b)
should be written as[1] = Determinate Being (which he calls"a being") and [3] =
Quality. BURBIDGE, supra note 25, at 48. This leaves out Negation altogether and
therefore cannot be sustained from Hegel's text.

164 See supra text accompanying notes 140-42.



is a "quality but one which counts as a deficiency."1® The "quality"
of Negation is shown in [3]. 166

Remark: Quality and Negation

In this Remark, Hegel speaks of the conmmon usage of the word
"reality." Philosophers speak of merely enpirical reality as
wort hl ess existence. Ordinary speakers may claimthat nere thoughts
have no "reality." Yet, on Hegel's analysis, reality (i.e., Quality)
i's one-sided.

Reality plays a role in the ontol ogical proof of God, which
Hegel visited in chapter 1 (as an excuse to attack Kant). In the
nmet aphysi cal concept of God, "which, in particular, fornmed the basis
of the so-called ontol ogical proof,"” (112) God was defined as the
sumtotal of all realities. In this sumtotal no contradiction
exi sted. No exenplar of "reality" canceled any other. In this
account, realities were taken as perfections, containing no negation.
W t hout negation, realities do not oppose one another, but exist in
perfect indifference to each other. 187

Such realities abolish determ nateness. Yet w thout negati on,
being is indeterm nate. Hence, reality, in this view, regresses to
Pure Being. It is "expanded into indeterm nateness and |loses its
meani ng." (112) Such a view of God--as abstract reality--effectively
changes God into Pure Nothing.

But suppose we take reality as "determ nateness.” Then the sum
total of all realities is also the sumtotal of all negations and
hence of all contradictions. Since contradiction is power and force,
such a view nmakes of God "absol ute power in which everything
determ nate is absorbed.” (113) In other words, this absol ute power
destroys reality, once again |eaving God as a nothing:

[Rleality itself is, only in so far as it is still confronted by a
bei ng which it has not subl ated; consequently, when it is thought
as expanded into realized, limtless power, it becones the

abstract nothing. (113)

185 Hegel predicts that Negation will later be "determined as limit, limitation.”
(111) See Figure 5(b).

186 Charles Taylor calls Determinate Being as Such (Dasein) a"marriage.. . . of
reality and negation." TAYLOR, supra note 58, at 233. Thisis slightly inaccurate.
"Reality" isalready the unity of being and negation (with the accent on being).
Redlity is married to anegation which is just as much areality asthe redity it
negates.

167 Such aview was attacked in chapter 1 as "pantheism." See supra text
accompanying notes 97.



Hegel al so warns agai nst maki ng negation (the mrror view of
reality) into an abstract nothing, as Spinoza did. O course, as
Hegel , enphasized in chapter 1, nothing can stand before Pure
Not hi ng, which obliterates everything. Rather, we nust always view
Not hi ng as a determinate not hing.

For Spinoza, there was only one substance, and it was abstract
not hi ngness. Substance so defined was supposed to be the unity of
t hought and being (i.e., extension). This reduces thought and being
to nere "noments"--"[o]r rather, since substance in its own self
| acks any determ nation whatever, they are for himnot even nonents."”
(113) Individuals cannot persist in the face of Spinoza's substance.
Everything is obliterated.

The Positive. Toward the end of the remark, Hegel conpares
Negation in chapter 2 with the Negative when it stands in correlation
with the Positive, much later in the Doctrine of Essence. 1% The
Positive, Hegel states, is "reality" reflecting the negation. In the

Positive, reality has only "illusory being." (113) But in "reality as
such,” the Negative is still hidden.

These remarks cannot be fully appreciated at this stage. Mich
later, we will see that Illusory being refers to the first attenmpt to
isolate the Essential. The attenpt is a failure--the Essential is
only Illusory Being. But this kind of self-denunciation of Being is
what Essence is. The act of self-denunciation is what Hegel will call
Ref | ecti on. 1°

Anot her way of viewing Illusory Being is that it is what
reflection "sheds" as it retreats into itself. In effect, Illusory
Being is "inessential." Hence, the Positive is a very advanced

version of "reality." The Positive has renounced its being and
overtly enbraces the Negative, whereas, in reality, occult Negation
is merely inplied in the concept of Quality.

pProperty. Finally, Hegel conpares Quality to the property of a
thing. Quality is property when it manifests itself inmanently to
another in an "external relation.” (114) By this, Hegel signals
(rather nysteriously, at this stage) that we speak of properties when
"things" have great resilience. That is, the thing potentially
remains the same thing, even if it |oses one or nore of its
properties. This resiliency Hegel will call Existence. Such
resilience is far too advanced for chapter 2, however. Quality has no
such resilience.

By way of an exanple of "property,

Hegel offers this:

By properties of herbs, for instance, we understand determ nations

188 These are discussed in Determinations of Reflection, where they will be
identified the moments of Opposition.

189 See Hegel's discussion of illusory being in the first chapter on reflection.



which are not only are proper to sonething, but are the neans
whereby this sonething in its relations with other sonethings
maintains itself in its own peculiar way, counteracting the alien
influences posited in it and making its own determ nations
effective in the other--although it does not keep this at a

di stance. (114)

Using a term Hegel has not yet introduced, a thing' s properties
partake of "Being-for-self." The observer is capable of inposing its
own view on the herb, introducing "alien influences." Property
counteracts such influences that the observer posits into the herb.
They are, in short, the authentic statenents of the thing to the
outside world. Thus, Hegel agrees with Friar Lawrence: "Oh mckle is
t he powerful grace that lies in herbs, plants, stones and their true
qualities."t0

These "proleptic" remarks about properties may have m sl ed
Charles Taylor into msinterpreting the entire status of Determ nate
Bei ng. Tayl or thinks Hegel is making the common sense point that the
property of sonme thing can be discerned only in contrast to sonme
ot her property, We cannot have the shape "square" w thout the shape
"round. "'t Thus, Tayl or concl udes:

Al t hough the quality by which we can characterize a given
Dasein may be defined in contrast to imaginary properties, that
is, properties which are not instantiated, some of the contrasts
on whi ch we base our descriptions nust be instantiated. In these
cases, the contrast between Daseine as qualities is a contrast
bet ween distinct things: Hegel uses the word 'sonething here
(Etwas) . . . 172

This interpretation of Determ nate Being seriously m sses the point.
Hegel woul d undoubtedly dispute the phil osophical worth of the commopn
sense observation that one property is not sone other property, and
he woul d surely point out that such conpari sons presuppose the self-
identity of the property perceived. !’ I ndeed, self-identity of
realities is precisely the position Hegel attacks in the Remark
entitled "Quality and Negation." In short, Taylor criticizes Hegel

for making properties into things, when this is the very position

O \WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE, ROMEO AND JULIET, Act 3 Scene 2.

L TAYLOR, supra note 58, at 234.

172 14, " Something" is just about to appear in Figure 2(c) as the unity of Quality
and Negation. (William Wallace, trandator of the Lesser Logic, will trandate Etwas
as "somewhat," better capturing the world prior to the thought of athing. LESSER

LoGIC, supra note 9, § 90.

173 | n chapter 1, we saw Hegel's low opinion of "comparison.”



that Hegel is criticizing. To be sure, Hegel discusses the properties
of herbs, but this discussion is strictly "for us." Such properties
are too advanced for the real mof Determ nate Being, which concerns
itself with what Mure called gquale. ™

Under the the false inpression that Hegel is concern with self-
identical properties, Taylor conplains of a disjunction between
"contrast" of properties and negation as the substance of Determ nate
Bei ng. > OF course, there is a disjunction between the two
concepts, 1’ but in fact Hegel does not, at this stage, concern
himself with contrast of identifiable properties.

Tayl or goes on to conplain that, the properties of a "thing"
causally maintain the thing in its integrity (as Hegel recognized in
hi s anal ysis of herbs). He judges Hegel's argunent to be "a bit
| oose"” and "enbarrassing," given the fact that "cause and effect" are
rel ati ons devel oped only the Doctrine of Essence.!”” These objections
di sappear if Miure's observation concerning gquale is honored. Contrary
to Taylor's point, we are far too early for the doctrine of the
“thing," which appears only in the Doctrine of Essence.!’®

How, Tayl or asks, does this comon sense notion of conparison
lead to "the notion of Determ nate Beings in a kind of struggle to
mai ntain thenselves in the face of others, and hence as 'negating'
each other in an active sense"?'® The question is falsely put.

174 See supra text accompanying note 143.

5 TAYLOR, supra note 58, at 234 ("What may worry usis that Hegel seemsto
move from this unexceptionable point that al reality must be characterized
contrastively . . . to the notion of determinate beingsin akind of struggleto
maintain themselvesin face of others, and hence, as 'negating' each other in an
active sense.").

176 Erroll Harris, however, sees a conjunction. Alteration, Harris points out,
alwaysinvolves contrast. Suppose A becomes B. Before this change, 4 is
"contrasted" with B. Change occurs. 4 isatered. 4 isnow B. B isto be contrasted
from what it was--4. Hence, alteration and contrast go hand in hand. HARRIS, supra
note 7, at 107; see also id. a 109 ("change or alteration is properly change only if
both terms, that from which and that into which change occurs, are held together
as the phases of a single process"). But more to the point, the contrast of 4 and B
isnot yet admissible. At this earlier point, we can speak only of 4 and "not 4."

T TAYLOR, supra note 58, at 234.

18 HARRIS, supra note 7, at 106. To quote Hegel's own reproach of Taylor's
position: "And always when a concrete existence is disguised under the name of
Being and not-Being, empty headedness makes its usua mistake of speaking
about, and having in mind an image of, something else than what isin question . . .
" LESSER LOGIC, supra note 9, § 88.

179 TAYLOR, supra note 58, at 234.



Determ nate Being is not derived fromthe conparison of "things."
Nevert hel ess, the bal ance of the question is a good one. How does it
foll ow that being struggles to "be" in the face of negativity? The
answer is that external reflection intervenes into the real m of
Determ nate Being in order to press forward its logic. Wth this

assi stance, being is in notion. It is in the process of Becom ng. The
act of Becom ng (as opposed to ceasing-to-be) is the act of the
Under st andi ng, that constantly accents being at the expense of

not hing. OF course, it falls to Dialectical Reason to do the
opposite--to enphasi ze the negative.

(c) Something

The | ast subsection within "Determ nate Being as Such" is
"Sonmet hing." Recall that, in Figure 2(b), Quality [1] had a
di al ectical relation with Negation [3]. Now the determ nateness in
Figure 2(b) nust sublate itself and show itself as "void"--though, as
al ways, preserved.

In the nove from Di al ectical to Specul ati ve Reason, we notice
that Dial ectical Reason chided Determ nate Being for ignoring its own
negative voice [2]. But Dialectical Reason was |ikew se guilty of
ignoring its own positive voice [3]--the same m schi evous foul sin of
whi ch the Understanding was guilty. Hence, Specul ative Reason sees
t hat

negation is deterninate being, not the supposedly abstract nothing
but posited here as it is initself, as affirmatively present . .
., belonging to the sphere of deterninate being. (115)

O, in mathematical terms, [1] = [3]. In this fornulation, the
distinction between Quality and Negati on has been sublated. They are
equal . But "this sublating of the distinction is nore than a nere

t aki ng back [of Figure 2(b)] and external om ssion of it again."
(115) We cannot nerely retreat to Figure 2(a)--Determ nate Being as
such. "The distinction [between [1] and [3]] cannot be omtted, for
it is." (115) Hence, we have Determ nate Being [1l], the distinction
within Determ nate Being [2], and sublation of the distinction. As
Hegel puts it, we have "determ nate being, not as devoid of
distinction as at first, but as again equal to itself through

subl ation of the distinction.” (115) But this "return into self" of
the Determ nate Beings--the return of [1] and [3] into [2, 4]--also
represents an enhancenment [7]. W now have, not Determ nate Being in
General, but "a determinate being, a something." (115) Hence:



Insert Figure 2(c) here (located at the end)

Something
We are still, however, in "the world prior to the thought of a
t hing. "1 "The universe and all in it is here just an

undi fferenti at ed- - somewhat . " 18!

Being-within-self. It is said (wongly) that eskinpbs have a
hundred words for "snow," because snow is so inportant to their way
of life.'® This is apparently a canard. '® \What they have is a series
of sinple expressions which can be translated into "wet snow, " or
"powdered snow." English has precisely the same phrases.

"Being" is to Hegel what "snow' is to the eskinps. Hegel has
many di fferent conpound expressions for it. Accordingly, we have in
t he di scussion of "Sonmething" the first appearance of the expression
"bei ng-wi thin-self."

Hegel says of Sonet hing:

Thi s subl atedness of the distinction is deterninate being's own
determ nateness; it is thus being-within-self: determ nate being
is a determinate being, a something. (115)184

In this passage, being-within-self is "subl atedness." Hence, being-
within-self is an active notion. |t designates inmanent activity. It
is in the nature of being to turn into nothing and then into

sonet hing. This devel opnent represents being within the self. Nothing
external is required. %

Negation of the negation. Hegel has already discussed the
"negation of the negation.” It is the step that Specul ati ve Reason
takes in creating the mddle term This [7] is the negation of the
negation. It is the creation of "sonething" out of a double negative.

180 M URE, supra note 2, at 116.

181 Jd. at 117. Here, Mure invokes William Wallace's trandl ation of Etwas--the
somewhat. Miller trandates this as Something.

182 ROBERT E. ORNSTEIN, THE PSYCHOLOGY OF CONSCIOUSNESS 40 (1972).
18 GEOFFREY K. PULLAM, THE GREAT ESKIMO VOCABULARY HOAX 166 (1991).

18 Thefirst part of this statement is deeply paradoxical. Distinction is sublated;
the "sublatedness' is Determinate Being's own determinateness. Y et
determinateness requires distinction by its nature. The paradox disappears,
however, if we emphasize the preservation side of sublation. In other words,
distinction is preserved in Determinate Being's determinateness.

18 Though, earlier in the chapter, Hegel warned that the Understanding entails
an external reflection, which does indicate something from the outsideis required.
Being istherefore never entirely "within self.”



Hegel , however, now tells us that "Sonething is the first negation of
negation." (115)

Figure 2(c) shows a mddle term which is negation of the
negation. But did we not see the same configuration of circles in
Figure 1(c)? Way wasn't Becoming in Figure 1(c) the first negation of
t he negation?

The answer is that negation is a determinate nothing. In Figure
2(c), Negation canceled Quality, and Something in turn cancel ed
Negation. Figure 1(c) is not a negation of the negation. Pure Nothing
was an indeterminate nothing. Properly speaking, Pure Nothing did not
emanate from Pure Being in the same way that Negation emanated from
Quality.'® For that reasonm Figure 1(b) shows Pure Nothing as non-
dialectic. In Figure 2(b), however, Quality's own voice [2] denanded
that Negation posit itself. [2] was inherently within Determ nate
Being (or Quality) under the | aws of sublation. This internal voice
is the birth of Dialectical Reason. For this reason, Quality
confesses its being-within-self for the first time, and Hegel can
rightly say that Something is the first negation of the negation. 18

Hegel suggests that the first negation in Figure 2(b) nust be
di stingui shed fromthe negation of the negation in Figure 2(c). The
first negation is abstract. Thus, in Figure 2(b), the "overl ap”

18 As Gadamer put it, Pure Nothing "bursts forth" from Pure Being without
dialectical negation. HANS-GEORG GADAMER, HEGEL'S DIALECTIC 89 (Christopher
Smith trans., 1976).

187 Thisinterpretation is bolstered the following passage from the Lesser Logic:

The distinction between Being and Nothing is. . . only
implicit and not yet actually made: they only ought to be
distinguished. A distinction of course implies two things, and
that one of them possesses an attribute which is not found in the
other. Being however is an absol ute absence of attributes, and
so is Nought. Hence the distinction between the two is only
meant to be. . . . In all other cases of difference thereis some
common point which comprehends both things [2]. Suppose e.g.
we speak of two different species: the genus [2] forms a common
ground for both. But in the case of mere Being and Nothing,
distinction is without a bottom to stand upon: hence there can be
no distinction, both determinations being the same
bottomlessness. If it be replied that Being and Nothing are both
of them thoughts, so that thought may be reckoned common
ground, the objector forgets that Being is not a particular or
definite thought, and hence, being quite indeterminate, is a
thought not to be distinguished from Nothing.

LESSER LoGIC, supra note 9, § 87 Remark. In effect, when species are compared,
genusis[2], the being-within-self of the species. But, because Figure 1(b) lacks
any common ground between Pure Being and Nothing, Becoming does not qualify
as anegation of the negation.



bet ween Quality and Negation is designated by [2] only. In contrast,

t he negation of the negation is concrete. In Figure 2(c), the overlap
bet ween Sonmething and its constituent parts is described by [4, 5,

6]. Furthernore, [2] in Figure 2(b)--an abstraction--itself beconmes a
"concreteness" [2, 4] in Figure 2(c).

Self-determination. Hegel further describes negation of the
negation as a "sinple self-relation in the formof being." (115) Can
this be justified? Once again, the answer is yes. In Figure 2(c), [4]
is the space common to Determ nate Being, Negation, and sonet hing.

[4] is "being-within-self" simpliciter. By virtue of [4], the
negati on of the negation is "sinple"--it cannot be further
subdivided. It is self-related because it is conmon to all terms. It
is in the formof being because the negation of the negation
participates within the |leftward-Ieaning notion of Quality [1, 3, 4].

Freedom. Hegel quickly identifies negation of the negation with
ordinary self-determ nation--freedom The progress is free in the
sense that nothing fromthe outside conpels the progress. By the
negative process of self-destruction, the self establishes that it

is. If we may return to Descartes, ' "| think therefore | am' is
drastically wong if it is taken to nean "I think =1 am" Active
thinking is a negative that is opposed to passive being. But if the
enphasis is on therefore, Descartes is exactly right. | think.

negate nyself so that | can unself-consciously think about nyself as
an object. Because | negate nmyself, it therefore follows that 1 am.

In terms of Figure 2(c), thinking is Negation, and "I anm is
Sonet hi ng. Thus, Descartes is properly describing a process, not an
analytic result. In Kantian terns, the cogito is a synthesis, not an

anal ysi s. 189

The negation of the negation is said to be "the restoring of
the sinple relation to self." (116) This can be witnessed in [7],
which is "sinmple.” But Hegel is quick to add that Something is
"equally the mediation of itself with itself." (116) As a nediation
it is not sinple. It is not just [7], but is [4, 5 6] as well. Thus,
if we admt [7] is the "itself" of Sonething, and also that [4, 5, 6]
is just as nmuch the "itself,” then it becomes clear how Something is
“the nmediation of itself with itself." Self-nediation is a feature of
all mddle ternms, and was wi tnessed even in Figure 1(c) in a nore
abstract form In the mddle ternms, "nmediation with the self is

188 See supra text accompanying notes 85-86.

189 According to Kant, the analytical is the necessary, logical unity of two
concepts, according to alaw of identity. IMMANUEL KANT, CRITIQUE OF PRACTICAL
REASON 136 (T.K. Abbott trans., 1996). Synthesis is the conjunction of
representations into a conception, which conjunction is not to be found in objects
themselves. Synthesis therefore adds a negative unity to the objects as taken in by
understanding. CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON, supra note 67, at 60, 78.



posited." (116) But, for that matter, thanks to the rules of

subl ation, nediation is present in both the |left extrenme and the
ri ght extreme of any given Figure. Mediation "is to be found
everywhere, in every Notion." (116)

Being's abstractness. In his discussion of Sonething, Hegel
enphasi zes how epheneral "being" is. This was certainly evident from
chapter 1, where Pure Being "al ways-al ready" was Pure Nothing. It is
still true in chapter 2. The resilience of "things" does not appear
until m dway through the Doctrine of Essence, when things have (but
are distinguishable from their properties.

On the ephenerality of being, Hegel writes:

In our ordinary way of thinking, something is rightly credited
with reality. However, sonething is still a very superficial
deternmination; just as reality and negati on, determ nate being and
its determ nateness, although no |onger blank being and not hi ng,
are still quite abstract determnations. It is for this reason
that they are the nost current expressions and the intellect which
i s philosophically untrained uses them nost, casts its
distinctions in their nould and fancies that in themit has
sonething really well and truly determ ned. (115)

In Cartesian terns, we commonly think "I am" and are conforted by the
proposition. In truth, being is nothing. Only in the Subjective Logic
(the Doctrine of the Notion) does the human subject have "staying
power." But that resilient category will be a very negative unity

i ndeed--not a nere "being."

In-itself. In his discussion of Something, Hegel for the first
time overtly refers to the inportant concept of the "in-itself."?%
The in-itself is, in effect, what is nmerely inplicit. The job of the
in-itself is to make itself express. The in-itself nust be "for
itself.” When a thing is "for itself,” it knows what it is. It cannot
perceive what it is nmerely "in itself." Thus, Hegel writes:

This mediation with itself which something is in itself, taken
only as negation of the negation, has no concrete determ nations
for its sides; it thus collapses into the sinple oneness which is
being. (116)

VWhen Hegel describes self-nediation of the Something as "in itself,”
he is stating that self-nediation is "for us" only. It is not yet
"for itself"--expressly manifested. |Indeed, self-mediation is the
hal | mark of Essence--way too advanced for our primtive progress to
dat e.

Yet Hegel also said a few sentences earlier: "In something
medi ation with self is posited, in so far as sonmething is determ ned

1% The jntroductory material uses the phrase from time to time, however.



as a sinple identity." (116) In other words, if, within the

Sonet hing, we focus on [7], we have Sonething's sinple identity.

G ven [7], nmediation is supposedly "posited."” But "posited" neans
made mani fest. How can sel f-nmediati on be sinultaneously posited and
"initself"?

The answer seens to lie in the ephenerality of being. At this
stage, the nove of the Understanding was to wench [7] fromthe
m ddle termand shift it to the left so that it became [1l]--as Figure
2(a) showed. When this occurs, the Something "collapses into the
si npl e oneness which is being." The Understanding gets away with this
di stortion because [7] "has no concrete determ nations for its
sides."” (116) Concrete determ nations will build thenselves up |ater,
in the Doctrine of the Notion--the last third of the Science of
Logic. At that point, the Understandi ng cannot do such violence to
the mddle term For now, however, the mddle term"collapses” into
nmere being. The sel f-mediation, "posited” in the Sonething [4, 5, 6,
7] is nmerely "in itself" once the Understanding has its way ([7] 6
[1]). After this operation is acconplished, being does not manifestly
recognize its self-nmediation. For this reason, self-mediation is
merely "in itself.” It will not beconme "for itself” until being
becones sel f-consciousness at the end of Essence.

Alteration. In the preanble to chapter 2, Hegel warned that
Quality was alterable. At the very end of his discussion of the
Sonet hi ng, Hegel makes good on this prediction. Invoking the |aw of
subl ati on, he states that Something contains Becom ng, but in a nore
conpl ex form

Sonet hing as a becoming is a transition, the noments of which are
t hensel ves sonethings, so that the transition is alteration--a
becom ng which has al ready beconme concrete. (116)

Thus, Hegel has shown that Quality as such is on the move. It is
alterabl e--courtesy of its own being-within-self. Thus, "sonething
alters only inits Notion." (116)

But can we affirmthat the nmonents of the Something are
t hensel ves sonet hi ngs? Hegel stretches his term nology here to nmake a
point. O course, Quality and Negation (the nonments of the Sonething)
are too crude to claimfor thensel ves the honorabl e nane of
Sonet hi ng. But Hegel w shes to enphasize that Quality and Negation
are both Qualities. Yet since the Understanding recognizes only [7]
at this early stage, Sonething "alters only in its Notion; it is not
yet posited as nedi ating and medi ated, but at first only as sinply
mai ntaining itself inits self-relation.” (116) Thus, because the
Under st andi ng insists on making [7] into [1], the Understandi ng does
not grasp the double nature of the mddle term That double nature of
medi ating the earlier steps and being nediated by themis still "in
itself."



B. Finitude

It is time to reveal a structural feature of chapter 2. The
entire chapter is tripartite. Utimtely, it can be drawn as foll ows:

A Diagram of Chapter 2

In Determ nate Being in General, we wi tnessed the devel opnment
t hroughout Figure 2. What now nust be revealed is that the entire
devel opnent of Figure 2 was "left-leaning."” That is, in the above
drawi ng, Determ nate Being stayed in its fixed |eftward position, and
novenment occurred within it.

Now we will do the mrror opposite with Finitude. Everything
t hat happens here will be "right-leaning,” with Finitude staying in
its negative, fixed position vis-a-vis Infinity. What is happening,
in effect, is that work is going on in the extrenmes, while, for the
nmoment, the mddle termof Infinity is static.

As Hegel puts it in the short preanble to Finitude:

In the first section, in which determinate being in general
was considered, this had . . . the determ nation of being.
Consequently, the nmonents of its devel opnent, quality and
sonet hi ng equal ly have an affirmative determnation. In
[Finitude], the negative determnation contained in determnate
being is devel oped, and whereas in [Determ nate Being in General],
[ Negation] was at first only negation in general, the first
negation, it is now determned to the point of the being-within-
self or the inwardness of the something, to the negation of the
negati on. (117)

O, in other words, we left off the Sonmething as unaware of its own
nmedi at ed- nedi ating nature. Now its nature as negation of the negation
wi |l be made express.

Accordingly, the first sub-monent of Finitude is itself double:
(a) Sonething and an Ot her. The second step is |likew se double: (b)
constitution and limt. The mddle termwll be (c) the Finite. The
doubl ed nature of the steps prove that they are negative in nature,
because negativity always requires a positivity to negate. How these
twin steps follow will have to await the denonstration, which, by way
of warning, the reader is sure to find exceptionally difficult.

(a) Something and an Other

Nothing is, after, all something. Ergo, the inplied truth of
Determ nate Being in General--[2] in Figure 2(b)--is multiple



nothings which are equally sonethings.® The Understandi ng now sees
[4, 2, 6] as the unity of Sonething and Other. That is,
Sonet hing/ Gt her--[5] and [6]--are unified. The force that holds them
together is [4].

In Figure 3(a), we take [4, 5, 6] and represent it in an
affirmative guise. That is, [4, 5, 6] becones [1l] and behaves
accordingly.

Insert Figure 3(a) here (located at the end)
Something/Other!%

Figure 3(a) illustrates positing, or manifestation of what the thing
is. Hence, what we find is that the mediated nature of the something
[4, 5, 6] is what shifts to the left--not the i mediate nature of the
Sonething [7]. Yet, paradoxically, the nodul ati on between [5] and [ 6]
is presented as a static unity [1].1%

VWhen we left off with Something, Hegel had strongly enphasized
that the constituent parts of Sonmething in Figure 2(a) were each

191 "Multiple" here means more than one [2-7]. Later, in the next chapter, we will
generate the Many Ones. There, "multiple" will meansinfinite, separate Ones. See
infra text accompanying notes ---.

192 professor Burbidge sees something similar happening here but describes it
differently. Recall that he viewed Speculative Reason as having three different
steps: synthesis, naming, and integration into awhole. See supra text
accompanying note 64. At this very stage, he sees integration as failing:

When speculative reason synthetically combines two conceptsiit
may find on examination that the relation is one of integration
and that the two collapse into a simple unity. On the other hand,
however, the relation may not be integration, but something else,
which till leaves the moment of thought incomplete.

Burbidge, supra note 25, at 48. In other words, he sees Figure 3(a) as being
Speculative Reason's move. | have described it as Understanding's move. We
agree, however, that integration fails. Figure 3(a) isolates pure non-integration.
This, however, tends to impeach Burbidge's claim that integration is a necessary
step within Speculative Reason, since here integration fails.

193 Of this paradox, Burbidge writes:

Thought no longer has a simple concept, but wavers between
[Something and Other]. The negative moment, implicitina being
[i.e., Determinate Being] has now become explicit.

Id. at 48. [1] isexplicitness itself. Hence, Burbidge is close to the truth of the matter,
but | would not say that negativity has becomeimplicit. Rather, the movement
between Something and Other hasreified itself in[1]. ("Reify" meansto "thingify"
or to render a non-thing into athing.)



Qualities. Hegel now repeats that Sonething/OQher in Figure 3(a) are
"both determ nate beings or sonethings."” (117) Likew se, Sonething
and Ot her are each nothings--or "Others." But one of them nust be
Sonet hi ng and one nust be Oher. "It is inmmterial which is first
named and solely for that reason called something. "™ (117) The word
"this" serves to decide the matter. % Accordingly, the choice of
Sonet hing and Other is a subjective designation which falls outside
Sonet hing and Other. The designation of one as affirmative and the
ot her as negative is not an immanent nove. We deci de which is which.
Once again, a nonent of contingency makes itself manifest.

Yet, nevertheless, the nmeaning of Figure 3(a) is that
Determ nate Being determnes itself as itself, but also as an O her.
“"[T]here is no determ nate being which is determned only as [a
Determ nate Being]" and not also as an Other. (118)

So far, within Figure 3(a), we have Sonething/ O her, but no way
of distinguishing whether it is Sonmething or whether it is Oher. It
is one or the other, but (so far) not both. W can only tell the
difference from nmere conparison--which, as we saw in chapter 1, is
medi ocre techni que. *® The only legitimte nove is for Sonmething or
Ot her to posit what it is on its own. This will be done in Figure
3(b), but first Hegel digresses to contenplate nature.

Nature. From Figure 3(a), Hegel derives physical nature, in
sone passages which will undoubtedly be found too difficult for so
early a stage of the Logic.

Because Figure 3(a) is the nove of Understanding,

Sonet hing/ G her is Oher in an abstract manner. It is not in concrete
relation with Something. "[T]herefore, the other is to be taken as
isolated."” (118) And, we m ght add, Sonething/OQther is |ikew se
Something abstractly--not in concrete relation with the O her. For

t he nonment, however, we concentrate on Sonething/ Gt her as O her, as
we, licensed by external reflection, are entitled to do.

Because Ot her is isolated, it is "the other inits own self,
that is, the other of itself."” (118) Note the hint of self-alienation
here. If the Oher is the Oher of itself, it is not itself. A single
entity has now doubled itself. There is O her, and there is the
original self to which Oher is O her.

Was this a legitimte nove? The answer is yes. Hegel's point is
that "Other" is a correlative term But if Oher is taken "as such,"
no Gher to the Oher is supplied. Oherness nust therefore turn back

194 Readers of the Phenomenology, supra note 14, will recall how, in chapter 1,
the subjective moment of "this" (indexicality) disrupted the perfect unity of sense-
certainty. It islikewise disruptive here, inthe Science of Logic. Hegel wasastern
critic of "voila."

195 See supra text accompanying note 111.



on itself and nake "itself" its Oher.® |In a sense, this is parallel
to the nmove of Pure Nothing. Pure Nothing |ikew se expelled itself
fromitself and becane Pure Being, in Figure 1(b). Hence, pure
ot herness at this |ater stage inplodes upon itself and becones
"sonet hi ng. "

This self-alienation, Hegel says, is physical nature--the
"other of spirit.”

Otherness in Itself
(Nature) 197

Of nature, Hegel wites that Spirit's determ nation "is thus at first
a nere relativity by which is expressed, not a quality of nature
itself, but only a relation external to it." (118) O, to translate,
if Spirit is present in Figure 3(a)--which we know, through the |aws
of sublation'®--and if we take [1] in Figure 3(a) as abstractly O her
(and not as abstractly Sonmething), then Spirit beconmes Ot her to
itself. In other words, Spirit expels itself fromitself. This
expelled Other is at first nerely a relativity, not a quality of
nature itself.® That is, nature is determ ned as "not spiritual."
Not hing nore than this determ nation is established here. 2%

1% professor Butler calls this move "nonintentional reference.” Butler, supra
note 4, at 29 ("The autobiographer refers to himself, smoke refersto fire, and
entities refer to determinate properties"). Burbidge puts it this way:

Asother it refersto something which is not. Yet becauseit is
isolated by understanding there is nothing else to which it can

be related. It can only be other initself by becoming other than
itself.

Burbidge, supra note 25, at 48.

197 | do not take the discussion of nature to be amove in the Logic as such.
Therefore, | do not label it as Figure 3(b). Nevertheless, this drawing can be
overlaid upon the officia Figure 3(b), in order to represent its significance.

1% Recall that Pure Being was abstracted from Pure Knowing, which was the
Absolute Idea and hence Spirit.

1% Renate Wahsner, The Philosophical Background to Hegel's Criticism of
Newton, in HEGEL AND NEWTONIANISM 81, 82-83 (Michael John Petry ed., 1993).
Hyppolite remarks that, for Hegel, nature is "the fall of the idea, a past of reason,
rather than an absol ute manifestation of reason." HYPPOLITE, supra note 82, at 244.

20 Much later, Hegel will describe nature as such "the ground of the world."
(464) This means "the world is nothing but nature itself." (466) But natureis
indeterminate. "[B]efore nature can be the world amultiplicity of determinations
must be externally added to it. But these do not have their ground in nature as
such; on the contrary. mature is indifferent to them as contingencies." (464) In



Yet, per Figure 2(b), isn't Quality itself a relativity (to
Negati on)? How then could [3] be not a quality of nature? | think
what Hegel is trying to say is that, at this stage, nature is
negatively posited by Spirit. In other words, Spirit says, "Nature is

what | amnot."?! So far, nature has no qualities of its own. 202
What ever qualities nature has are, so far, "in itself" and not yet
posi ted.

Hegel conti nues:

However, since spirit is the true sonething and nature,
consequently, inits ow self is only what it is as contrasted
with spirit, the quality of nature taken as such is just this, to
be the other inits own self (in the deterninations of space, tine
and nmatter). (118)

In other words, nature is Oher to Spirit. Yet, on the | aws of
subl ation, nature is just as nmuch Spirit. Hence, nature is self-
alienated Spirit:

The other sinply by itself [1] is the other in its ow self,
hence the other of itself [2] and so the other [2] of the other
[3]--it is, therefore, that which is absolutely dissimlar within
itself [1, 2], that [1] which negates itself [2], alters itself.
But in so doing it remains identical with itself [1, 2], for that
into which it alters [2] is the other [2, 3], and this is its sole
determ nation; but what is altered [2] is not determined in any
different way but in the same way, nanely, to be an other; in this
latter, therefore, it [1] only unites with its own self [1, 2].
(118)

O, to translate, let's take Sonething/ G her as Other-in-itself
[1]. "Other" is always a correlate. Other is Oher only if there is
yet another Other. Hence, within the Oher, there nmust be an O her.
We thus recognize that the original Oher is actually [1, 2]. As
such, we can see the otherness [2] in the Other. The detern nateness
is thus self-generated within the Oher. In this activity, the O her

other words, Nature as such must be considered as very, very abstract. Itis
nothing but "other" to Spirit.

21 Thus, in his Philosophy of Nature (part two of the Encyclopedia), Hegel
writes, "Thisimpotence of Nature sets limits to philosophy and it is quite improper
to expect the Notion to comprehend--or asit is said, construe or deduce--these
contingent products of nature." HEGEL'S PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE § 250 (A.V. Miller
trans., 1970).

202 Hegel's analysis of nature starts with Pure Quantity--space and time--as will
be discussed in the next installment.



"remains identical with itself."2% Because O her is [1] and also [2],
Gt her "only unites with its own self.™

The significance of this is as follows: It is a main thenme of
Hegel that Spirit goes forth into the world and splits itself off
fromnature,?® only to join together and beconme unified once again.
Yet Spirit is just as present in nature as it is alienated from
nature, which makes reconciliation possible. In effect, Spirit must
overcome self-alienation.?% It nust heal its own self-inflicted
wound. And nature is self-alienation as such--a wound upon Spirit.
Hence, nature is

posited as reflected into itself with sublation of the otherness,
as a self-identical something [3] fromwhich, consequently, the
otherness which is at the same tine a nonent of it [2], is
distinct fromit and does not appertain to the something itself.
(118-19)

Most of these terns can only becone clear after the appearance of the
True Infinite.?® For now, we can say, with sone hope of coherence,

28 See Burbidge, supra note 25, at 48 (" Therefore even in the process of change
being other remainsidentical with itself").

24 Thus nature is "the sphere of the externality of space and timeinto which
[Spirit] "freely releasesitself.™ Grier, supra note 94, at 64. AsHegel putsit latein
the Science of Logic: "the ldeaisthe process of sundering itself into individuality
and itsinorganic nature, and again of bringing this inorganic nature under the
power of the subject and returning to the first simple universality." (759)

25 See Harris, supra note 7, at 26 ("Nature is rediscovered as the self-external
embodiment of the |dea developing itself through the natural process"); William
Maker, The Very Idea of Nature, or Why Hegel is Not an Idealist 1, 18, in HEGEL
AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE (Stephen Houlgate ed., 1998) ("Just as logically
self-determining thought required thinking izs other, conceiving nature will require
thinking an other to itsinitial determinacy"). John Burbidge presents alucid
discussion of Hegdl's attitude toward nature. According to Burbidge, Hegel saw
nature as

the sphere of contingency and externd relations. Things and
events are separated in space and time even though space and
time are themselves continuous. If atheory isto explain natural
phenomena, it must therefore perform two interrelated tasks. It
must show why isolated entities are separated in the way they
are; that is, it hasin some way to dissolve the contingency of
appearances. . .

John W. Burbidge, Chemistry and Hegel's Logic, in HEGEL AND NEWTONIANISM 609
(Michael John Petry ed., 1993). The continuity of space and timeis developed in
chapter 4.

26 See infra text accompanying notes 247-51.



t hat when the abstract Other turns out to be the Other to itself, a
negative (concrete) Otherness is produced. If we focus on [3], Nature
has sublated [1] and withdrawn into itself--or, "reflected into
itself,” as Hegel puts it. Inits guise as [3], nature is self-
identical. Its Oherness [2] is a nonment of nature, but, as [3],
nature is distinct fromit. In addition, as [3], nature does not
appertain to the "something itself." This seens to nean [1]. Hegel
has lately been calling [1] the abstract Other, but recall that the
abstract Other is |ikew se abstract Sonet hing.

Desmond v. Maker. It is a key conplaint of Professor WIIliam
Desnond that Hegel's dialectic overwhelns the Other and does not
allow it to exist inits irreducibility.?” One m ght, however,

di scern in Hegel's discussion of nature at |east a nonment of
irreducibility, where Spirit distinguishes itself radically from
nature. Here, nature endures separate and apart from thought--the
realmof Spirit. Yet one nust admt that, under the | aws of

subl ati on, nature (as Oher to Spirit) is definitely "reducible" to
sinpler parts--Determ nate Being and Determ nate Not hing, and Pure
Bei ng and Pure Not hi ng.

That Hegel preserves an irreducible otherness in the idea of
nature can be gleaned from WIIliam Maker's di scussion of the topic:

So what does it nean to say that nature here is "the Idea in
its otherness" or is the self-externality of thought? W have
al ready seen that, for Hegel, this does not nean that the real or
nature as such are nothing but idea or thought. Wat then is being
asserted is, | believe, this: If we are to consider, to purely and
sinply think the real or nature, this can be done in systematic
phi | osophy in such a way that we do not transformour topic into a
"thought thing" . . . if we conceive or define the subject matter
to be considered as being "other than thought." But, since this is
still presuppositionless and systemati c phil osophy, and because
therefore we cannot assume . . . the legitimte capacity to
"know' nature as an object such that we could derive its
determ nacy as "other than thought" from nature "itself," then
what is other than thought here can only be conceived in and
t hrough thought's contrasting itself with itself. 208

In short, irreducible otherness plays a role in the Science of Logic.
Its name is nature. For this reason, Maker acquits Hegel of the
charge of reducing the irreducible other: "To comprehend the other
systematically is not to deny or to reduce the other to system"
Maker writes.?® Rather, a philosophy of nature is "an attenpt to

207 DESMOND, supra note 41.
28 M AKER, supra note 17, at 117-18.

914, at 137.



conceive in thought what is radically other than thought w thout

transform ng that other into a derivative of thought."?20
Being-for-other. |Immediately followi ng the derivation of

nature, Hegel introduces the inportant concept of Being-for-other:

Sonmething [1, 2] preserves itself in the negative of its
determ nate being [ Nichtdasein] [2]; it is essentially one with it
and essentially not one wWith it. [Sonething] stands, therefore, in
a relation to its otherness and is not sinply its otherness; it is
a being-for-other. (119)

VWhat Hegel is describing here is [2]. Wth reference to the above
depiction of Spirit and Nature, the abstract Sonmething [1l] IS with
[2] --they share the sane circular space [1, 2]. But [1] is also
different from|[2]. As different, [2] is in a relation with [3],
which is its being-for-other. [2] IS being--that is why it is
included in the leftward circle. But [2] is also for the other--the
entity described as [2, 3].

Hegel tries to describe being-for-other this way as well:

Determ nate being as such is inmmediate [1], w thout relation
to an other [3]; or, it is in the determ nation of being; but as
including within itself non-being [2], it is determinate being,
being negated within itself . . . but since at the same time it
al so preserves itself inits negation, it is only a being-for-
other [2]. (119)

Thus, [2] is negative, but it is also positive. [2] genuinely bel ongs
to the realmof being even as it is |likewise a participant in
negati on.

Later, Hegel summarizes being-for-other as foll ows:

But being-for-other [2] is, first, a negation of the sinple
relation of being to itself [1] which, in the first instance, is
supposed to be determi nate being and sonething; in so far as
sonething is in an other [2] or is for an other, it |acks being of
its own. But secondly it [2] is not negative determ nation as pure

21014, In alater essay, Maker emphasizes that, if self-determination is to reach
completeness, it must complete itself by limiting itself. Nature must be radically
other to thought if thought isto be absolutely determinate. "If the content of
nature is conceptualized as being thought-like, or as a derivative product of
thought--as though it had not genuine limit--there would be no genuinely
distinctive and complete domain of logical self-determination.” William Maker, The
Very Idea of Nature, supra note 203, at 9. Maker also emphasizes that nature is not
what is other to consciousness. Such a misconception would reduce nature to
being "for consciousness." Rather, nature "iswhat it isindependently of any
conscious mind and thus this conception of nature is thoroughly nonidealistic.”

Id. at 12.



nothing; it is negative determ nate being which points to being-
in-itself as to its own being which is reflected into itself, just
as, conversely, being-in-itself points to being-for-other. (120)

Thus, being-for-other is not Pure Nothing. Rather, it is a determ ne
not hi ng--or negative Determ nate Being. It is also the same thing as
bei ng-in-itself.

Being-in-itself. To being-for-other, Hegel contrasts the
i nportant concept of being-in-itself.

We saw earlier that "in itself"” neans inplicit, not posited,
not yet expressed. It is the job of the in-itself to render itself
mani fest. Being-in-itself obviously is "being"--hence properly on the
left side of the page--but nerely inplicit being. O being-in-itself,
Hegel writes that being-for-other

preserves itself in the negative of its determinate being [2] and
is being, but not being in general, but as self-related in
opposition to its relation to other, as self-equal in opposition
toits inequality. Such a being is being-in-itself. (119)

Hence, being-in-itself is [2], and so is being-for-other. What then

is the difference, if they are both represented by [2]? Being-for-

other is [2] with a reference to [3]--its "Other." But being-in-

itself is [2] taken as an immedi acy, w thout any reference to [3].
We are now ready for an official advance:

Insert Figure 3 (b) here (located at the end)
Being-for-other and Being-in-itself

Figure 3(b) is described by Hegel in the foll owi ng passage:

Bei ng-for-other and being-in-itself constitute the two nmonents of
the something. There are here present two pairs of determ nations:
1. Sonething and other, 2. Being-for-other and being-in-itself.
The former contain the unrel atedness of their deterninateness [1];
bei ng-for-other and being-in-itself are . . . moments of the one
and the sanme sonething [2], as determinations [3] which are
relations and which remain in their unity, in the unity of the
determinate being [1, 2]. Each [1], [3], therefore, at the sane
time, also contains within itself its other nonent [2] which is

di stinguished fromit. (119)

Thi s passage straightforwardly describes Figure 3(b).
Hegel conti nues:

The being [2] in sonething [1,2] is being-in-itself. Being, which
is self-relation, equality with self [1], is now no | onger
imrediate, but is only as the non-being [2] of otherness [3] (as
determi nate being reflected into itself). (119)



Notice that, when Determ nate Being reflects into itself--when it
sheds extraneous material --sonething negative results--[2], or the
"non- bei ng of otherness.” O [2], Hegel further declares:

Simlarly, non-being [2] as a nonment of sonmething [1, 2] is, in
this unity of being and non-being, not negative determ nate being
in general, but an other, nore specifically--seeing that being is
differentiated fromit--at the sane tine a relation to its
negati ve determ nate being, a being-for-other. (119-20)

Thus, [2] is both being-in-itself--taken as part of [1, 2]--and
bei ng-for-other--taken as part of [2, 3]. [2] has a double function.
It is part of two systenms. Which system does it belong to? This
depends on external reflection--on our choice

We can al so contenplate [2] by itself, standing alone. It
stands for both Being-in-itself and Being-for-other. Hegel predicts
that this unity in [2] will reappear in the Doctrine of Essence as
the relation of Inner and Quter, and also as the unity of Notion and
Actuality (120)--ideas far too advanced to explicate here.

The thing in itself. Hegel also relates [2], taken alone, to
the Kantian doctrine of the thing-in-itself, of which Hegel is a
sharp critic. "[T]he proposition that we do not know what things are
in thensel ves," Hegel conplains, "ranked as a profound piece of
wi sdom " (121) (Indeed, one can scarcely turn a page of the Critique
of Pure Reason W thout encountering this particular dogma.) Things
are "in thenselves," Hegel states, when abstraction is made from al
Bei ng-for-other. That is, we perceive in a given thing only its
out ward appearance--its Being-for-other, "the indeterm nate,
affirmati ve community of something with its other.” (126) Once we
expel all being-for-other, we have being-in-itself. Kant insists that
we supposedly have no idea what the thing-in-itself is, but Hegel
strongly disagrees.

Things are called "in thenmselves" in so far as abstraction is nade
fromall being-for-other, which means sinply, in so far as they
are thought devoid of all determi nation, as nothings. In this
sense, it is of course inpossible to know what the thing in itself
is. For the question: what? demands that determinations be
assigned; but since the things of which they are to be assigned
are at the sane time supposed to be things in themselves, Wwhich
neans, in effect, to be without any determ nation, the question is
nmade thoughtl essly inpossible to answer, or else only an absurd
answer is given. (121)

The thing-in-itself is the absolute, and, furthernore, it is one.
That is, once appearance is abolished, there is but one thing in
itself in its indetermnacy: "What is in these things in thensel ves,
therefore we know quite well; they are as such nothing but truthless,
enpty abstractions.” (121) In contrast, Hegel's analysis has shown



the thing-in-itself [2] to be concrete.

Thus, if you follow Hegel, what a thing is in itself is in
unity with what it is "for other." In other words, appearance has a
strong unity with essence, and we can, through Logic, glinpse the
thing-in-itself. This is the strong inplication of considering [2]--
the unity of Being-in-itself and Bei ng-for-other.

Positedness. Hegel contrasts Being-in-itself with Being-for-
ot her--both equally contained (indetermnately) within [2]. He al so
pauses to contrast Being-in-itself with positedness.

"Positedness" nust not be confused with the act of positing,
whi ch we have already discussed. ?! Positedness is a state of being,
whereas positing is an activity. Properly speaking, the term
"positedness" belongs to the Doctrine of Essence, not the Doctrine of
Being. We can say, roughly, that determ nateness is to the Doctrine
of Being what positedness is to Essence:

Det er m nat eness Posi t edness

Doctrine of Being Doctrine of Essence

Determinateness v. Positedness?!?

Bot h det erni nat eness and positedness signal a unity between
opposites. Positedness is what results when reflection-into-self
retreats into itself and drags into its lair the very Illusory Being
it seeks to shed. Thus, in chapter 2, Hegel says of positedness that
it is opposed to being-in-itself. It includes being-for-other (as its
et ynol ogy woul d suggest). But "it specifically contains the already
acconmpl i shed bendi ng back of that which is not in itself into that
which is being-in-itself.” (121) In other words, a positedness is an
entity that shows what it is by announcing what it is not. Wat such
an entity renounces "bends back" upon the announcing entity. By way
of a political anal ogy, when Richard N xon announced, "I am not a
crook,"” he in effect revealed hinmself to be a positedness. The
Anmerican public understood Nixon's remark in just this way.

A confusing passage appears in Hegel's too-early (proleptic)
di scussi on of positedness:

Being-in-itself is generally to be taken as an abstract way of
expressing the Notion; positing, properly speaking, first occurs

21 See supra text accompanying notes 147-48,

22 Thys, Hegel will say later, "Inthe sphere of essence, positedness corresponds
to determine being." (406)



in the sphere of essence, of objective reflection. . . In the
sphere of being, deterninate being only proceeds from becoming,
or, with the sonething an other is posited, with the finite, the
infinite [is posited]; but the finite does not bring forth the
infinite, does not posit it. In the sphere of being, the self-
determining even of the Notion is at first only in itself or
implicit--as such it is called a transition. (121)

Thus, Hegel strongly distinguishes "positing" (advanced) from "bei ng
posited"” (primtive).

Does this rather obscure passage nean that positing is
i nappropriate to the real m of Being? The answer is yes, even though
Hegel uses the word throughout the Doctrine of Being. W have already
identified the quintessential nmove of Figure 2(a)--a shift of [7] to
the left--as the act of positing. At such nonments Hegel uses the verb
"to posit" but always in its passive tense. Recall that Figure 2(a)
al so required an external reflection. we had to intervene to extract
[7] fromthe mddle termand make it into [1]. Because this was so,
positing is, so far, only passive. Active positing is nmerely "in
itself." Thus, Determ nate Being springs out from Becom ng.
Determ nate Being "is posited."” But Becom ng does not posit. Self-
determ nation only appears |ater.?'

Properly speaking, "positing" inplies a necessary correl ate. 2
For this reason, everything in Essence conmes in pairs. Here, in the
Doctrine of Being, things are "qualitative;" that is, they are:

[TIhe other is, the finite ranks equally with the infinite as an
imredi ate, affirmative being, standing fast on its own account;

t he neani ng of each appears to be conplete even without its other.
(122)

In the real mof Being, self-identity seens possible (for a nonent).
But it will be otherwise with Essence. There, the Positive correl ates
with the Negative, and has no nmeaning separate fromthat correl ate.
Simlarly, "cause" presupposes "effect":

[ H owever nmuch they may be taken as isolated from each other,
[cause and effect] are at the sanme tine meani ngl ess one without
the other. There is present in them their showing or reflection in
each other. (122)

218 Thus, Harris correctly identifies the positing of Being-in-itself/Being-for-other
as "for us asreflecting philosophers." Harris, supra note 7, at 108.

24| ESSER LOGIC, supra note 9, § 112 ("Thetermsin Essence are always mere
pairs of correlatives, and not yet absolutely reflected in themselves: hencein
essence the actual unity of the notion is not realized, but only postulated by
reflection”).



I n any case, the nature of positedness is too advanced. Once
agai n, Hegel previews a concept that will becone inportant only
| ater.

Hegel concl udes Sonet hi ng/ Ot her with an adnonition: always keep
separate what is nmerely in itself fromwhat is posited. The "posited"
is being-for-other, precisely the opposite of being-in-itself.

(b) Determination, Constitution and Limit

At the very end of Something/ O her, Hegel wites: "Being-for-
other is, in the unity of something with itself, identical with its
in-itself.” That is, [2] stood for both being-for-other and being-in-
itself. This inplies that "being-for-other"” is in the Sonmething [1,
2]. In Figure 3(b), determ nateness was thus reflected back into the
Sonet hing/ Gt her. [1] was therefore a doubl e--Sonethi ng/ O her. But
this does not nean we regress from Figure 3(b) back to 3(a). Since
det erm nat eness has made itself manifest in Figure 3(b), and since
Figure 3(a) specifically denied determ nateness, that path is
bl ocked. We nust go forward--to Determ nation of the in-itself.

Insert Figure 3(c) here (located at the end)
Determination of the In-Itself

Of this new devel opnent, Hegel writes:

The in-itself into which sonmething is reflected into itself
out of its being-for-other is no |onger an abstract in-itself, but
as negation of its being-for-other is mediated by the latter,
which is thus its nmonent. It is not only the i mediate identity of
the something with itself, but the identity through which there is
present in the sonething that which is in itself; being-for-other
is present in it because the in-itself is the sublation of the
bei ng-for-other, has returned out of the being-for-other into
itself; but equally, too, sinply because it is abstract and
therefore essentially burdened with negation, with being-for-
other. (122)

To translate this difficult passage, Sonething [1] is reflected into
itself. This means [1] is reflected into [2, 4]--which is just as
much the Sonmething as [1] was. Thus, [1] is sublated. Furthernore,
[1] is reflected "out of" its Being-for-other [3]. If we take
"reflection" to be the announcenent, "I am not that," then [1]
beconmes [2, 4] by announcing it is not [3]. Hence [1] becones [2, 4],
but [2, 4] is not an abstract "in-itself." Under the | aws of

subl ation, [2, 4] contains--"is nmediated by"--Being-for-other. All of
this is said in the first sentence of the above-quoted passage. The
second sentence states that Being-for-other is in [2] not nerely by
subl ati on of [3], but because [2] was already Being-for-other, inits



"abstraction." Thus, in Figure 3(b), [2] can be viewed as an
abstraction. As such, it was already Being-for-other. Hence, [2] from
Figure 3(b) was both "determ nateness in the form of sinple being"--
abstract--and "determ nateness in the formof the in-itself" of the
Sonet hi ng/ O her--concrete. (123)

The "in-itself,” then, finds itself "determ ned" in Figure
3(c). Determnation is "affirmative" determ nateness. That is, if we
pl ace the accent on "being," [7] represents Determ nation's
affirmati veness. "Determ nation inplies that what sonething [as
portrayed in Figure 3(c)] is in itself, IS also present init." (123)
Or, in other words, Being-in-itself is made manifest when it is
determ ned as such

Hegel gives us this mysterious description of Determ nation:

Determ nation is affirmative determ nateness as the in-itself with
whi ch sonmething in its deterninate being remains congruous in face
of its entangl enent with the other by which it mght be
determined, naintaining itself inits self-equality, and making
its determ nation hold good in its being-for-other. (123)

I n other words, in Figure 3(c), Sonmething is Something/OQher. Only
external reflection could tell whether it was Something or O her.
What ever external reflection chooses, that determ nation by external
reflection is Something/Other's Being-for-other. Now external
reflection chooses. Wth the accent on being, the Something is
"determ ned" as Sonething. This is the function of Determi nation. It
stands for a dependence on external reflection.

Hegel imedi ately follows with another baffling sentence:

Sonmething [1] fulfils its determination [7] in so far as the
further determ nateness which at once devel ops in various
directions through sonmething's relation to other, is congruous
with the in-itself of the sonething [2, 4], becones its filling.
(123)

To nmake sense of this, recall that, in Figure 3(c), [1], [3], and [2,
4] are all determ natenesses. [1] = Sonething/ O her, [3] = Being-for-
other/Being-in-itself, [2, 4 = all of the preceding. These are the
"further determ natenesses which develop in various directions."
Sonething [1] stays "congruous” with its being-in-itself [2, 4] by
virtue of its participation in Determ nation [4].

The general point seens to be that Sonething is Something (and
not Ot her) because it is determined as such by an outside force. Yet
it could not be so determ ned unless it were already "in itself"
determ nate.?® I n other words, an object needs outside force to be

215 Thus, Burbidge suggests that the distinction between "determinate” and
"determined" cannot be maintained. "For when something is determinate, it has



what it is. But the object is not purely the product of outside
force. Determi nation is a conprom se between Being-in-itself and

Bei ng-for-other. Between the object and the determ ning subject is a
"play of forces."?

Reason. As an exanple of Determ nation, Hegel wites: "The
determination of man is thinking reason.” (123) Reason distinguishes
man from brute. Yet bruteness exists within man. This is his being-
for-other. Thus, brutality is to man what nature is to Spirit.

There is a hint of Kantian noral theory here. For Kant,
inclination is natural and reason is spiritual. Mrality consists of
suspendi ng nature so that reason could speak.? Simlarly, when
parents have a baby, they have produced a brute. But bruteness is
what the baby is for the parents--not to nmention the nei ghbors. The
baby al so has Being-in-itself. This is reason. The job of the parents
is to bring forth the Being-in-itself of the child. If they succeed,
the child is "determ ned" to be a person. The Determ nation, however,
is at first an external reflection. The child cannot raise herself.
But education works only because reason is the "in-itself" of the
child. Thus, the determ nation of man is thinking reason.

Constitution. Staying within Figure 3(c), Hegel points out that
the in-itself [2] of the now determ ned Sonething [1, 2] is to be
di stingui shed fromthe determ nateness which is only being-for-other
[2, 3], which is outside Determ nation. In other words, [3] retains
"the formof immediate, qualitative being." (123) Hegel assigns to
[ 3] the nane of "Constitution":

That which sonething has in it, thus divides itself and is from
this side [3] an external determ nate being, but does not bel ong
to the something's in-itself. The determi nateness is thus a
constitution.

Constituted in this or that way, sonething is involved in
external influences and rel ati onships. This external connection on
whi ch the constitution depends, and the circunstances of being
determ ned by an other, appears as sonething contingent. But it is
the quality of sonmething to be open to external influences and to
have a constitution. (124)

Thus, a constitution is sonething alien, inposed on Sonething. So
concei ved, Constitution seens a lot like the tyranny of the

been determined. Equally, when something is determined, it becomes determinate.”
BURBIDGE, supra note 25, at 49.

216 This phrase comes from the Phenomenology, where knowledge of the object
is shown to be a"play of forces" between the knowing subject and the object.
PHENOMENOLOGY, supra note 14, 1 138-43.

27 For a description, see Jeanne L. Schroeder & David Gray Carlson, Kenneth
Starr: Diabolically Evil?, 88 CAL. L. REV. 653 (2000).



Under st andi ng. We therefore treat it as the Understanding s nove, in
Figure 4(a).

Insert Figure 4 (a) here (located at the end)
Constitution

This is a nove structurally identical to what we saw in Figure 3(a).
In it, the nmediated nature of the mddle termis posited. This wll
be the quintessential nove of the Understandi ng throughout the three
sections of Finitude.

Hegel goes on to claimthat, if Sonething alters, the
alteration occurs within its constitution. Something as such
preserves itself. Thus, alteration is only a surface change in the
Sonet hi ng. Constitutional change does not affect the Determ nation of
t he Sonmet hi ng. Thus, "something in accordance with its determ nation,
is indifferent to its constitution.” (124) Here Hegel agrees with
Kant that only the permanent is changed. %8

Taylor's Challenge. By isolating the negative part of the
Sonet hing and considering it "as such”" in Figure 4(a), a serious note
of negativity has mgrated fromthe right side of the diagram over to
the left. These are the very seeds fromwhich will sprout the self-
destruction of the Doctrine of Being.

This transition is brusquely challenged by Charles Taylor, who
insists that the brief nortality of things may cohere with our
experience but it is not logically required.?® |In effect, Taylor
accuses Hegel of the inductive fallacy--draw ng universals from
experience. Any ground in experience, of course, would defeat Hegel's
claimthat he has discovered a Logic. To paraphrase Kant, experience
has i nsufficient vouchers to produce a universal truth. 2

It is Taylor, however, not Hegel, who is guilty of appeal to
experience. Taylor has experienced that some things endure. On this

basis, he is unwilling to accept the prem se that "being" logically
cannot endure, when pressed by the Understanding to its |ogical
conclusion. Later, Hegel will remark: "It shows an excessive

tenderness for the world to renove contradiction fromit." (237)22
Taylor is guilty of just such a tenderness toward the world of things
in his attack on Figure 4(a).

In fact, Taylor's taste for subsistence will soon be anply

218 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON, supra note 67, at 124-27.
29 TAYLOR, supra note 58, at 236.
220 MMANUEL KANT, CRITIQUE OF JUDGMENT 74 (J.H. Bernhard trans., 1951).

221 Also, "contradiction is usually kept aoof from things, from the sphere of
being and of truth generally." (439)



i ndul ged by the Science of Logic. Self-subsistence is the hall mark of
True Infinity. True Infinites "cease to be" but remain what they are.
They endure. Later, in the Doctrine of Essence, enduring "things"
will appear. At this |later stage of the Logic, "things"™ will turn out
to be contradictory, negative unities of nultiple "qualities."???2 The
very negativity that Tayl or opposes thus turns out to be the savior
of his precious "things." Self-subsistence is too advanced an idea
for the extrenely abstract Doctrine of Quality. It nust await the
arrival of essential Existence.

Nor is there anything wong with Hegel's methodol ogy in Figure
4(a). Hegel's technique is to focus the vulture eye of the
Under standing on the mddle term Even Taylor admts that [4, 5, 6]
of Figure 3(c)--that which is negative, conpared to [7]--is a
constituent part of any Determ nation. Why cannot the Understandi ng
consider [4, 5, 6] as such? If it does, and if we develop the logic
of the negativity within the Determ nation, then the Logic proceeds
along its solem way. | see nothing illegitimate in Hegel's
met hodol ogy here, nor should we concede that Hegel covertly relies on
t he experience of things not enduring. Rather, it is Taylor who
insists that the Understanding nust not nmake the nove of Figure 4(a),
lest it disturb his experience that sonme things persist.??

| ndeed, the very next nove in Figure 4(b) will make Taylor's
own point. Being does not go out of existence as a result of
i ntroduci ng the canel nose of Constitution into the tent of "being."
Det erm nati ons do survive the isolation of negative activity. W have
al ready seen that the determ ned sonething is indifferent to the
positivization of Limtation into Constitution. In any case,
Determ nati on never does go out of existence altogether. Rather,
under the |laws of sublation, it is destroyed and preserved. ??

Tayl or makes this additional criticismof Figure 4(a).

222 For adescription of Existence's negativity, see David Gray Carlson, Duellism
in Modern American Jurisprudence, 99 COLUM. L. REV. 1908, 1919-25 (1999).

22 Taylor has not attended to a passage from the Science of Logic that | have
already quoted:

In our ordinary way of thinking, something isrightly credited
with reality. However, something is still avery superficial
determination; just as reality and negation, determinate being
and its determinateness, although no longer blank being and
nothing, are still quite abstract determinations. It isfor this
reason that they are the most current expressions and the
intellect which is philosophically untrained uses them most,
castsitsdistinctionsin their mould and fancies that in them it
has something really well and truly determined. (115)

24 HARRIS, supra note 7, at 106.



Constitution--a positivization of [3] in Figure 3(b)--has two senses.
(a) Constitution is negation as contrastive frontier. It is also (b)
negation as "interactive" influence or causal pressure (which m ght
destroy the Sonmething). O Figure 4(a), Taylor writes:

Thi s argunment arouses our suspicion, and rightly so. For it
trades on a nunber of confusions. First the two senses of
negation, the contrastive and interactive are elided in the term
frontier (Genze). Sonething only has determ nate bei ng through
its contrastive frontier with others. Its frontier is inthis
sense constitutive of it. "Something [Etwas] is only what it is in
its frontier and through its frontier."[225]

But this frontier is coomon with the other contrasted
properties. It also defines and is constitutive of them Hence in
containing it each contains what negates it as well as what
essentially constitutes it.

If we now shift to the [interactive] sense of frontier .
we can give this "negation" a concrete as well as just a
contrastive | ogical sense, and it |ooks as though each entity
essentially contains the seeds of its own destruction. But of
course however nuch we nay be tenpted to speak of sonething
containing its negation in the contrastive sense, when we nove to
the frontier at which things "negate" each other by interaction,
it is just false to say that each contains its own negation. Quite
the contrary, to the extent that they maintain thensel ves, they
hold their "negations" off. If they fail to do so, of course, they
go under, but they are not essentially deternmined to do so by the
very way in which they are defined. 226

I n other words, things may change because of outside pressure, but
t hey do not necessarily change because of internal pressure. Hegel is
t herefore supposedly guilty of conflating these two senses of
Limtation. Taylor inplies that Hegel was wong to | ocate
Constitution into the very heart of Determ nation. It should have
been I eft on the outside. Taylor goes so far as to announce the
Science of Logic is a failure, because of the very point just
descri bed. 2?7

Tayl or concludes this line of inquiry by judging that Hegel's
doctrine of the i manent self-erasure of being is "not established by

25 Thisis aquote from the Lesser Logic, supra note 9, § 92 Addition, where
Hegdl states that Something is constituted by its frontier. In general, | have
translated Taylor's argument to terms more appropriate for the Science of Logic, as
opposed to the Lesser Logic.

26 TAYLOR, supra note 58, at 236.

27 14. at 346.



a strict proof."22 But Hegel might say in his defense that, in using
Sonmet hi ng/ &t her and Constitution to introduce negativity into the
heart of being, Hegel proceeds logically in this sense: In Figure
2(a), the Understandi ng has exhausted the possibilities of seizing
upon the imediacy to be found in Figure 1(c). Now the Understandi ng
is engaged in the study of nediation, which brings negativity into
bei ng. The negative is therefore the "in-itself" of being, which,
when it beconmes "for itself,” spells the end of the Finite being. To
my eye, this is "a strict proof"--whatever that is--and it seens
clear that Taylor, at |east, has not destroyed Hegel's enterprise.

Determination. Because Constitution [1] represents only the
medi ated parts of Determ nation [4, 5, 6], the immedi ate version of
Determ nation [7] is inmune to Constitution. It is Constitution's
negati on. Hence, Hegel opposes unconstituted Determnation (in its
negative version) to Constitution, and thus we have

Insert Figure 4 (b) here (located at the end)
Constitution v. Determination

Of Figure 4(b), Hegel wites: "But that which something [in Figure
3(c)] has in it, is the mddle tern of Figure 4(b). (124) To

transl ate, Something/ Ot her had determ nateness reflected into it, as
we saw earlier. This now becones the new mddle termwhich we w |
show in Figure 4(c):

Insert Figure 4 (c) here (located at the end)
Limit (Determinateness as Such)

I n due course, Hegel will renane Determ nateness as Such and call it
Limt.

In Figure 4(c), the extrenes of the syllogismact in their
accustoned raffish manner: "[D]eterm nation spontaneously passes over

into constitution, and the latter into the former." (124) This is the
same nodul ati on of Pure Being and Not hing--the chiasm c exchange of
properties--that we saw in Figure 1(c).

Hegel describes this "connection” between Constitution and (the
negative version of) Determnation in the following terns: "[l]n so
far as that which something is in itself is also present in it, it is
burdened with being-for-other." (124) This we saw to be true in
Figure 3(b), where [2] was the pair of Being-for-other and Being-in-
itself. Being-for-other was therefore a constituent part of
Determ nation, in its positive sense, as shown in Figure 3(c).

"[H] ence the determi nation is, as such, open to relationship to
ot her." (124)
This openness of Determnation is what justifies us in making

28 I4. at 239.



t he negative version of Determ nation the right-leaning termin
Figure 4(c). In this position, Determ nation is "being-for-other"” to
Constitution. By this nove, Determination is "reduced to
constitution.” (124) This appears to nean that Constitution derives
from[3] in Figure 3(c), where Determ nation was the mddle term ??°
Now Determ nation is "reduced"” to [3], fromits former honor of being
a mddle term Conversely, "being-for-other isolated as constitution
and posited by itself, is inits ow self the same as the other
inits own self." (124) This passage justifies our nove of Being-for-
other in Figure 3(b) to the left in Figure 4(a) and renamng it
Constitution. In such a position we can say that Constitution was

i sol at ed--becane [1]--and was posited in its own self. Constitution
is thus said to be a "self-related determ nate being" [1], but it

al so has Being-in-itself [2] "with a determ nateness, and therefore a
determination.”™ (124) In other words, by the |aw of sublation,
Constitution, taken immediately as [1], is also a deterni nateness [1,
2] (by structure) and a Deternmi nation (by pedigree). Constitution and
Determ nation are nutual ly i ndependent--as Figure 4(b) shows. The
punchline of the discussion seens to be that Constitution inposes
determ nation fromthe outside, but it is sinmultaneously on the
inside. It has its effect only because it is the "in itself" of
Determ nation [2]. Thus, Constitution--originally on the outside--is
now on the side of being in Figure 4(c). Constitution, which alters,
is now "posited in the sonething." (125)23 Wth Constitution, "being-
within-self includes the negation within it [2], by means of which
alone it has its affirmati ve determ nate being." (125) This neans
that Quality has become "negation of the other,” and "being-wthin-
self is the non-being of . . . otherness.” (125) As part of being-
within-self, Constitution is now immnent within the Determ nateness
and is part of its process.

Here is a mpjor devel opnent that will culmnate in the Finite.
Being is now a negative activity--"the ceasing of an other in it."
(126) Com ng-to-be has transfornmed itself into Ceasing-to-be, which,
from now on, becones the very thenme of being' s tongue.

Limit. At this point, Hegel introduces the inportant concept of
Limt. FromFigure 4(c), it should be apparent that Constitution [1]
and Determ nation (taken as [3]) share a commobn determ nateness [ 2,
4], which is Determ nateness in General [4-7]. This Hegel now w shes
to rename as Limt.

In Limt, "the non-being-for-other becones prom nent." (126)

229 Recall that, in Figure 3(a), [4, 5, 6] 6 [1]. [4, 6] werein unity with [3] in Figure
2(c). Hence, Congtitution in Figure 3(a) derives from [3] in Figure 2(c).

230 As Burbidge emphasizes, Constitution stands for change, which is now seen
as an inherent dynamic of the Something. Hence, the Something changes itself.
BURBIDGE, supra note 25, at 50.



The Other [4, 6] is negated there (by [4, 5]). It is kept apart from
the Sonmething. "[l]n the |imt, something |limts its other." (126)?23!

But Other [4, 6] is |likewi se a Sonething. Hence, it clains Limt as

much as the affirmative Something (i.e., Constitution [4, 5]) does.

Hence, Limt is a little like the border between France and Germany.

This border is a line, but does the line belong to Germany or to
France? Since a line is not spatial, it is a non-entity, so far as
the spatial concepts of France and Germany are concerned. Limt is
fact the negative unity between the two nations, as [7] in Figure
4(c) clearly shows. 2%

Because Limt is the non-being of the other, Sonething

21 Hegel emphasizes that Limit isinternal to the determinateness. LESSER LOGIC,
supra note 9, § 92 ("We cannot therefore regard the limit as only external to being
which isthen and there. It rather goes through and through the whole of such
existence.") Limit therefore works to imply the negativity of Being--a negativity
that underwrites the independence of the thing from outside oppression. But this
can be turned around. Limit also prevents the thing from truly being what it thinks
itis. Slavoj Zi7 ek exploits this aspect of Limit and uses it to explain the Lacanian
ideaof ex-timacy. In ZiZ ek's account, Limit implies there is a nothingnessin the
soul of the subject which can never overcome in order to be truly object. This
nothingnessis the subject's "internal limit--that is, the bar which itself prevents
the subject's full realization." S AV0OJZ 17 EK, THE FRAGILE ABSOLUTE--OR, WHY IS
THE CHRISTIAN LEGACY WORTH FIGHTING FOR? 29 (2000).

232 |n emphasizing that the Something is through its limit, Hegel writes some
sentences that interfere with the way | have drawn Figure 4(c). In particular, Hegel
insists that

limit is simple negation or the first negation, whereas the other is,
at the same time, negation of the negation, the being-within-self
of the something." (126-27)

This suggests that | should have drawn Figure 4(c) asfollows:
Limit as Simple Negation

Still, I was able to locate sentences that just as much vindicated Figure 4(c) asthe
above reconceived drawing. Some of these sentences follow hard upon what |
have just quoted:

Now in so far as something init limit both is and is not, and
these moments [1, 3] are an immediate qualitative difference, the
negative determinate being and the determinate being of the
something fall outside each other . . . Limitisthe middle between
the two of them in which they cease. (127)

Hence, | suggest that above-quoted troublesome sentences be read to mean that
Determination isimplicitly Limit (the first negation), and Other is the negation of
Limit (so taken) and hence is expressly Limit (Determination as Such). These are
not, however, "official moves' of the Logic.



is through its limt. It is true that sonething, inlimting the
other, is subjected to being limted itself; but at the sane tine
its limt is, as the ceasing of the other init, itself only the
bei ng of the sonething. (126)

Limt is nothing else but a "beyond."” In Figure (4)(c), this "beyond"
woul d be described as [7]. Thus, the Sonethings--[4, 5] and [5, 6]--
have their Determ nate Being (in part) "beyond their limt." (127)
And furthernore, Limt has "non-being" [7] beyond the Somethings.
Sonmething is therefore different fromits Limt, an idea illustrated
by some sinple geonetric terns:

the line appears as line only outside its limt, the point; the
pl ane as plane outside the line; the solid as solid only outside
its limting surface. (127)

By way of exanple, take Line AZ (conprised of infinitely numerous
points). A and Z are the limts of the this line. The line only
appears "outside" A and "outside" Z. So it is with the plane. |nagine
a square, enclosed by four lines. This plane exists only "outside"
the line (though within the four lines taken together). A thing
therefore exists only outside its limt, and this "outside"
constitutes the "stuff” or "being” of Limt. In short, Limt inplies
an "unlimted sonmething." (127).

Yet this beyond of the imt--the unlimted sonething--is only
a Determ nate Being. As such, it is indistinguishable fromits O her-
-another Determ nate Being. Or [4, 5] =[4, 6]. And Limt, being a
mddle term is both the "unity and distingui shedness"” of the two
Sonet hings. Wthout Limt, the two Sonmet hi ngs are the same. Thus
Sonething owes its Determ nate Being to Limt. Limt is where that
being is located. Furthernore, Limt and Determ nate Being are each
t he negative of the other. Yet Determ nate Being is only in Limt.?23
This means that the Sonmething [4, 5] expels itself [4] fromitself
(and banishes this material to Limt).

Contradiction. | mmedi ately after introducing Limt, Hegel
speaks of the vital concept of "Contradiction"--a termofficially
i ntroduced only nmuch later, in the Doctrine of Essence. In chapter 2,
Hegel says of Limt that it is in a state of unrest--just as Beconi ng
was. This unrest--Contradiction--is what inpels the Sonething to go
beyond its Limt. Thus, a geonetric point--which is Limt to the
i ne--goes outside itself and becomes the line, which is nothing but
an infinite progression of points. The Limt of the plane is the
| i ne--a plane being nothing but an infinite array of |ines. Hegel
t hus defines the line as "the movement of the point," and the plane

238 Thisjustifies John Burbidge's observation that Limit "prevents the
introduction of changes that would destroy its specific qualities and would make it
into something else." BURBIDGE, supra note 25, at 51.



is "the movenent of the line." (128) Thus, points are both the limt
to and elements of the line. Indeed, according to Kant's Second
Antinony: everything is (a) infinitely divisible, or (b) contains an
"element" that is purely sinple.?* In this fornulation, "elenment" is
clear Limt to the process of subdivision.

As Limt to the line, the point is the beginning of the |ine
whi ch spontaneously repels itself fromitself to create the |ine.
Yet, in spatial or linear terms, "there is no such thing as a point,
line or plane"--taken as limt to |line, plane, or solid. (129) As
Limt, they exist outside line or the plane or the solid. Limt is a
Determ nate Being but also a nothing. As such, it very nmuch resenbles
Becom ng, which starts from Not hing and "beconmes” a Determ nate
Bei ng.

But is this true? Does the point spontaneously produce the
line? Wy can't | just hold the point fixed? The answer is that, if |
concede that the point is Limt, it nust be Limt to something (] ust
as earlier Oher had to be O her to something). That inplicit
sonet hi ng nust be "beyond" Limt. The very idea of Limt conpels a
transcendi ng. Hence, the geonetric point, when conceived as Limt,
necessarily produces the |line spontaneously. O, in other words,
Limt is a correlative term Limt must necessarily have an "other."
Wth regard to the geonetric point, if we stipulate that this point
is alLimt, the line sprouts forth quite automatically.

(c) Finitude

We are still not done with Finitude, the mddle termin chapter
2. In Determ nate Being as Such--the first third of the chapter--we
made a circle, but the work was all done to the left of the page. The
qui ntessential nove of the Understanding was [7] 6 [1]. But in
Fi nitude--the m ddl e--we have been occupying the right side of the

page. Yet the novenent was to the "left" of the "right." Here the
nove has been [4, 5, 6] 6 [1]. That is, we isolated "nediation as
such.” In this second part of the chapter, we have nade two

revolutions. The first culmnated in Determ nation. The second in
Limt (or Determ nation as Such). Now we shall draw two nore.

Limt nust be the Limt to sonmething beyond itself. Hence Linit

transcends itself necessarily. "Something with its immnent limt
t hrough which it is directed and forced out of an beyond itself, is
the rfinite." (129)

Of Finitude (the state of being finite), Hegel wites that
Sonething has a quality that is determned but limted. "[I]ts
quality is its limt, and, burdened with this, it remains in the
first place an affirmative, stable being." (129) But Limt, as
negative to the Sonething, nust develop its negativity--a negativity

234 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON, supra note 67, at 248-52.



which is now the being-within-self [4] of the Something. This
devel opnent of the negative is its "becom ng." The devel opi ng
negativity is the Sonmething' s Finitude:

Wien we say of things that they are finite, we understand
thereby that . . . finite things are not nerely limted--as such
they still have determ nate being outside their limt--but that

non-being constitutes their . . . being. Finite things
send t hensel ves away beyond thensel ves, beyond their being. They
are, but the truth of this being is their end. The finite not only
alters, like sonething in general, but ceases to be; and its
ceasing to be is not nmerely a possibility . . . but the being as
such of finite things is to have the germof decease as their
being-within-self: the hour of their birth is the hour of their
death. (129)

The neani ng of above, oft-quoted passage should be fairly
evident. We think of ourselves as finite beings. We know that we
shall die. That nust nmean that our death is already enmbedded within
us. 23 Death is our being-in-itself. We only await this being-in-
itself to posit itself as actual. At that point our life ends.

From God's eye view, there is no tinme. Hence, our birth is
simultaneously our death. God sees our lives as the constant
nodul ati on of Pure Being turning instantaneously into Pure Nothing.
To God, we are born and we die in the very sanme "hour." Like
Shakespeare, Hegel too generously accords us an hour to strut and
fret upon the stage, but to God this hour is nothing at all.

(") The Immediacy of Finitude

The thought of Finitude brings sadness. "[T]here is no |onger
left to things an affirmative being distinct fromtheir destiny to
perish.” (129) The other negatives--Negation, Constitution, Limt--
reconcile thenselves with their Other. But Finitude is "negation as
fixed in itself, and therefore stands in abrupt contrast to its
affirmative."” (130) Yet Finitude is |ikew se an affirmative thing.
Hence, we have:

25 AsHegel remarksinthe Lesser Logic:

We say, for instance, that man is mortal, and seem to think that
the ground of his death isin external circumstances only; so that

if thisway of looking were correct, man would have two special
properties, vitality and--also--mortality. But the true view of the
matter isthat life, aslife, involves the germ of death, and that the
finite, being radically self-contradictory, involvesits own self-
suppression.

LESSER LoGIC, supra note 9, § 82 Addition.



Insert Figure 5(a) here (located at the end)
Finitude

Of Figure 5(a) Hegel wites poignantly:

The understanding persists in this sadness of Finitude by making
non-being the determnation of things and at the same tine making
it imperishable and absolute. (130)

In Figure 5(b), [4, 5, 6] represents the "beyond"” of Limt--its non-
bei ng. The Under standi ng makes this beyond into [1]. Thus, Finitude,
or death, is eternal and fixed. For this reason, Finitude "is the
nost stubborn category of the understanding."” (129)

But Di al ectical Reason conmes to the rescue and provides an
optimstic note, conpared to saturni ne Understandi ng:

[CQertainly no philosophy or opinion, or understanding, will Iet
itself be tied to the standpoint that the finite is absolute; the
very opposite is expressly present in the assertion of the finite;
the finite is limted, transitory. (130)

In short, Finitude gets a taste of its own nedicine. Under the |aws
of sublation, Finitude is also Limt. Limt transcends itself. So
does Fi nitude.

Hegel now considers the claim (by unnanmed persons) that the
Ceasi ng-to-be of Finitude does not happen.?¥ |t is said that "the
finite is irreconcilable with the infinite.” (130) Finitude's being
is held to be absolute. Suppose (the straw man argunent conti nues)
that the finite ceased to be. Then we have arrived at Pure Not hing.
We have retrogressed to chapter 1.

Hegel 's answer is that the Finite ceases to be, but this
ceasing to be itself ceases to be as well. The inpasse is solved by
t he negation of the negation.

(B) Limitation and the Ought

Finitude is the nove of the Understanding. As such, Finitude
suppresses the negative. Dialectical Reason brings forth the negative
voice [2]. Hegel calls this negative stage Limtation, which, he
warns, nmust not be confused with the earlier stage of Limt:
"Something's own limt thus posited by it as a negative which is at
the sanme tinme essential, is not nmerely limt as such, but
limitation."™ (132)

2% This would become Charles Taylor's position. See supra text accompanying
notes 215-24.



Figure 5 (b)
Limitation

Hegel writes of the nmove to Limtation:

In order that the limt which is in [the Finite] should be a
limtation, sonething nust at the same time in its own self
transcend the limt, it nmust inits own self be related to the

limit as to something which it is not. (132)

This accounts for Limtation. It is that which transcends Limt--the
"not" of Limt. O, it is [3], the beyond of [1]'s Limt. Hegel
conti nues:

The determ nate being of something [1] lies inertly indifferent,
as it were, alongside its limt [2]. But sonething only transcends
its limt inso far as it is the acconplished sublation of the
limt, is the in-itself as negatively related to it [2]. And since
the limt isinthe [Finite] itself as alimtation [2], sonething
transcends its own self [3]. (132)

Thus, the Finite's own voice [2] conpels the production of Limtation
[3]. Limtation is also [2], but of course, taken imrediately, it is
also [3]. As always, when [2] speaks, [3] is inplied.?¥

Hegel immediately follows up Limtation with the mddle term-
t he Qught.

Insert Figure 5(c) here (located at the end)
The Ought

Of the OQught, Hegel states that it

contains the determnation in double form once as the implicit
determination counter to the negation [4] and again as a non-being
which, as alimtation [6], is distinguished fromthe
deternmination, but is at the same tine itself an inplicit

det ermi nati on.

This, | think, sinply says that the Qught is a mddle term The first
termis the "inplicit determnation counter to the negation.” This
woul d appear to be a reference to [4], as part of the in-itself to

27 |n his defense of Hegel against charges of totalitarianism, William Maker
emphasizes that Logic limitsitself and so positsits own beyond. "[T]hus, the
system limitsizself" M AKER, supra note 17, at 139. Limitation proves "the
necessity for thought of thinking something as having the character of not being
determined by thought." Id. In Maker's view, the self-determinations of the Logic
leave nature intact and irreducible and also explain the necessity of nature from
within the perspective of the Logic.



the Finite [1, 3, 4]. The Qught also contains Limtation [4, 6],
whi ch, though negative, is equally a Determ nate Being.

The Qught is therefore a nonent of the Finite--its nost
advanced nmonment. But, Hegel insists, whereas Limtation is posited as
a Finite, the Qught is only implicitly a Finite. Limt is immnent in
t he Qught, under the laws of sublation. But Limt's

restriction is enveloped in the in-itself, for, in accordance with
its deternminate being, that is, its deterninateness relatively to
the limtation, [the Qught] is posited as the in-itself. (132)

The truth of this m ght be described as follows. Recall that,
t hroughout the m ddl e of chapter 2, we have been "reifying"” the
medi ated parts of the mddle term as in Figure 4(a) or 5(a). Thus,
[4, 5, 6] 6 [1]. If we concentrate on the Qught [4-7] v. Limtation
[2, 3, 4, 6], [4, 6] are the being-in-itself of the OQught. Since it
is precisely the being-in-itself that the Understanding seizes upon
in order to advance the progress, the Ought is the ultimate being-in-
itself. It is Being-in-itself as such. Now, if this is true, the
Finitude in the Qught is by definition nerely inplicit, solely
because the Qught's own nessage is "inplicitness."” The QOught
expresses not hi ng expressly!

Common usage. Let's pause for a noment and ask what is nmeant by

"ought." Suppose | say to you: "You ought to take piano | essons."”
This can be broken down to a statement of what is and what is not.
Thus, | have really said: "You have the potential to be a better

pi ano player. For this reason, |essons would be good end-neans
reasoni ng." Your potential is. Also, | have said: "Frankly, right
now, you're not yet a good piano player. That's why | essons are in
order."™ Your talent is nerely potential and is not now actual. In

ternms of actuality, your talent is not. In both cases, sonething is
present and al so absent--potentiality (present) and actuality
(absent). These statenents are full of Becom ng. The potential should
cease-to-be what it is and should becone sonmething el se. Actuality
shoul d conme-to-be and should cease being only potenti al.

Angl o- Ameri can enpirical phil osophers are fond of saying that
you cannot prove an "ought" froman "is." Such phil osophers suppress
the in-itself and never advance beyond Understanding. In fact, Hegel
argues that this is quite wongheaded. Anything that ought to be
"is." The Qught "is" in the present. If it is not, then it wll never
cone-to-be. The proof of the Qught is precisely whether it does come-
to-be. If it never does, it was never possible. In the eye of God,
the Ought always comes-to-be and is indistinguishable fromthe "is."
Thus, probability experts are likely to agree that, given infinite
time, what is possible will become actual. Hegel's point is no



different. Hence, the Qught beconmes the "is" in the eye of God. 238

Thus, Hegel writes: "What ought to be is, and at the sane tine
is not . . . The ought has, therefore, essentially a limtation."
(132-33) This Limtation is the "not" of the Qught.

The significance of this "not" is that the OQught represents the
positing of the not-posited--the in-itself. Being-in-itself logically
must becone "for-itself." The potential must become the actual. But,
in the present, the Qught is "not yet." Hence, Hegel wites:

The being-in-itself of the something in its determnination
reduces itself therefore to an ought-to-be through the fact that
[its] in-itself is . . . a non-being. (133)

The non-being of the Qught can be viewed in [4, 5, 6] of Figure 5(c).
Meanwhi | e, the Ought transcends its non-being--its Limtation. This
can be witnessed in [7]. In [7], its negation is sublated. [7] is the
Being-in-itself of the Qught--a paradox, because [7] is an immediacy,
and Being-in-itself is always a nedi ated determn nateness. Here Being-
in-itself is "posited" as expressly inplicit.

Remark: The Ought

"The ought has recently played a great part in philosophy,"”
Hegel muses in the Remark foll owing the second subsecti on of
Finitude, "especially in connection with norality and also in
met aphysi cs generally." (133) Here Hegel thinks, once again, of Kant,
whose noral theory generally announced: "You can because you nust."?23
Hegel criticizes this slogan, because "it is equally correct that:
'you cannot, just because you ought.'" (133) The ought, as such,
contains Limtation, and so long as the Qught is before us, actuality
I'S not.

Agai nst Kant, Hegel addresses the foll ow ng remarks:

Duty is an ought directed against the particular wll, against
sel f-seeking desire and capricious interest and it is held up as
an ought to the will in so far as this has the capacity to isolate

itself fromthe true. Those who attach such inportance to the
ought of norality and fancy that norality is destroyed if the
ought is not recogni zed as ultimate truth, and those too who,

238 This point of view does much to illuminate Kant's Critique of Practical
Reason. There, Kant defends, inter alia, belief in theimmortality of the soul,
because only this makes possible the attainment of absolute moral perfection.
CRITIQUE OF PRACTICAL REASON, supra note 188, at 148. This moral perfectionisan
Ought to mortals, but to God, moral perfection is.

299 AVOJZ 17 EK, THE SUBLIME OBJECT OF IDEOLOGY 81 (1989).



reasoning fromthe | evel of the understandi ng, derive a perpetual
satisfaction frombeing able to confront everything there is with
an ought, that is, with a "knowi ng better"--and for that very
reason are just as loth to be robbed of the ought--do not see that
as regards the finitude of their sphere the ought receives full
recognition. (136)

Kant tended to argue that duty could never be absolutely fulfilled by
finite nortals.?® For this reason, the Ought was al ways before us. In
Hegel ' s phil osophy, the Qught is an early idea that is nuch
transcended in the | ogical progress.

Hegel al so enphasi zes that "in the world of actuality itself,
Reason and Law are not in such a bad way that they only ought to be--
it is only the abstraction of the in-itself that stops at this."
(136) The Qught is only the "standpoint which clings to finitude and
thus to contradiction.” (136)

Towards the mddle of this Remark, Hegel addresses a claimthat
Lim tation cannot be transcended. "To make such an assertion,"” he
conplains, "is to be unaware that the very fact that something is
determned as a limtation inplies that the limtation is already
transcended.” (134) Limtation is the negative of the Finite. As
such, the Finite is already "beyond" Limtation, even before
Limtation cones to be. It is in the nature of reason to transcend
the Limtation of the Particular and manifest what is Universal.

Birds and Rocks and Trees and Things. In |ight of the above,
why don't rocks rise up fromthe earth and cast off their unconscious
sl ough in order to be self-conscious beings, if Limtation is already
overcome in thenP?*! Here is a question very likely to bother the
beginner. If Hegel really raises the object to subjectivity in the
Science of Logic, why don't the rocks speak to us?

Hegel reassures us, "Stone and nmetal do not transcend their
l[imtation because this is not a limtation for them " (134)32?

20 For adescription of Kant's moral theory in light of our finitude, see Schroeder
& Carlson, supra note 215.

241 Of course, psychotics do indeed think that such things speak. See WILLIAM
SHAKESPEARE, RICHARD |l Act 3, scene 1:

Mock not my senseless conjuration, lords.
This earth shall have afeeling, and these stones
Prove armed soldiers ere her native king

Shall falter under foul rebellion's arms.

242 By way of adding credentials to Hegel's metallurgy, it may be pointed out
that, in the orignal 1807 edition of the Phenomenology, thetitle page identifies
Hegel as Dr. and Professor of Philosophy at Jena, assessor in the Ducal
Mineralogical Society and member of other learned societies." Donad Phillip



Limtation is a feature of sentient beings. Rocks have al ready been
expelled from Spirit when physical nature was shown, earlier in the
chapter, to be self-alienated Spirit.

Yet Hegel goes on to say that perhaps stones and netals do
transcend their Limtation. They have Being-in-itself. They "ought"
to beconme sonething different. If oxidizable, they potentially can be
burned. In the view of God, they will be burned, because God's
ti mel ess nature dissolves all difference between the potential and
the actual. "[Qnly by force" can unoxidized nmetal be kept fromits
rusty fate. (134)2%

So this raises again the possibility that rocks will speak to
us. They will surnount their objectivity and becone "subject."”

Al t hough Hegel does not address the concern here, | think he would
say that such an expectation overlooks the point that objectivity is
a valid nonment that nmust be exhibited.?*# |f all objects nust becone
subj ects over tinme, this already woul d have occurred | ong ago.

| nst ead, al as, some objects must be left behind so that nature can
express itself. We lucky humans are granted the privilege of

exhi biting subjectivity, though, as humans, we cannot quite shake off
our Finitude, which remains a valid nmonment in us. When the germ of
our decease bl ossons forth, we shall becone as silent as the rocks.

Hegel concludes this Remark by rem nding the reader of the
nodest position of the Qught. It is "still only finite transcending
of the limtation.” Fromits place in Finitude, the Qught "holds fast
to being-in-itself in opposition to |imtedness, declaring [Being-in-
itself] to be the regulative and essential factor relatively to what
is null." (135-36)

Verene, Hegel's Nature, in HEGEL AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE 209 (Stephen
Houlgate ed., 1998).

243 Hegel gives further examples of nature overcoming Limitation. Thus, the
plant transcends the Limitation of being a seed. The sentient creature feels pain,
whichis"negation initsself," a"limitation initsfeeling." (135) The sentient
creature's feeling of self isthe totality that transcends this Limitation. "If it were not
above and beyond the determinateness [of pain], it would not fedl it asits negation
and would feel no pain." (135)

24 Hyppolite remarks:

The essence of theinorganic thing isin fact a particular
determination, which iswhy it becomes concept only in its
connection to other things. But the thing does not preserve itself

in that connection; it if only for-some-other; it does not reflect on
itself in the process of relating to other things. . . These elements
are particular determinations, and they lack reflection on
themselves, that is, they present themselves as being for-others.

HYPPOLITE, supra note 82, at 240-41.



|s the Qught--Being-in-itself as such--null? Yes, for several
reasons. First, throughout Finitude, we are making rightward-1|eaning
circles. Hence, we are generally in the real mof nothingness.
Furthernore, the Qught is not as well as is. And finally, as Being-
in-itself it expressly refuses to manifest itself. That is the
positing that the Ought achieves.

(J) Transition of the Finite into the Infinite

In the transition to the Infinite, Hegel introduces no new
terms, yet, in a very short space a new advance is described. VWhat we
get are enriched observations pertaining to Figure 5(c).

First, Hegel isolates the nmediated portions of the Qught [4, 5,
6]. Here is where the Qught

contains lintation, and limtation contains the ought. Their
relation to each other is the finite itself which contains them
both in its being-wthin-self. (136)

The being-within-self of the Finite is, of course, [4]. Thanks to
[4], we can say that the Finite contains both the Ought and
Limtation. By virtue of these observations, the Finite of the
transition is nore powerful than the Finite of Figure 5(c). The nore
powerful Finite expressly includes the OQught and Limtation, under
the | aws of subl ation.

The enriched Finite appears in Figure 6(a). It is made up of
the Qught and Limtation, where these two overlap in Figure 5(c):

Insert Figure 6(a) here (located at the end)
Enriched Finite

Di al ectical Reason now intervenes to rem nd the reader that what
appears to be a self-identity [1] has a negative voice [2].

Therefore, this voice enmerges from[1l] and produces a |like Finite
[3]. That is, [1l] "ceases-to-be" and the new Finite "cones-to-be" as
t he negative of the first Finite: "Thus, in ceasing to be, the finite
has not ceased to be; it has beconmes . . . only another finite."
(136)

Insert Figure 6(b) here (located at the end)
Another Finite

This other Finite [3] |ikew se ceases to be and it becomes the fornmer
Finite [1]. Wat we have is the ceasel ess seething turmoil of the
sort we saw in Figure 1(b), where Pure Being became Pure Nothing. A
Finite comes and goes, to be replaced by another Finite.

Of this process of birth and death, Hegel writes:



cl oser consideration of this result shows that the finite inits
ceasing-to-be, in this negation of itself has attained its being-
in-itself, is united with itself. (136)

In short, the in-itself has manifested itself in this ceasel ess
activity. The in-itself of the Finite is the act of dying. Here we
have a "harbinger preceding still the fates"?%--"being" is about to
di e.

Hegel describes this business of dying as follows:

Each of it monments contains precisely this result; the ought
transcends the limtation, that is, transcend itself; but beyond
itself or its other, is only the limtation itself. The
limtation, however, points directly beyond itself to its other,
which is the ought . . . " (136)

Notice that each extrene ceases to be and points to the other as that
which really is. In other words, each extrene says, "I amnot it."
This is tantamobunt to saying, "My other is it." This negative
"positing” is precisely the move of Essence, nmuch later in the Logic.
It is presaged early in the Doctrine of Being as the nove that
ri ghtward | eani ng Fi nitude makes, pending our arrival at Infinity--
the |l ast part of the chapter.

In its activity, the Enriched Finite (which Hegel here calls
t he Qught) becones what it is by ceasing to be--by going beyond
itself. Hence, "in going beyond itself . . . it equally only unites
with itself." This going beyond while remaining united is the
negation of the negation itself. Thus we have the m ddl e term between
the two finites:

Insert Figure 6(c) here (located at the end)
Infinity

Absolute. OF Figure 6(c), Hegel wites that "[t]he infinite in
its sinple Notion can, in the first place, be regarded as a fresh
definition of the absolute.” (137) Here, for the first tine in the
Science of Logic, Hegel associates the mddle termwth the
"Absolute."” As the Logic progresses the Absol ute becones increasingly
richer, until the ultinmate Absolute |Idea, which enconpasses al
medi ati ons. At that point, the Absolute is what Hegel called in the
prefatory material "pure Know ng."?24

25 \WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE, HAMLET Act 1 scene 1.

26 Erroll Harris suggests that every step in the Science of Logic--whether
produced by the Understanding, Dialectical Reason, or Speculative Reason--is"a
provisional definition of the Absolute." Harris, supra note 34, at 80. This, of
coursg, is likewise true. The Understanding tries to grasp the whole truth, just as



Of the Absol ute, Hegel specifies that

[t1he forms of determinate being find no place in the series of
t hose determ nations which can be regarded as definitions of the
absolute, for the individual forns of that sphere are imrediately
posited only as determninatenesses, as finite in general. (137)

Thus, "fornms of Determ nate Being" are "determ natenesses,” which
Di al ectical Reason describes in such forms as is shown in Figure
6(b). Only two circles are invoked here. The formof the Absolute is
nor e advanced, as shown in Figure 6(c). It invokes all three circles.
In the Lesser Logic, however, Hegel nore broadly clains that
every step of the way has been a proposed definition of the Absol ute:
"at least the first and third category in every triad may--the first,
where the thought-formof the triad is fornmulated in its sinplicity,
and the third, being the return fromdifferentiation to a sinple
sel f-reference. "2 The second step of Dialectical Reason, however, is
merely a negative critique of the Understanding's proposition. On its
own, it does not pretend to put forth a definition of the Absol ute.

C. Infinity

This section of the Science of Logic is certainly the nobst
overwritten, overlong section we have so far encountered. One gets
t he i npression that Hegel received much criticismof his view of the
Infinite, and therefore he has responded with the wei ght of pure
repetition in the hope of convincing his unnaned opponents of his
views. In truth, by grace of what has preceded, the concept seens
strai ghtforward.

The Infinite in Figure 6(c) still suffers fromlimtation and
Finitude. It is, so far, "Spurious Infinity.” It is spurious because
it names only the endl ess nodul ati on that emerged in Figure 6(b).
Hence, we have:

Speculative Reason does. Each is likewise unsuccessful, until the end of the book.
Nevertheless, here Hegel refers to the middle term as a provisional definition of the
absolute.

247 | ESSER LOGIC, supra note 9, § 85. Clark Butler overlooks this passage when
he announces, "Hegel is nowhere so indiscriminate as to say that qualitative being
isadefinition of the absolute." BUTLER, supra note 4, at 110.



Insert Figure 7 (a) here (located at the end)
Spurious Infinity

Hegel writes that the Spurious Infinity of Figure 7(a) is "the true
bei ng, the elevation above Iimtation."” (137) In this first stage
"the finite has vanished in the infinite and what is, is only the
infinite." (138) In other words, in Figure 7(a), the Understanding is
in charge. It sees only the self-identity of the Infinite--not its
conplexity as a determ nateness. It cannot see that, within the
Infinite, one finds the Finite.

(b) Alternating Determination of the Finite and the
Infinite

Di al ectical Reason now i ntervenes to point out the history of
Spurious Infinity. The Infinite has negated the Finite, as can be
seen in Figure 7(a). In short, the Infinite is a Determ nate Bei ng,
with negation inside it. This internal negation is its Limt. Hence,
[ 2] speaks up and gener ates:

Insert Figure 7 (b) here (located at the end)
Spurious Infinity and its Other

In Figure 7(b), "the finite stands opposed to the infinite as a real
determinate being; they stand thus in a qualitative relation, each
remaining external to the other." (138)

It should be apparent that sonmething is wong with Spurious
Infinity. It was supposed to be Infinite--in the sense of having no
finite borders. But Figure 7(b) reveals it to be just as finite as

the earlier Finites.?2®
Hegel next draws attention to [1] and [3] in Figure 7(b):

But the infinite and the finite are not in these categories of
relation only; the two sides are determ ned beyond the stage of

being nerely others to each other . . . and thus [ Spurious
Infinity] is reduced to the category of a being which has the
finite confronting it as an other . . . The infinite is in this

way burdened with the opposition to the finite which, as an other,
remains at the same time a determinate reality although in its in-

28 AsHegel putsitinthe Lesser Logic,

To suppose that by stepping out and away into that infinity we
release ourselves from the finite, isin truth but to seek the
release which comes by flight. But the man who fleesis not yet
free: infleeing heis still conditioned by that from which he flees.

LESSER LOGIC, supra note 9, § 94 Remark.



itself [2], inthe infinite, it is at the sane tine posited as
sublated; this infinite is the non-finite--a being in the
det er mi nat eness of negation. (139)

I n other words, Spurious Infinity is just another Finite. It "has
only the first, immediate negation for its determ nateness relatively
to the finite." (140) The Spurious Infinity is nerely the beyond of
the finite--and itself a Finitel

[Elach [1], [3] is assigned a distinct place--the finite as
determ nate being here, on this side, and the infinite, although
the in-itself of the finite [2], nevertheless as a beyond in the
dim inaccessible distance, outside of which the finite is and
remai ns. (140)

Here we have a note of disapproval ained in the direction of Kant,
who believed we could know nothing of the thing-in-itself.?® Hegel's
eventual criticismof Kant will be that the thing-in-itself is a
concept, like any other, and therefore at the same |evel of
phenonmena. Likew se, in Figure 7(b), Spurious Infinity is the
di sconnected "beyond" [1] of the finite--an unacceptable /concl usion.
Alittle later, Hegel will conpare Spurious Infinity to a line
that continues indefinitely in both directions:

The image of the progress to infinity is the straight line, at the
two limts of which alone the infinite is, and al ways only where
the line--which is determnate being--is not, and which goes out
beyond to this negation of its determnate being, that is, to the
indetermnate." (149)

This is a very good description of the faults of Spurious Infinity.
The "Infinite" is portrayed as never present in the line. It is
al ways where the line is not. If we extend the line to reach
Infinity, we only find that Infinity has relocated and is still
al ways just beyond. Travelers know Spurious Infinity in the form of
the horizon. The traveler heads for it, but never quite reaches it.
The horizon stubbornly relocates itself as we approach it.
True Infinity will end up as a circle--not a line. (149) It
wi ||l bend back on itself and will have no begi nning or end. But how
this is achieved nust await further exam nation of Spurious Infinity.
If we isolate [1] and [3] and ignhore [2], then we have
"unrel ated" entities. Hegel warns that it would be a huge m stake to
view the Infinite as the unconnected "beyond" of the Finite. There is
a connection--[2]. O [2], Hegel wites:

Thi s negati on which connects them-the somethings reflected into

29 See infra text accompanying notes -—-.



thensel ves--is the limt of the one relatively to the other, and
that, too, in such a nanner that each of them does not have the

limt in it nmerely relatively to the other, but the negation is

their being-in-itself . . . (140)

Notice that the "sonmethings"--[1] and [3]--reflect thenselves (or
"collapse”) into [2]. Once again we see reflection as a kind of
shri nkage, a renunciation of its inessential parts. [2] is Limt to
[1] and [3], and [2] is being-in-itself to both entities as well.

Because [2] is Limt, Spurious Infinity is definitely not
infinite--in the sense of "wi thout borders."” Yet each Finite is a
"beyond" of [2]. Hence [1l], on one side, and [3], on the other, is
t he negation of [2] "[E]ach thus imediately repels the limt, as its
non-being, fromitself." (140) In other words, just as [1l] and [ 3]
reflect thenselves into [2], they |ikewi se reflect thensel ves back
into themselves, from[2] into [1] or [3]. Wien this occurs, each
extreme posits "another being outside it, the finite positing its
non-being as this infinite and the infinite, simlarly, the finite."
(140) Once again, reflection reveals itself to be negative, but
productive. Thus, when [1] withdraws into itself, it presupposes the
exi stence of [2] and hence of [3]. These will be the quintessentia
noves in the Doctrine of Essence.

In this section, Hegel |ays the groundwork for an advance to
the True Infinite:

It is readily conceded that there is a necessary transition from
the finite to the infinite--necessary through the determ nation of
the finite--and that the finite is raised to the formof being-in-
itself, since the finite, although persisting as a determ nate
being, is at the same tinme also deternmined as in itself nothing
and therefore as destined to bring about its own dissolution

(140)

In other words, if | designhate a concept as finite, | inmply that
there is such a thing as an Infinite, such that the finitude of the
concept makes sense. Finitude is thus a "correlative" term It always
has an Other. Furthernore, the Finite has within itself the seeds of
its own destruction. Inplicit in the Finite is its ceasing-to-be.
Since inplicitness is the Qught--Being-in-itself as such--the being-
in-itself of the Finite is precisely its inplied nothingness.

The above passage | eads to the negation of the negation. The
unity of each Spurious Infinity is that it goes beyond itself. In
ot her words, the pure notion of the nodul ation from and back into [2]
is the common el enent.

[T]his alternating determnation . . . appears as the progress to
infinity . . . The progress is, consequently, a contradiction
which is not resolved but is always only enunciated as present . .
. This spurious infinity is in itself the sane thing as the



perenni al ought. (142)

Motion is the unity of the Finite and the Spurious Infinite. That is
to say, there can be no notion between [1] and [3] unless indeed both
exi st as correlates. The notion unifies them "[T]his unity al one

whi ch evokes the infinite in the finite and the finite in the
infinite." (142) This motion is the True Infinite.?® It is, as Hegel
wi Il say nuch later, "the eruption of the infinite in the finite as
an immediate transition and vani shing of the latter in its beyond.”
(371-72)

(c) Affirmative Infinity

Spurious Infinity is [1] 6 [3] and [3] 6 [1] in perpetual
alternation. Hegel calls it the

external realization of the Notion. In this realization is posited
the content of the Notion, but it is posited as external as
falling asunder. (143)

What does Hegel nean by "external"? If we contenplate [1] 6 [3] and
[3] 6 [1], we have left out [2]. [2] has been "externalized" from
the process. Yet [2] is also essential. Wthout [2], neither "is what
it is--each contains its own other in its own determ nation." (144)
Hence, [1] and [3] are "external" to the essential conponent--[2].2%

Hegel drops back to consider the immediate determ nation of the
Infinite [1]. This is merely the "beyond" of the Finite [3]. Yet both
[1] and [3] lay claimto [2].

Z0 TAYLOR, supra note 58, at 346 (identifying the True Infinite as "the
continuing processs which goes on through [the] coming to be and passing away"
of the Spurious Infinite). On motion as the unifer between discrete places, see
Richard Dien Winfield, Space, Time and Matter: Conceiving Nature Without
Foundations, 29, 61-62, in HEGEL AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE (Stephen
Houlgate ed., 1998).

21 Thus, Hegel writes of [1] 6 [3] and [3] 6 [1]:

This progressisthe external aspect of thisunity at which
ordinary thinking halts, at this perpetual; repetition of one and

the same ateration, of the vain unrest of advancing beyond the
limit to infinity, only to find in thisinfinite anew limit in which,
however, it isaslittle abletorest asin theinfinite . . . This
progress isthe external aspect of this unity at which ordinary
thinking halts, at this perpetual; repetition of one and the same
alteration, of the vain unrest of advancing beyond the limit to
infinity, only to find in thisinfinite anew limit in which, however,
itisaslittle abletorest asin the infinite. (142)



In each, therefore, there |lies the determinateness of the other,
al though according to the standpoint of the infinite progress
these two are supposed to be shut out fromeach other and only to
foll ow each other alternatively . . . (143)

We can see that [2] lies inside both [1] and [3]. Yet, in a sense,
[ 2] negates [1l] and [3]. Hence [1, 2] and [2, 3] are both
det er mi nat enesses, thanks to [2]. But the infinite progress--[1] 6
[3] and [3] 6 [1]--was supposed to have excluded [2]. In fact, [1]
and [3] cannot be grasped wi thout [2]. We cannot contenplate this
progress of [1] 6 [3] and [3] 6 [1] without that which unifies them
-movement. And [2] is precisely this movement as such. 2%

Hegel describes the signification of this as foll ows:

In saying what the infinite is, nanmely the negation of the finite,
the latter is itself included in what is said, it cannot be

di spensed with for the definition or determination of the
infinite. One only needs to be aware of what one is saying in
order to find the determnation of the finite in the infinite.
(143)

In short, the Infinite is a polar concept--like positive and negative
on a bar magnet. Wth magnets, "positive" makes no sense alone. It
only exists in correlation with "negative." (To test this, try
cutting the magnet in half to isolate the "positive" side of the
magnet. \What you now have is two smaller bar magnets, each with
positive and negative extremes. The positive can never be isol ated.)

As with the "positive" of a magnet, the Infinite cannot be
isolated fromthe Finite. This inplies that the entire perspective of
the infinite progress is false. It is like isolating the "positive"
fromthe bar nmagnet.

Returning to the infinite progression, Hegel contenplates [1]
and [3] as isolated. In truth, they are both determ natenesses. Both
include [2] as a negative part of the whole. But [2] has different
significance for [1] and [3]. To [1], [2] is the connection to [3].
To [3], [2] is Limt. It holds [3] apart from[1l]. Only thanks to [2]
bl ocking off [1] can [3] claimself-identity.?% Yet, in spite of
[2]"s dual function:

22 K osok, supra note 43, at 254 (1972) (“Unity istherefore the transcendence of
that which is unified,m, and transcendence asamovement from an initia state (e) to
its negation (-e) isaunity of both . ..").

28 Earlier, | emphasized that Dialectical Reason replicates Understanding's error
in isolating a determinateness as a self-identity. See supra text accompanying
notes 60-62. That is, Dialectical Reason assumes [3] is self-identical, just as
Understanding assumes [1] is self-identical. But the self-identity of [3] works only
because [2] isexternal Limit to [3].



both nodes yield one and the sane result: the infinite and the
finite viewed as connected Wi th each other--the connecti on bei ng
only external to thembut also essential to them w thout which
neither is what it is--each contains its own other in its own
determination, just as much as each, taken on its own account
considered in its own self, has its other present within it as its
own nonent. (144)

In other words, [1]'s view of [2] is that [2] expressly connects it
to [3]. [3] thinks [2] separates it from[1l]. Yet, recalling that
"nothing is, after all, something,"” we can |likew se say that "no
relation is, after all, a relation.” Hence, both [1] and [3] agree
that [2] is a relation. Thus, the same result is yielded. The
connection i s external.

The externalization of [2]

yields the decried unity of the finite and the infinite--the unity
which is itself the infinite which enbraces both itself and
finitude--and is therefore the infinite in a different sense"
[fromthe Spurious Infinite]. (144)25

This brings us to Figure 7(c):

Insert Figure 7(c) here (located at the end)
True Infinity

Of Figure 7(c), Hegel wites that Spurious Infinity and its
other (also a Spurious Infinity) have a comon term|[2, 4]. Taken
al one [2, 4] posits [1] and [3] as cancel ed--sublated. "[I]n their
unity, therefore, they lose their qualitative nature."” (144) But [2,
4] is, so far, only the "finitized infinite." (145) Now Finitude is
the negation of the in-itself. We saw this in the preanble to
"Finitude", where the in-itself of the Finite was to manifest its own
death. There, Hegel said of the Finite that the hour of its birth is
the hour of its death.

Because the Finite is in [2, 4], and the Finite nust term nate
itself (and become [7]), "it is exalted, and, so to say, infinitely

24 \Why "decried"? This may refer to uncited criticism of Hegel's derivation of
the True Infinite.
Soon after the phrase quoted in the text, Hegel writes of rebutting

the idea of the unity which insists on holding fast to the infinite
and finite in the quality they are supposed to have when taken in
their separation from each other, a view which therefore seesin
that unity only contradiction, but not also resolution of the
contradiction through the negation of the qualitative
determinateness of both . . . (144-45)



exal ted above its worth; the finite is posited as the infinitized
finite." (145) Sublation of the two Finites comes fromw thin--from

[ 2] :

That in which the finite sublates itself is the infinite as the
negating of finitude; but finitude itself has long since been
determi ned as only the non-being of determnate being. It is
therefore only negation which sublates itself in the negation.
(146)

In other words, the True Infinite is the negation of the negation.
Each of the Finites manifests its inherent non-being in [2, 4], and
this very activity is what the True Infinite is.

Thus, both finite and infinite are this movement in which each

returns to itself through its negation; they are only as mediation
wi thin thensel ves. (147)

This activity can be seen as [4] in Figure 7(c).

The contribution of the True Infinite is that it enconpasses
both the Spurious Infinite and the Finite. In True Infinity, Limt
(between the Finites) and Limtation (Other to the Spurious Infinite)
are subl ated. Thus we have in Figure 7(c)

the conpl ete sel f-cl osing movenent which has arrived at that which
constituted the begi nning; what arises is the same as that from
whi ch the novement began, that is, the finite is restored; it has
therefore united with itself, has in its beyond only found itself
agai n. (147)

Hegel's critics, whom he insultingly nanmes "the understanding," fail
to follow al ong:

The reason why understanding is so antagonistic to the unity of
the finite and infinite is sinply that it presupposes the
limtation and the finite, as well as the in-itself, as
perpetuated, in doing so it overlooks the negation of both which
is actually present in the infinite progress . . . (147)

It is ever the fault of Understanding to overl ook the negative
i nherent in a concept.

Becoming compared. The Spurious Infinite and its Finite
"beyond" nodul ate back and forth. The nanme of the novenent back and
forth is the True Infinite. This process, of course, nuch resenbl es
Becom ng, with which chapter 1 ended. Thus, both chapters 1 and 2 end
in simlar ways--in nodul ati on.

Nevert hel ess, True Infinity is nore advanced than Beconm ng. It
IS "now further determined in its nonments."” (148)



Becoming, in the first instance, has abstract being and not hi ng
for its determnations; as alteration, its nonent possess

determ nate being, sonmething and other; now, as the infinite, they
are the finite and the finite, which are thenselves in process of
becomi ng. (148)

This summary of the progress to date nore or |ess matches what has
been described. Becomi ng, in the above account, is straightforward.
As Figure 1(c) shows, its nonments are nerely abstract. The reference
to alteration is nore nysterious. It is, however, clear that Hegel is
referring to Figure 2(c)--the Sonmething. Its nmonments were Determ nate
Bei ng--si npl e determ nat enesses conprised of Quality and Negati on.

(I't will be recalled that Hegel enphasized that the Sonmething "is
alteration--a becom ng which has already beconme concrete.™ (116))
Finally, sonmething newis introduced in True Infinity: the extrenes

t hensel ves are in the process of Becomng. It was their own
mani f estati on of their non-being--each independently fromits own
side--that gave rise to the self-negating activity Hegel has naned
True Infinity.

The thing-in-itself. True Infinity, "the consunmated return
into self" (148), is being. It is not abstract being, but rather
Determ nate Being, "for it contains negation in general and hence
determ nateness. " (148-49) It is here, "present before us. It is only
the spurious infinite that is beyond."” (149) This can be taken as a
reproach to Kant, who thought that the beyond was the thing-in-itself
whi ch we could never know. "to be thus unattainable," Hegel remarks,
"i's not its grandeur but its defect, which is at bottomthe result of
holding fast to the finite as such as a merely affirmative being. |t
is what is untrue that is unattainable.” (149) Better to let the
Finite do what it does best--cease-to-be. In the very act of ceasing
to be we reach True Infinity. 2%

Because True Infinity is here before us, it is a higher reality
than the former reality, which was sinply determ nate. The True
Infinity has acquired a nore concrete content and therefore deserves
the name "reality.” (149) It is what endures. The Finite is precisely
what does not endure. It is "not real.”

Ideality. Hegel has second thoughts about invoking reality in
connection with True Infinity. He invoked it only because the termis
famliar to "untrained thinking." (149) In truth, reality was opposed
to the first negation. But now we have a negation of the negation,
whi ch is opposed to both reality and the first negation. A better
word for True Infinity is ideality. Thus, "ideal being [das Ideellée]
is the finite as it is in the true infinite"--a nmonment which is not
sel f-subsistent. (150)

255 Much later, Hegel will describe the True Infinite as "contradiction as
displayed in the sphere of being." (440)



Hegel suggests that ideality can be called the "quality of
infinity." (150) "Quality" here cannot be taken as official Quality--
what stands over against Negation in Figure 2(b). Rather, we nust
take quality according to ordinary usage. Hence, ideality is the
nature of True Infinity. ldeality suggests the idea of movement- - of
becom ng, that primtive version of True Infinity.

Of course, Hegel is known as the phil osopher of idealism 25 Now
we can grasp what that nmeans. Not "reality" as the Understandi ng
perceives it but a deeper, anti-enpirical truth is at stake in
Hegel ' s wor k.

Transition

At the end of chapter 2 (but prior to a pair of Remarks), we
find a brief transition to chapter 3. Here Hegel says sinply that,
because True Infinity is a nore advanced version of Beconming, it is a
“transition."

Finitude itself has sublated itself. Its self-erasure was True
Infinity as such. But, in erasing itself, it returned to itself. It
has abolished O herness altogether. It has achi eved Being-for-self--
t he subject of the next chapter. While Being-for-self may seem grand,

and is indeed necessary to true freedom it will turn out very badly
i ndeed, as we shall see in the next chapter. To becone "all" is to

| ose all, as Pure Being learned to its detrinent. Something simlar
will happen to True Infinity, in its guise as Being-for-self.

Remark I: The Infinite Progress

Al t hough Hegel has witten a very repetitive, overlong anal ysis
of True Infinity, he nevertheless feels it necessary to returns to
his relentless attack upon Spurious Infinity. Perhaps we can assuage
our inpatience by recalling that the target is Kant, who announced
t hat we can never know the thing-in-itself. Kant was Hegel's great
opponent and was, then as now, the nost inportant and prestigi ous of
phi | osophers.

Hegel conplains that the Spurious Infinite is a contradiction,
yet it is put forward by bad phil osophy as the final solution to
met aphysi cs. But the beyond of the Finite is sinply nothing--"a
flight beyond |imted being which does not inwardly collect itself
and does not know how to bring the negative back to the positive."
(150) Spurious Infinity is inconplete reflection. It has before it
both determ nations of True Infinity, but it cannot bring the ideas
together in a unity. It only knows how to alternate them back and
forth.

To put this in nore Kantian ternms, the thing-in-itself is that

%6 £ g., Phillip Nonet, Sanctions, 25 CUMB. L. REV. 489, 510 (1994).



whi ch i s beyond perception, which knows only phenonena. Suppose we
"perceive" the thing-in-itself by namng it as such. W have only
before us a phenonenon. The real thing-in-itself is beyond. Hence,
when Kant tries to think the thing-in-itself, he only substitutes the
Finite for what was supposed to by Infinite. The Infinite therefore
al ways alternates with the Finite, whenever Kant tries to confront
the thing-in-itself.

An exanmpl e of Spurious Infinity is "cause and effect.”

[A] cause which had no effect would not be a cause, just as an
effect which had no cause would no | onger be an effect. This
relation yields, therefore, the infinite progress of causes and
effects . . . (151)

Thus, every cause is an effect, and every effect is the cause of a
new effect. We have a never-ending chain--alternating Spurious
Infinities. Indeed, we find that "cause and effect"” is Kant's third
antinomy, 25" which states that cause-and-effect are a bad infinity
t hat never gets resolved, or it is a finite chain that is resolved by
a "first cause” (which ends up being the Kantian aut ononous
subj ect) . 2%8

Kant solves the antinony by recognizing "the equal correctness
and equal incorrectness of the two assertions.” (151) But Hegel
proposes that these two nonments "are only moments."™ (151) What are
really present before us at all tines are not the noments as such but
t he movement between the alternating nonments. In this novenent "the
finite is united only with itself, and the sane is true of the
infinite." (152) The negation of the negation which is the True
Infinite is thus the affirmation--the being--of both monents. In this
unity of both noments--the ideality of the noments--the contradiction
of the Spurious Infinite is resolved. Abstract thoughts are brought
together in a unity. We thus have before us Specul ati ve Reason
itself:

In this detailed exanple, there is reveal ed the specific
nature of specul ative thought, which consists solely in grasping
the opposed nonents in their unity. Each nonment actually shows
that it contains its opposite within itself and that in this
opposite it is united with itself; thus the affirmative truth is
this i mmanently active unity, the taking together of both
thoughts, their infinity--the relation to self which is not
i medi ate but infinite. (152)

57 CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON, supra note 67, at 251-53.

2% Henry Allison shows how Kant's entire theory of practical reason--of human
freedom--stems from this Third Antinomy. HENRY E. ALLISON, KANT'S THEORY OF
FREEDOM --- (1990).



Figure 7(c) is a perfect illustration of Specul ative Reason. Each

Finite had its Being-in-itself in its own erasure. This self-erasure

was conmon to both of the extrenmes. It was their "active unity."
Hegel states of unnamed phil osophers:

Thi nkers have often placed the essence of philosophy in the
answering of the question: how does the infinite go forth from
itself and becone finite? (152)

This, the thinkers respond, cannot be made conprehensi bl e. Hegel
devastatingly responds that these phil osophers never had the True
Infinite before them. They had the Spurious Infinite before them
Hence, the Infinite was already a finite. There can be no question of
going forth from the True Infinite! Thus, what is really
i nconprehensible is that the Infinite should be so conpletely
separated fromthe Finite--now and at the beginning. "Neither such a
finite nor such an infinite has truth; and what is untrue is
i nconpr ehensi ble.” (153)

Nevert hel ess, Hegel is able to answer the question of the
t hi nkers. The infinite goes forth precisely because it is the
Spurious Infinite. As such, it has no enduring truth and nust of
necessity become another Finite--as the alteration in Figure 7(b)
showed. And, for that matter, the Finite goes forth as well--right
back to the Infinite.

O rather it should be said that the [Spurious Infinite] has
eternally gone forth into finitude, that, solely by itself and
wi thout having its other present within it, the infinite no nore
is than pure being is. (154)

O, the Spurious Infinite, being just a Finite, is not--that is its
Being-in-itself. It "ought"” to manifest its destiny.

Remark 2: Idealism

The chapter ends with some interesting remarks about the nature
of idealism "The idealismof philosophy consists in nothing else
than in recognizing that the finite has no veritable being," Hegel
writes.

Every phil osophy is essentially an idealismor at |east has
idealismfor its principle, and the question then is only how far
this principle is actually carried out . . . A philosophy which
ascribed veritable, ultinate, absolute being to finite Infinite as
such, woul d not deserve the nane of phil osophy. (155)

That this |ast assessnent is true can be proved by this
followi ng test. Suppose a phil osopher were to say to you, "Everything
is finite and will come to an end. That is the absolute truth." By



now, you have figured out how to respond: "But your own statenent
about finitude is put forth as infinite. Hence, not everything is
finite. Your own statenent belies your philosophy.” Wth this sinple
observation, you will have destroyed the soi-disant phil osopher, who
purported to explain the nature of finitude. Asbolutization of the
Finite i a poor excuse for philosophy.

I n common usage, "the ideal" means "figurate conception,” and
"what is sinply in nmy conception.” (155) In short, it neans nere
subj ective fancies. Hegel certainly does not nmean this when in

i nvokes ideality. Rather, it is (objective) Spirit that is ideal. "In
spirit . . . the content is not present as a so-called real
existence." (155) This so-called "real existence is, in any case,
already "ideally in me." It is the Being-for-other of the object,

which | have abstracted fromthe object and made into a thought.
The reduction of idealities into subjective fancies Hegel nanes
"subjective idealism" (155)

Thi s subjective idealism]|[whether unconscious] or consciously

enunci ated and set up as a principle, concerns only the form of a
conception according to which a content is nmne; in the systenatic
idealismof subjectivity this formis declared to be the only true
exclusive formin opposition to the formof objectivity or
reality. (155-56)

The fault of such idealismis that it maintains a separation between
t he thought of a thing (the form) and the thing-in-itself (the
content). The content is allowed to remain wholly in its Finitude.
Such phil osophi zi ng never gets beyond the Spurious Infinite.

ITII. From Being-For-Self to Repulsion and Attraction

Qualitative being finds its consummtion in Being-for-self. If
chapter 1, as a whole, adheres to "being" and if chapter 2 | eans
toward "nothing," chapter 3 constitutes a m ddle term between the
two. It is the negation of the negation--"the primary definition of
the Concept [i.e., Spirit] as such."2® Chapter 3 will itself exhibit
its left, right and center bias.

We have reached a good point to note that the Logic is like a
pendulumthat initially swings wildly between extrenes. But then, as
it becones nore "grounded" (in the sense of gravity), swi ngs |less and
less. Wthin chapter 3, we are witnessing a |l ess violent sw ng that
we saw earlier. OF course, the wildest swing of the pendulumwas from
Pure Being to Pure Nothing. Nothing could be nore opposite than these
two concepts. Yet they were the sane! Now we see the sw ngs between
bei ng and nothing to be |l ess extrene. The swing to being is wei ghed

9 HARRIS, supra note 7, at 110. This, of course, isonly "provisionally true." Id.



down by its encunbrance in nothing, and vice versa.
In the short preanmble to the chapter, Hegel nmakes this coment

about Determ nate Being.

It thus contains . . . only the first negation [3], which is
itself immediate; it is true that being [1], too, is preserved in
it and both are united in determnate being in a sinple unity [2],
but for that very reason they [1] [3] are in thenselves still
unequal to each other and their unity is not yet posited.
Determinate being is therefore the sphere of difference, of
dualism the field of finitude. (157)

How is it that [1] and [3] are "still unequal” when Hegel has been
enphasi zing in chapter 2 that [1] = [3]? Wat Hegel nmeans is that [1]
is [1] only relatively--to [3]. It is "for other”™ and not "for
itself." There is a split between Being [1] and determ nateness [1,
2, 3]. In other words, there is a distinction between Understandi ng
and Di al ectical Reason. In chapter 3, however:

the difference between being and determ nateness or negation is
posited and equalized. (159)

What "being" in this chapter nust do is to enbody negation, which is
only inperfectly done in the earlier stages. In those stages, the

di fference between being and nothing lay at the base. But we did end
in True Infinity, which was the "posited negation of the negation."
(157) This was a grand "mddle term" which Hegel now nanes as
"absolutely determined being." (159) This m ddle term becones the
ground of chapter 3.

The chapter, as always, is divided into three parts. First,
there is (A) the One. Then the One repulses itself fromitself ([1]
6 [3]), yet stays connected with itself (in [2]). It becones (B) the
One and the Many, and then (C) Repul sion and Attraction. As the stage
of Specul ati ve Reason, Repul sion and Attraction are a duality of
nmovenent and stasis. When viewed as static, Repulsion and Attraction
collapse "into equilibriunm--that is, a mddle term (157) The nanme
of this mddle termis Quantity--and entity with no Quality at all.
Thus, by becomng all, Quality ironically loses all.

This will be a point of interest to "liberal"™ political
phi | osophers interested in the work of John Rawl s.?%® Rawl s wi shes to
make the individual the irreducible atom of political theory, but,
when the individual is placed behind the "veil of ignorance,” the
all -significant individual becomes nothing at all--an enpty vessel.
| f the individual behind the veil of ignorance--i.e., bereft of al
gqual ity--does anything, it is because Rawl s cones to the rescue and
attributes some quality to this big zero that is supposed to be the

260 JoHN RAWLS, A THEORY OF JUSTICE (1971).



center of all ethical philosophy. In trafficking in such enpty
concepts as individualism Rawls precisely replicates the transition
of Being-for-self into Quantity. 26!

A. Being-For-Self As Such

Hegel writes that sonmething "is for itself in so far as it
transcends ot herness.” (158) In Being-for-self, otherness is only a
“moment"--historically significant, but now posited as thoroughly
subl at ed.

Being-for-self is said by Hegel to be "the infinite return into
itself."” (158) How is this so? At the end of chapter 2, we saw that
the True Infinite was conprised of two Finites--the Spurious Infinite
and its other--a Finite. Each of these was an Qught. The being-in-
itself of each was that each nust cease-to-be. The very act of
ceasing-to-be was the unity of the two otherw se i ncomrensurabl e
entities. This nmovenent was self-generated. The two Finites blew
t hemsel ves up. In effect, the novenent was toward the mddle term-
True Infinity--in Figure 7(c). Hence a novenent to True Infinity was
a return to itself; the self-erasure was Being-in-itself of the
Finites becomng "for-itself." Furthernore, it was an "infinite"
return in that this nmovenent transcended all Limtation. Hence, the
return was infinite in the True Infinite sense of being w thout
borders--w thout Limtation.

Consciousness. Before nmoving on to the first subsection of
"Bei ng-for-self as Such," Hegel conpares Being-for-self with
consci ousness and sel f-consci ousness. Mere consci ousness re-presents
to itself the object it senses. In other words, it renders the object
i deal .

[IInits entangl ement with the negative of itself, with its other
[i.e., the idealized object], consciousness is still only in the
presence of its own self. (158)

That is, if consciousness is [1l], the idealized object (i.e.,

knowl edge) is [2]. The "self" of consciousness is [1, 2]. Therefore,

in know edge of the object [2]. [1] merely confronts its own self. 262
In light of this structure, consciousness is

%1 Thisis more a critique of early Rawls—-the Rawls of Theory of Justice. Later
Rawls has a more dynamic but quite undevel oped theory of personality. See David
Gray Carlson, Jurisprudence and Personality in the Work of John Rawls, 94
CoLUM. L. REv. 1828 (1994).

262 |_ater, it will be shown that the ego is highly negative and is defined solely as
not the object or knowledge of the object. See chapter 4. This suggests that the
€go is better seen as[3] and the object as[1]. But as[1] = [3] in any case, this
amendment adds nothing to the analysisin the text.



the dualism on the one hand of knowing [2] an alien object
external to it [3], and on the other hand of being for its own
self [1, 2], having the object ideally . . . present init [2]; of
being [1] not only in the presence of the other [2, 3], but
therein being in the presence of its own self [1, 2]. (158)

I n conparison, self-consciousness is "being-for-self as consummated
and posited." (158) Self-consciousness contenplates only itself.

[T] he side of connexion with an other, with an external object, is
renmoved. Sel f-consciousness is thus the nearest exanple of the
presence of infinity. (158)

Sel f - consci ousness, however, is far too advanced to be properly
i ntroduced yet. Self-consciousness exists at a very different |evel
of the Logic fromthat of mere Being-for-self. Being-for-self is
still qualitative, but self-consciousness is not.?%3 It will devel oped
only at the end of the Doctrine of Essence. Neverthel ess,
consciousness is inplicitly at stake in chapter 3 of the Science of
Logic, because it partakes of True Infinity.264

28 TAYLOR, supra note 58, at 245. Taylor, however, offers an unjustified criticism
of Hegel's transition from Being-for-self to Quantity. According to Taylor, when
Being-for-self expelsits content, the Logic should return back to the beginning--

Pure Being and hence Pure Nothing. But instead Hegel presses on illegitimately to
Quantity. "In this of course," Taylor writes,

Hegel seems to be having his cake and esting it, retaining those
prerogatives of the subject he needs for his argument while
remaining in the sphere of Being; but let us waive this objection
in order to follow his argument.

Id. Taylor thus takes Being-for-self as a prerogative of the subject and therefore

out of place in the transition to Quantity. Thisis clearly erroneous. Being-for-self is
anecessary predicate of consciousness, not a prerogative that is derived from
consciousness. The logic of Being-for-self isto expel al its content. But in doing

so, Being-for-self does not retrogress. It becomes a Pure Quantity. Here Taylor fails
to comprehend the difference between Pure Quantity and Pure Being. The
difference is that Pure Quantity stands over against all its content. Hence Pure
Quantity is a determinate indeterminacy, far more advanced than Pure Being,

against which nothing stands. Taylor, in the above passage, accuses Hegel of
retaining an aspect of consciousness--Being-for-self--and using it to foment the
transition. But in fact Being-for-self is an aspect of consciousness, not the other
way around.

264 Hegel's remarks on consciousness may have misled Erroll Harrisin his
discussion of Being-for-self. He writes:

Being-for-self is not just the reflection of an object but the
awareness of the relation between subject and object, and yet
further the awareness that they are identical as one self-



(a) Determinate Being and Being-for-self

Being-for-self is "infinity which has collapsed into sinple
being." (158) Hence, we can portray it as foll ows:

Insert Figure 8 (a) here (located at the end)
Being-for-self

Here we see a change of the Understanding' s focus. In chapter 1, [7]
6 [1], which occurs in both Figure 1(a) and Figure 2(a). This
pattern represented Understanding's focus on the i mmedi acy present in
the mddle term[7]. In chapter 2, [4, 5, 6] 6 [1]. This nove
started in Figure 3(a) and continued through Figure 7(a). This second
pattern represented Understanding's focus on the nmedi ation present in
the mddle term Now, in Figure 8(a), Understandi ng focuses on the
unity of imrediacy and nediation. In other words, Understanding has
progressed from Understanding as such in chapter 1, to Dialectical
Reason in chapter 2, and now on Specul ative Reason in chapter 3. It
sees every nove now as a True Infinite--a thing that stays what it is
while it becomes sonething el se.

Of Being-for-self, Hegel wites:

[I11t is determinate being in so far as the negative nature of
infinity . . . is fromnowon in the explicit formof the
immediacy of being, as only negation in general, as sinple
qual i tative determ nateness. (158)

This formulation is nost paradoxical. At |east, however, we can see
that True Infinity was negative in nature. It was nothing el se but
Finitude erasing itself fromw thin. What it erased was i medi acy of
bei ng. We can al so accept that this negative process has been
presented in the formof an immedi acy of being. This is what [1] in
Figure 8(a) shows. But howis [1] in Figure 8(a) a Determ nate Being

consciousness . . . Theidealizing of the object, however, is
precisely the awareness by the subject of the relation between
the idea and the object, aswell, at the same time and by the same
token, as the awareness of the object.

Id. at 111-12. These sentences and others, emphasizing "awareness" of a"subject,”
suggest that Harris takes being-for-self to be consciousnessitself. But
consciousnessis far too advanced for it to be equated with being-for-self, even
though, under the laws of sublation, being-for-self will be one of its constituent
parts.

Inthe Phenomenology, consciousness that exhibits Being-for-self is the
unhappy consciousness. HYPPOLITE, supra note 82, at 190-215. The unhappy
consciousness sees itself as an entity, but it feels that its content is al outside
itself--in an alien God. PHENOMENOLOGY, supra note 14, 1231 ("For the
Unhappy Consciousness the in-itself is the beyond of itself").



(which inmplies that it is a determ nate Negation)? Furthernore, how
can [1l] be a determ nateness, which is a doubled figure, not an

i mredi acy? The answer is that this is so on the |aws of sublation.

[1] is ever presented as a sinmple i mediacy. This is the only way the
Under st andi ng can perceive things. Yet [1] has a history in

det er m nat eness.

But nore can be said. True Infinity represents the self-erasure
of all Finitude--transcendence above Limt (Determ nateness as Such
in Figure 4(c)). Limt, in turn, cleaves all detern natenesses in
two. But Limt was transcended. \What was erased--determ nateness--is
now present in Being-for-self--imediacy of being.

(b) Being-for-one

It is the role of Dialectical Reason to bring forth the
negati ve voice that Understandi ng suppresses--a negative voice that
it discovers by recollecting history. Hence, Dialectical Reason
remenbers that "determ nate being is present in being-for-self.”
(159) Hegel nanes this negative recollection "Being-for-one."

Insert Figure 8 (b) here (located at the end)
Being-For-One

"This nmonment expresses the manner in which the finite is present in
its unity with the infinite." (159) As such, it is "an ideal being."
(159) It will be recalled that "ideal being [das Ideelle] is the
Finite as it is in the true infinite"--a mnment which is not self-
subsistent. (150) By calling Being-for-one a nonent, we can say that
it was present, but isn't any nore. Only our nenory of it is present-
-inside Being-for-self.

Hegel states that, because Being-for-one is an ideal being--a
negative nmenory or "nonent"” inside Being-for-self, or [2]--it "is not
present as a determ nateness or limt." (159) Nor is it present as a
mere other. Being-for-one is not yet a one. Hence, it is |like being-
in-itself--not yet explicit. "Consequently, what we have before us is
still an undistingui shedness of the two sides."” (159)

Hegel goes further to deny that we can even acknow edge t hat

Figure 8(b) is a determ nateness. Thus, he says things |ike:

there is only one being-for-other, and because there is only one,
this too is only a Being-for-one; there is only the one ideality
of that, for which or in which here is supposed to be a
deterninati on as noment. (159)

VWhy this somewhat hysterical insistence that [1, 2] is really "one"?
(I'ncidentally, this inplies that [3] is not even before us. [3] is
t he ot herness that has been sublated.) This instinct to insist that
we suppress the nultiplicity which is clearly visible in Figure 8(b)



per haps conmes fromthe fact that, at the beginning of chapter 3, the
syl logismunfolds on the |left side of the page--the side of "being."
Later, in the mddle of the chapter, the novenent will occur toward
the right of the page--the side of "nothing." At the end, we will be
dead in the mddle. Al this is true, but with the understandi ng that
chapter 3 is itself generally the mddle term between chapters 1 and
2.

The issue is: why won't Hegel admt that Being-for-one is a
det erm nateness? Here, in the |eft-|eaning enphasis of "Being-for-
self as Such," we cannot admt this. Determ nateness as such (which
Hegel nanmed Limt in chapter 2) has been sublated. Therefore, we
cannot refer to it without regressing. For this reason, "Being-for-
one and being-for-self are, therefore, not genuinely opposed
det er m nat enesses. " (159)

On the other hand, by the |aw of sublation, we can equally
affirmthat Limt is present in Figure 8(b), because everything we
have done in chapters 1 and 2 is canceled and preserved.
Nevertheless, to dwell upon Limt is not progressive. W nust escape
our history and nove forward.

Hegel permts us hypothetically to assune a difference between
Bei ng-for-self and Being-for-one, as we are sorely tenpted to do as
we gaze upon the concreteness of Figure 8(b). In such a case, "we
speak of a being-for-self."” (159) That is, [1l] exists separate from

[3]. In such a case, [1l] is "the subl atedness of otherness.” (159) As
such, [1] "relates itself [1] to itself as the sublated other [3],
and is therefore ' for one."" (159) It is not "for an other." Thus, we

sinply cannot admt that [2] is Being-for-other"--i.e., [2, 3]. It is
only Being-for-one--the Being-in-itself of Being-for-self.

To further explicate Being-for-one, Hegel states that the ego
and God are ideal because they are infinite. They overconme all Limt.
But as beings-for-thenselves, "they are not '"ideally' different from
that which is 'for one."" (159) If they were, they wouldn't be
advanced Infinites. They would be nere retrograde Determ nate Bei ngs.
I n other words, they would be constituted by others and not by
t hensel ves.

Remark: The German Expression, 'What For a Thing' (Meaning
'What Kind of a Thing')

Hegel has al ready expressed his delight with the specul ative
anbiguity of the German | anguage.?%® In the Remark foll owi ng Bei ng-
for-one, he now | auds the German phrase, was fiir ein Ding, Which
means "What kind of a thing is that?" Literally translated, however,
it means "What for a thing?"

Hegel thinks that this phrase illustrates Being-for-one. The

25 See supra text accompanying note 124.



guesti on does not ask, "Wat is A for B?" (O, simlarly, "what is A
for me?") It asks, "What is A for A?" In this question, which seeks
the quality of the thing, the quality (Being-for-one) returns to the
thing. "[I]n other words that which is, and that for which it is, are
one and the sane."” (160)

| deal entities enjoy an "infinite self-relation.” (159) Thus,
"[e]go is for ego, both are the same, the ego is twice naned, but],]
so that each of the two is only a 'for-one,' [the ego] is ideal."
(160) The infinite "thing" referred to in was fiir ein Ding, whether
this Ding be ego or any other Infinite, is both an identity and an
ideality. That is, [1, 2] in Figure 8(b) is to be taken as an
i mmedi acy/identity, but only as an ideal immediacy. "ldeal,"” in
general, designates "being" as it exists after it graduates fromthe
college of True Infinity--"being" reduced to a nere nmonment or nenory.
In True Infinity, "reality"” erases itself and becones the deeper
negati ve substance that |ies beneath. Thus, Hegel remarks, "ldeality
attaches . . . to the sublated determ nations as distinguished from
that in which [i.e., fromwhich] they are sublated"--reality (160).
In other words, reality is in the past?® and is now only renmenbered
by Di al ecti cal Reason as a nonent.

O [1, 2] in Figure 8(b), Hegel states that the ideal is one of
its nmonents. Reality is its other nonent. Both reality and ideality
"are equally only for one and count only for one."” (160) The ideality
is also one reality--a reality without distinction (and for that very
reason an ideality). Thus, perhaps, the ideality is a reality on the
| aws of sublation (but not otherw se). Nevertheless, reality is a
definite "monment"” in the ideality. Or to say the sanme thing in
slightly different words, we saw in chapter 2 that "reality"
precisely inplied a |inkage of being with nothing. Hence, a reality
wi t hout distinction suggests that reality is sublated and hence is
now only a nmenory--an ideality.

To return to the too-advanced exanpl e of consciousness, what
Hegel seens to be getting at is that consciousness encounters
reality, but it idealizes what it encounters. Hegel warns that
consciousness is inplicated in a difference between itself and other.
This is equally true for self-consciousness, which has itself as
object, fromwhich it neverthel ess stands as observer. Hegel suggests
t hat observing consci ousness produces conceptions, which are
idealities taken as realities. Indeed, the history of the ideality is
steeped in reality.

Nevert hel ess, Hegel warns against thinking of thought as only
an ideal being. This would presuppose "the standpoint from which
finite being counts as the real, and the ideal being or being-for-
ot her has only a one-sided nmeaning." (160) In other words, an

%6 Thisisalogical, "fantasy" past. Time does not exist in the Logic, so | am not
talking about a historical past. See supra text accompanying notes 39-42.



enpiricist, who counts only finite being as real, would view ideality
as nerely subjective. Hegel apparently wants to say that the real
requires the ideal, and what is ideal is part of the definition of
objectivity itself. Indeed, recall that ideality has been produced in
the course of analyzing the being of objects. What we are saying
about ideality is so far very nuch in the object. This is, after all,
only chapter 3 of the Objective Logic. As of yet, there is no
subjectivity at all! Hence, there can be no question of isolating
reality fromideality, or of identifying the ideal as nerely

subj ecti ve.

Hegel now returns to the discussion of idealismhe first
comrenced in chapter 2. There, he remarked that, in any phil osophy,
the precise question is always, "How far has the principle of
i deal i sm been carried through?" Further observations now becone
possi bl e, courtesy of the appearance of Being-for-one.

Phi | osophi es, Hegel mnuses, can be judged "on whether finite
reality still retains an independent self-subsistence al ongside
bei ng-for-self,” which by now has subl ated and hence surpassed nere
reality. (161) Furthernore, a philosophy will be judged on "whet her
in the infinite itself the nmonent of being-for-one, a relationship of
the ideal to itself as ideal, is posited.” (161) That is, philosophy
must recognize the nonment of recollecting that which has been
subl ated. We may ask, however: What does it mean for the ideal to
have a relation to itself? Arelation (a mddle term requires
sinpler things (the extrenes of the mddle term. Oherwi se, it does
not performthe act of "relating." Hence, there nust be sinpler parts
within the ideal thing. This is Being-for-one in Figure 8(b). Hence,
in Figure 8(b), Being-for-self is a relation, and furthernore a
relation to itself, since the parts are all internal to Being-for-
self. OF course, we continue to snub [3], which is sinply |left out of
our consideration for the nonent.

On the above criteria of "good" phil osophy, Spinoza is found
wanting. He held that infinity is only the absolute affirmation of a
thing. In his philosophy, substance does not reach Being-for-self,
which is a negative idealization of the thing.

"[ T] he nobl e Mal ebranche” receives a better mark for making
i dealismnore explicit. (161).2 According to Ml ebranche, God
includes within Hinself all eternal truths. W see these truths only
in God. God awakens our sensations of objects by an action of which

267 Mal ebranche was an eighteenth century theol ogian who pushed Catholic
thinking to the point of excommunication. Malebranche explored "occasionalism,”
the problem that God's grace seemed arbitrarily conveyed. Malebranche went so far
asto imply that occasionalism evidenced God's narcissism. Man had to fall so that
God could save him--occasionally. On Malebranche (and, incidentally, some
connections with Hegel), see Z 17 EK, TICKLISH SUBJECT, supra note 61, at 116-17;
S_LAV0JZ1ZEK, THE PLAGUE OF FANTASIES 78-80 (1997).



we are unaware. We imagi ne that we obtain the idea of an object which
represents its essential nature. The eternal truths in God are ideal
and so the very existence of objects is ideal. The objects, though we
perceive them are "for one." Hence, Ml ebranche has a noment of
concrete idealismwhich was | acking in Spinoza. Yet Ml ebranche fails
to make express the logical determ nation of True Infinity, as Hege
has done.

[Tlhus this lofty and rich idealism though it is the product of a
pure, speculative spirit, is still not the product of a pure,
specul ative thinking which alone can truly establish it. (161)

Lei bni z obtai ns good marks. Hi s fanous "nonad"--a sinple--is
"essentially ideal." (161) The nonad is an "ideating being." (161)
| deation is Being-for-self in which determ natenesses are not |limts.
They are only nonments. In other words, Being-for-self--the positing
of the entire mddle termof True Infinity, as seen in Figure 8(a)--
is recogni zed as novenent. Hence, Leibniz's ideating being is in the
course of reducing itself to thought.

But, in Leibnizism ideation has no further signification than
that of ideality. Even unconsci ous objects ideate. Objects therefore
subl ate all otherness. No nonad is "other" for another nonad. Each is
a free entity. \Whatever devel opment occurs is only within the nonad.
Its relation with other nmonads remains fixed and--to use that
insulting word--"given." In short, nonads are not related to each
ot her. 268 Yet they enjoy within thenmselves a parallel and sinultaneous
Becom ng. Meanwhile, a nmonad m ght be perceived by an other. But it
is indifferent to being recogni zed. Monads have no bei ng-for-other
within thensel ves.

This makes the system i nadequate. The nopnads are ideating
bei ngs only "in thenselves." Yet otherness is equally present. (W
know there are "other" nonads.) The nopnads are posited as not-others
only by abstraction. That is, a third is needed to point out their
ot herness, and this sane third sublates it.?® Hence, the novenent
fromreality to ideality is not present in the nonad but entirely
outside it. Nor may Lei bniz respond that the ideating novenent of
otherness is within the nonad. If it is, the novenent is still
external to itself even while within itself. That is, Leibniz does

268 |_eibniz frankly confessed as much. Bertrand Russell quotes him as saying, "I
do not believe. . . that any sustem is posisble in which the monads interact, for
there seems no possible way of axplaining such action. Moreover, such action
would be superfluous, for whty snhould one monad give another what the other
has aready?." BERTRAND RUSSELL, A CRITICAL EXPOSITION OF THE PHILOSOPHY OF
LEIBNIZ 134 (1992)

259 The third sublates otherness in the sense that, if otherness s external, the
monad is nothing (sublated) in terms of otherness.



not generate plurality fromw thin the nonad, and so plurality is
external to itself (that is, a nere presupposition). Nor does any
transition fromplurality back to a whole ever occur. ldeality is
merely formal in this system As form it stands over against the
content (plurality). ldeality is not immnent within the nonads.

Ot her idealisns (such as Kant's) are given bad marks. They "do
not go beyond the ought or the infinite progress."” (163) They see a
dual i sm of Determ nate Being and Being-for-self. In other words, the
percei ved phenonmenon never nakes itself into the Kantian thing-in-
itself; hence, we can never know the thing-in-itself. Hegel does
concede that, in Kant's philosophy, the thing-in-itself "enters into
t he ego and becones sonething for it."™ (163) This thing-in-itself is
t hus "perpetuated as a negative being-in-itself."” (163) That is, it
is [2], which is the Being-in-itself for [1], but it is also negative
[3]. This nmeans that the thing-in-itself has erased itself and
posited its material in the ego. The ego [1, 2] then becones ideal.
But the nonent of Being-for-one is not conpleted to the point where
[3] sinmply vanishes. [3], in Figure 8(b), can be taken as Kant's
thing-in-itself, which Being-for-self [1, 2] refuses to acknow edge.
For this reason, it was "faintly" drawn in Figure 8(b). O course,
recall that we continue to refuse recognition to [3].

(c) The One

In Figure 8(b), "Being-for-self is the sinple unity of itself
and its noment, being-for-one." (163) In effect, Being-for-self
refuses to acknowl edge [3]. Rather, Dialectical Reason is convinced
that the relation between self and other is "ideal"--occurring
totally on the "being" side of the page. This coheres with the basic
"leftist"” bias of which the first part of all of Hegel's "Quality"
chapters are guilty. Thanks to this bias, "[t]here is before us only
a single determnation, the self-relation of the sublating.” (163)

Hegel explains that the

moments of being-for-self have collapsed into the

undifferentiatedness Which is i mediacy or being, but an immediacy
based on the negating which is posited as its determ nation. (163)

I n other words, what cones to the fore in the One is the negativity

i nherent in Being-for-self and Being-for-one. In this negativity, [3]
was not even acknow edged. The pure negativity of refusing to

acknow edge the Other is nowthe mddle term Refusal to acknow edge
as such is now front and center (or "posited.)



Insert Figure 8(c) here (located at the end)
The One

Now sone questions may arise as to why | have drawn the One in this
fashion. Were we not recently in the habit of ignoring [3]

al toget her? Why now do we say that Being-for-one is [3], when [3] has
been abolished? For that matter, why did Figure 8(b) show [3] as

Bei ng-for-one, if the point was to abolish [3]?

The answer is that refusing to recogni ze sonething is the
surest way of recognizing it, and therefore [3] was never aboli shed.
Thr oughout nost of the last century, the United states refused to
"recogni ze" the governnment in Cuba. Yet Cuba was a peculiar obsession
of Americans. They did scarcely anything else but focus on Cuba
during the days when they did not recognize it.

Simlarly, if the One stands for the ongoing act of refusing to
recogni ze otherness [3], then [3] is very nmuch recogni zed. Hence, the
One becones the pure notion of refusal to recognize. O, as Hegel put
it, the One is "an immediacy based on the negating which is posited
as its determ nation."” (163)

Hegel immediately follows with this initially baffling
observati on:

Being-for-self is thus a being-for-self, and since in this
i mmedi acy its inner meaning vanishes, it is the wholly abstract
limt of itself--the one. (163)

This remark, | think, nore accurately describes Figure 9(a), which
| ooks |ike this:

Insert Figure 9(a) here (located at the end)
The One in its Own Self

What t he above-quoted passage presages, sonewhat ahead of its tine,
is that Being-for-self has reduced itself to pure refusal to
recogni ze otherness. In its refusal, it unintentionally recognizes
ot herness as such. |If we take this snubbed otherness to be of equal
dignity to the Being-for-self, then the One is nerely a Being-for-
self. Furthernore, as mere refusal to recognize the other, the One's
i nner neani ng has vanished. If it is only refusal to recogni ze, the
content of the One nust be entirely in the Other that the One refuses
to recognize. O, in other words, in refusing to recognize the O her,
the One refuses to recognize its own self.

At the level of Figure 8(c), however, we can affirmthat the
One does indeed recognize [3], in the guise of refusing to recognize
it. For this reason, [3] is one of the constituent parts of the One.

Hegel concludes "the One" with the foll owi ng nmethodol ogi cal
observation, which, | think, justifies the design of Figure 8(c):



Attention may be drawn in advance to the difficulty invol ved
in the follow ng exposition of the development of the one and to
[this difficulty's] cause. The moments which constitute the Notion
of the one as a being-for-self fall asunder in the devel opment.
They are: (1) negation in general [3], (2) two negations [2, 3, 4,
6], [4-7], (3) two that are therefore the same [1] = [3], (4)
sheer opposites [1], [3], (5) self-relation, identity as such [1,
2, 4, 5], [2, 3, 4, 6], [4-7] (6) relation which is negative and
yet to its own self [7]. (163)

Hegel states that the reason for separating these nonments here is to
draw attention to the fact that the One is not just Being-for-self as
such but a Being-for-self that, in effect, recognizes other Beings-
for-thensel ves--a plurality that will be expressly recognized in the
next section. Thus, "each moment is posited as a distinct,
affirmative determination, and yet they are no | ess inseparable."
(164) In other words, the pretence of the One is that it has no
relation with the other Ones to which it is unconnected. But, of
course, nothing is, after all sonmething, and no relation is, after
all, a kind of relation. In short, by not recognizing [3], the One
recogni zes [3], and so it becones a One, rather than One as such.
Because it is merely a One, there is perforce another One. There are
in fact Many, as we are about to discover. ?

B. The One and the Many

According to Figure 9(a), the nmere enpty space of the niddle

270 | n the above account, the One in Figure 8(c) is the name given to the pure
refusal of being to recognize the other asits constituent part. Charles Taylor has a
far different interpretation, which he admits departs from Hegel's "fanciful "
derivation of the One. According to Taylor:

[A] being of thiskind can only be picked out, that is,
distinguished from others, by some numeration-like procedure. In
other words, we can only identify a particular being of thiskind
by attributing to it some number in a series, or some ordinal
position. For all beings of thiskind areidentical in being without
determinate quality, they can only be distinguished numerically.

Of course, in thisargument | am taking for granted that
identifying "the one" is the same as distinguishing it from others,
that abeing of thiskind is only conceivable as one among many.
How else can abeing without internal differentiation by
identified, except in contrast with others?

TAYLOR, supra note 58, at 245. Taylor, | think, mixes in thoughts about Number and
Degree as he worries about identifying One from some other One. Taylor entirely
misses the derivation of the Many from the One, which is a necessary precondition

to ordinal numbers. This derivation depends on the One's status as a True Infinite,
aswe shdl seein the next section.



term was noved over to the left. Thus, if in Figure 8(a) we noved the
m ddl e term as such, now we nove the place where the mddle term
ought to have been. What gets nmoved is a sort of ghost of Being-for-
sel f. Hegel describes that nove as foll ows:

The one is the sinple self-relation of being-for-self in which
its nonent have col |l apsed in thensel ves and in which,
consequent |y, being-for-self has the formof immediacy, and its
nonents therefore now have a determinate being. (164)

Figure 9(a), then, represents a seizure of the "coll apsed nonents" by
t he Understanding. The end result is the imedi acy whi ch Hegel nanes
the One. One does have Determ nate Being--but only as its nonent.

That is, we have only the recollection of that nonent--not

Determ nate Being as such, which by now has been subl at ed.

Thus, the One of Figure 9(a) is "self-relation of the
negative." (164) Furthernore it is a process--a process of
determining. \What does it determ ne? The very Other [3] it has been
refusing to recogni ze. Thus, non-recognition is, after all, a
recognition. It is also a process of self-determning. It is self-
determ ni ng because it is in the process of recognizing only itself
(and not the excluded Other). This duality can be portrayed as
fol |l ows:

Insert Figure 9(b) here (located at the end)
The One and the Void

In this duality of process, we have before us ideality [1, 2]. Here,
otherness is present as a nere nonent/recollection of the past.
Hence, [2] is within the One. But [1] al so determines, and hence [ 3]
cones into existence. This "unrecogni zed" entity is named the Void.
Because the Void is posited, "reality"--overt Determ nateness as
Such, or the presence of Limt--reasserts itself. O this
reappearance of reality at the expense of ideality, Hegel wites:

The ideality of being-for-self as a totality thus reverts . . . to

reality and that too in its nost fixed, abstract form as the one.
(164)

Thus, the One is a relation of relations. It is the unity of ideality
(self-relation) and reality (relation to O her).

Hegel concludes the preamble to "The One and the Void" by
rem ndi ng the reader of a process that should now be fam liar.
Di al ectical Reason brings forth [2] as the voice of [1]. [2] is the
"in-itself" of the One.

[What the one is in itself [2] is nowonly ideally present in it,
and the negative consequently is an other distinct fromit [3].



What shows itself to be present as distinct fromthe one [3] is
its [1] own self-determining . . . (164)

Hegel puts the sane point in slightly different words:

[TIhe unity of the one with itself [1, 2] as thus distinguished
fromitself [1] is reduced to a relation [2], and as a negative
unity it [1] is a negation of its own self as other [2], exclusion
of the one as other fromitself [2, 3]. (164)

I n other words, Dialectical Reason focuses on [2], which inplies [3].
But since [2] is the genuine voice of the One, the One itself has
produced the void.

(a) The One in its own self

This subsection of the chapter is in fact about Figure 9(a),
even t hough both Figures 9(a) and 9(b) have already been described in
earlier passages.

Of Figure 9(a), Hegel wites that the One is unalterable:

Inits own self the one sinply is; this its being is neither a
deterninate being, nor a determ nateness as a relation to an
other, nor is it a constitution; what it is, in fact, is the
acconpl i shed negation of this circle of categories. Consequently,
the one is not capable of beconming an other: it is unalterable.
(164)

That the One is not Determ nate Being, determ nateness, or
Constitution is true on the |aws of sublation. By now, these have
been reduced to idealities--mere nonents. The One of Figure 9(a) is
thus sinply the bare refusal to recognize the O her--and nothing
el se. 271

The One is indeterm nate--but it is not the same indeterm nacy
that Pure Being was in Figure 1(a). The One's indeterm nateness is a
det erm nateness, as Figure 9(b) shows. The One is related to its
"self" [2]. The One is "a self-related negation.” (165) That is, [2]
is negation of [1] yet it is [1]'s own voice, as Dialectical Reason

271 Erroll Harris gets it wrong, | believe, when he suggests:

being-for-self is simply one--not one among many, but one
differentiating itself into and as many internal moments. . .
Being-for-sdlf is a differentiated whole.

HARRIS, supra note 7, at 115. It is rather more true that the One expels its many
moments into the Void and remains an empty shell without internal moments. That,
at least, iswhat Being-for-self is"for itself." "For us," we can see, in the main, that
this act of Repulsion will be unsuccessful.



recollects. Difference is therefore in the One.

The One negates itself. That is, it is a "self-related
negation."” (165) Hence, the One [1l] turns away fromitself to an
O her--[2],

but this movenent is imediately turned back on itself, because it
follows fromthis nonent of self-deternining that there is no
other to which the one can go . . . (165)

Here, Hegel rem nds us that the prem se of the One is that it
absolutely refuses to recognize the O her. Hence, [1] flees [2], but
it cannot, consistent with its principle, nove to [3]. It nust
retreat back to [1]. In light of this retreat,

the medi ation of deterninate being and of ideality itself, and
with it all difference and nanifol dness, has vani shed. There is
nothing in it. (165)

In effect, the One has holed itself up in [1] and refuses even to
recognize its own content--[2]. As [1], the One has distinguished
itself frombeing-within-self as such [2]. The One is therefore truly
content-| ess.

This state of being w thout content nakes the One unalterable,
because things alter only as a result of a dynam c which depends on
Di al ectical Reason recalling that [2] exists. But the One has now
expelled [2], and, with it, any hope of alteration. This, | think, is
what Hegel nmeans in the follow ng enigmati c passage:

[The One] is indeterm nate but not, however, like being; its
i ndeterm nateness is the determ nateness which is a relation to
its own self, an absol ute determ nateness-- posited being-within-
sel f. (165)

Notice that the indeterm nateness of the One is an absolute
det erm nateness. This phrase "absol ute determ nateness" connotes
"relation" as such separate and apart fromthe parts it rel ates.
"Rel ation" isolated fromits parts is an entity that is all form and
no content.

If the One as [1] is this absolute determ nateness--a relation
w t hout parts--then why is it also posited being-within-self, which
we have al ways associated with [2]? The answer is that being-wthin-
sel f was al ways the negative voice of the Understanding which it
suppressed. Dial ectical Reason, through recollection, brings [2] to
the fore. Yet, what was [2]? It was always that which unified [1] and
[3]. But if we now say that we wish to consider [2] as a relation but
w t hout any reference to its parts, then [2] would be relation as
such. But that is what we are saying [1] is. [1l] =[2], and both are
"posited"” as being-within-self as such--relation w thout any content



to unify.

The One [1l] has isolated itself fromits being-within-self [2].
The One, a nothing, is "the abstraction of self-relation" (165)--
relation isolated fromits parts. Nevertheless, it is to be
di stingui shed! The One posits itself as nothing, and therefore it
al so posits being-within-self as its absolute other. "[T]his being-
within-self no | onger has the sinple character of something but, as a
medi ati on, has a concrete determ nation.” (165) That is, being-
within-self is [2, 3] in Figure 9(b)--concrete and nedi ati ng. 272

The One has expelled its own being-within-self, and this, of
course, inmplies that the One's being is entirely outside of itself.
But, of course, the expelled material [2, 3] is actually the One's
own self. The One has thus expelled itself fromitself. Thus, [2]
continues to be the One, but, as expelled, and as nediation, it nust
atch onto [3], which is revealed therefore to be just as nuch in [1]
as not in [1]. In short, [1] = [3].

Hegel has already named [3] as the Void. But by virtue of the
equal ity just expressed, the Void is "posited as in the one . . . The
void is thus the gquality of the one in its inmmediacy."”

(b) The One and the Void

In this section Hegel explicitly discusses Figure 9(b), where
the One confronts the Void. But in fact [1] = [3]. Hence, "[t]he One
is the void as the abstract relation of the negation to itself."
(165) In other words, the One and also the Void are relation as such,
wi t hout reference to any parts. They are thoroughgoi ng negati ves.

Even though [1] =1[3], [1] and [3] are also different. The One
has affirmati ve being, but the Void does not. Their difference is
"posited"” by Dialectical Reason. What is the difference? Nothing nore
than this: "as distinct fromthe affirmative being of the one, the
nothing as the void is outside it." (165) Thus, the One has a
content--it is sinmply not the Void. And, of course, the Void has a

22 One might say at this point of [2]--which implies [2, 3]--that it has Being-for-
self. Thiswould be to say that [2] isindifferent to [1]. If we do say this, we come
close to Erroll Harris's remark:

This being for itself of its other [2], thisgrasp of the
relation between self and other, asfor one and for itself, isthe
essence of ideality.

HARRIS, supra note 7, at 111. Harris, who admits to nervousness about his grasp of
Being-for-self, is perhaps correct that [1]'s "other" is[2] and that [2] has Being-for-
self. But, besides having Being-for-self, [2] is the essence of ideality because[2]
stands for arecollected "moment"” of [1, 2]'s history in reality. Hence, contrary to its
Being-for-self, [2] has sublated Being-for-other. On the basis of this paradox, Harris
formulation can be affirmed.



content--it IS not the One.
In light of this difference, Figure 9(b) is once again infected
with Determ nate Being.

The one [1] and the void [3] have negative relation to self [2]
for their comon, sinple base. The nmonents of being-for-self
energe fromthis unity, become external to thenselves . . . (165)

Thus, taken by thenselves, the One and the Void are isolated and have
renounced their connection with being-within-self. But Dialectical
Reason sees the truth. The renunciation is a fraud. The One (and the
Voi d) are retrogressive Determ nate Beings. 2’3

Remark: Atomism

By now it should be apparent that Hegel was a huge opponent of
any phil osophy that presupposes self-identity of objects. At the
deepest core of the object is a nmodulating unity of being and
nothing. It follows, then, that Hegel will not be enanored of
"atomism" He calls it an exanple of "figurate conception."?™ (166)

273 Erroll Harris confesses that he does not fathom the transition from the One to
the Void.

But Hegel makes avery complex and obscure transition
from the One to the Void, by drawing a distinction within the One
between abstract self-relation as empty . . . and its concrete
affirmative being.

HARRIS, supra note 7, at 116. Thiswould appear to be a misreading. The One [1]
expels theVoid [2, 3]. Hence, at least at the level of Figure 9(b) the distinction is
not within the One. Nor isthe affirmative being of [1] "concrete" following the
expulsion of the Vaid. Itis, ironically, the void that is concrete. Affirmative self-
relation is empty, precisely the opposite of what Harris says.

Harris goes on to suggest that, according to Hegel, [1] "reverts' to
determinateness. Id. More accurately, when [1] expels[3], [3] automatically implies
[2, 3]--adeterminateness. But [3] is likewise the One. As such, it expels[2] which
implies automatically implies[1, 2]. Hence, [1] does, in asense, become a
determinateness--indirectly, because of [3]'s action, but it definitely does not revert
to a determinateness. [1, 2]--the product of [3]'s act of repulsion--isin fact a
different entity than the [1] the expelled [2] and created [2, 3]. The Oneis about to
become the Many, which happens in the very next section. Our discussion there
will make clear why "reversion” isinappropriately invoked.

Harris finishes his analysis by suggesting that, after Figure 9(b), the One
and the Void each "emerge from this whole as determinate beings." Id. Thisis
indeed how Speculative Reason analyzes the modulation of Figure 9(b), but the
middle term (Repulsion) will soon rescue them from this seemingly retrogressive
move.

214 On Hegel's opposition to atomism, see HARRIS, supra note 7, at 7-8.



"Picture thinking" is ever the béte noir for Hegel.

Hegel states that the atom sm of the ancient G eeks was the
exultation of the One and the Void. Admttedly, atom sm was an
advance over Parnenides's "being" or Heracleitus's "becom ng." But,
in the end

it is equally easy for figurate conception to picture here atons
and alongside themthe void. It is, therefore, no wonder that the
atom stic principle has at all tinmes been upheld; the equally
trivial and external relation of composition which nust be added
to achi eve a senbl ance of concreteness and variety is no |ess
popul ar than the atons thensel ves and the void. The one and the
void is being-for-self, the highest qualitative being-within-self,
sunk back into conplete externality, the imediacy . . . of the
one . . . is posited as being no longer . . . alterable; such
therefore is its absolute, unyielding rigidity that al

determ nation, variety, conjunction remains for it an utterly
external relation. (166)

I n other words, atom sm can account for the repul sion of one atom
from another, but it has no theory (other than subjective
conposition) that suggests why atons adhere together.?"

Atom ¢ thinkers, Hegel continues, did not remain wedded to the
brute externality of the One and the Void. The Void was recogni zed as
t he source of movenent, which, of course, neans that the One and the
Void did not have a purely external relation. Thus, the One can nove
only into unoccupi ed space--not into space already occupied by a One.
But this "not trivial" (166) piece of information neans only that the
Void is the presupposition or condition of novenment--not is ground.
In addition, the very idea of novenment is al so presupposed in this
view. That is, no logical connection between the One and the Void is
yet recogni zed. The profounder viewis

that the void constitutes the ground of nmovenent . . . [I]n the
negative as such there lies the ground of beconing, of the unrest
of self-noverment . . . (166)

Hegel concludes the Renmark by conpl ai ni ng:

Physics with its nolecul es and particles suffers fromthe atom
this principle of extrene externality, which is thus utterly
devoi d of the Notion, just as much as does that theory of the
State which starts fromthe particular will of individuals.
(167) 276

215 Burbidge, Chemistry, supra note 205, at 609.

2% |nthe Lesser Logic, Hegel complain that the atomists presume to think they
are not being metaphysical:



Physi cs, of course, has wi sed up since 1815. Today, quantum
mechanics, is eerily Hegelian in structure, as if Hegel had peered
somehow into the very structure of matter. Liberal philosophy,
however, definitely has never escaped its reliance on the self-
identity of the free (i.e., adult, white, male) individual, for whom
the state is nerely "useful." Any kind of utilitarian or
contractarian philosophy (such as that of John Raws) is
fundamental ly atom stic in its outlook. Such phil osophies do not get
past the One and the Void. 2"’

(c) Many Ones: Repulsion

"The one and the void constitute the first stage of the
determ nate being of being-for-self,” Hegel wites. "Each of these
nmoments has negation for its determ nation.” (167) Indeed, the One
and the Void are nothing but negation as such. But each stands over
agai nst the other: "the one is negation in the determ nation of
being, and the void is negation in the determ nation of non-being."

At present, students of nature who are anxious to avoid
metaphysics turn a favourable ear to Atomism. But it is not
possible to escape metaphysics and cease to trace nature back to
terms of thought, by throwing ourselves into the arms of
Atomism. The atom, in fact, isitself athought; and hence the
theory which holds matter to consist of atoms is a metaphysical
theory. Newton gave physics an express warning to beware of
metaphysics, it istrue; but, to his honour be it said, he did not by
any means obey his own warning. The only mere physicists are
the animals: they alone do not think: while man is athinking
being and a born metaphysician.

Therea question is not whether we shall apply
metaphysics, but whether our metaphysics are of the right kind:
in other words, whether we are not, instead of the concrete
logical Idea, adopting one-sided forms of thought, rigidly fixed
by understanding, and making these the basis of our theoretical
aswell as our practical work. It ison this ground that one objects
to the Atomic philosophy.

LESSER LOGIC, supra note 9, § 98 Remark.
2 Inthe Lesser Logic, Hegel writes:

In modern times the importance of the atomic theory is even more
evident in political than in physical science. According to it, the
will of individuals as such is the creative principle of the State:

the attracting force is the special wants and inclinations of
individuals, and the Universal, or the State itself, is the external
nexus of a compact.

LESSER LoGIC, supra note 9, § 98.



(167) This pure positionality Vvis-a-vis each other is their "thin"
claimto the honor of "being."

Figure 9(b) has the by-now-famliar attribute of being pure
notion, a novenent that travels through [2]. Hence, Hegel wites:

The being-for-self of the one [1, 2] is, however, essentially the
ideality of determnate being [2] and of other [3]: it [1, 2]
relates itself not to an other [3] but only to itself [2]. But
since being-for-self is fixed as a one, as affirmatively for
itself, as immediately present, its negative relation to itself is
at the sane tine arelation to an arfirmative being . . . (167)

In this difficult passage, Hegel in effect enphasizes that [2] is
[1]'s own voice. Yet [2] always inplies [3]. That is, Dialectical
Reason brings [2] to the fore, but [2] is always yet another "being"-
-a [3]. Hence, [3] =[1], but also [1]'s relation to [3] is, at the
same time, "a relation to an affirmative being"--that is, [3] is
radically different from Being-for-self, which can be defined as [1,
2]. Thus, [3] is "a determinate being [2, 3] and an other"--[3], as
excluded from|[1, 2].

Many Ones. The upshot of the above discussion is [1, 2] expels
[2]. But [2] inplies [3]. And [3] is just as nuch the One as [1] or
[1, 2] is. Hence, "[t]he one is consequently a becoming of many
ones.

s this justified that there are many ones? Have we not sinply
produce a single other One--to wit, [3]? In other words, in Figure
9(b), do we witness [1] 6 [3] infinite tinmes, and [3] 6 [1] infinite
times? If so, we have nere alternation, not infinite nultiple
production. Such an alternation is nerely the Spurious Infinite. In
t hi s monot onous process, we don't have "many Ones" but only [1] 6
[3] 6 [1].

Such a nove woul d be retrogressive. W have already subl ated
the Spurious Infinite. Hence, [3] 6 [1] violates the Logic of [1]
and constitutes an "external reflection” on our part. (168) In other
words, "for us," we are tenpted to say that [1] infinitely produces
the same [3] and vice versa. But the standpoint of the One is
absolute indifference to the other Ones. It is we who proclaimthe
many Ones as a single One. Logic as such does indeed produce many
Ones, which inperialist thought insists on unifying.?® W are not at
this point licensed to unify in this way. (This will be licensed in
Figure 10(a), when the Many Ones are united in Attraction.)

Hegel confirnms that the above account is why we nust admt that
the Void and the One are each Many Ones. Only "external reflection”

278 Clark Butler points out that, for atomists, the universe as aggregate of
innumerable beings-for-self is a definition of the absolute. BUTLER, supra note 4, at
94-95.



deni es the many-ness of the Ones. (168) To prove this, Hegel conpares
Figure 9(b) to becoming, as this is presented in Figure 2(b). In
Figure 2(b), [1] 6 [3] constituted "Ceasing-to-be." That is, [1]
went out of existence, but was soon re-established by [3] 6 [1]. In
short, what we had here was primtive alternation. Figure 9(b),
however, is not a sinple "becomng." In Figure 9(b), when [1] 6 [3],
[1] expelled its otherness and continued to be. It did not "cease-to-
be." [1] in Figure 9(b) therefore has resilience, whereas [1] in
Figure 2(b) had none whatever. What occurs in Figure 9(b), then, is
that the One [1, 2] repels itself [2] from itself. Yet, in doing so,
[1] is, and it remains what it is. [1l] does not cease-to-be. 2

If, when [3] likewise repels itself fromitself, we nust not
say that [3]'s product is [1l] as such. If we did, then, reverting
back to [1] 6 [3], [1] nust have ceased-to-be, such that [3] can
create [1] anew. Instead, it nmust not be the case that [3] 6 [1].
Rat her, [3] becomes yet some other [1]. |f we insist upon [3] 6 [1],
we are inplying that [1] ceased-to-be. W have reduced what Hegel
will call Repulsion of the Ones into nere Ceasing-to-be--a highly
reactionary nove.

Hegel calls [1] 6 [3] "repulsion according to its Notion,
repul sion in itself." (168) He calls the illegitimate nove of [3] 6
[1] the "second repul sion,” which is

what is imedi ately suggested to external reflection: repulsion
not as the generation of ones, but only as the nutual repelling of
ones presupposed as already present. (168)

That is, in the false nove, [3] presupposes what it produces is [1],
when it is not |icensed to say anything about what its Other is--
except that it is not [3].

Of what [1] produces, Hegel wites:

[ T] he products of the process are ones, and these are not for an
other, but relate thenselves infinitely to thenmsel ves. The one

279 One commentator sees the resilience of the extremes even as they expel
themselves from themselves as the hallmark of Measure, discussed infira in chapter
7. CinziaFerrini, Framing Hypotheses: Numbers in Nature and the Logic of
Measure in the Development of Hegel's System, 295-96 in HEGEL AND THE
PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE (Stephen Houlgate ed., 1998). It should be clear, however,
that such an attribute of the extremesis already present at a much earlier stage--in
the Many Ones. Indeed, the extreme that goes outside of itself and stayswhat it is-
-thisis precisely the unique contribution of the True Infinite. TAYLOR, supra note
58, at 253.

Why then did not this attribute of changing-while-remaining--appear with
Being-for-one? Being-for-one was the first dialectic step after the derivation of
True Infinity. Being-for-one refused to recognize otherness at all. It was not until
the One emerged over against the Void that the [1] acknowledged [3]. Only then
did the extremes have the opportunity to show mutual resilience against its other.



repels only itself fromitself, therefore does not become but
already is . . . (168)

If, on the other hand, we said [3] reproduces the original [1], then
we woul d be adm tting that [3] contains Being-for-other. Thus:

If plurality were a relation of the ones thenselves to one anot her
then they would limt one another and there would be affirmatively
present in thema being-for-other. (168)

The above proposition cannot be true. [3] is the One and is strictly
"for itself,” just as [1l] was. Thus, [3] cannot be said to reproduce
[1]. Rather it produces sone other One. And, for that matter, [1]
reproduces "many" [3]'s. As both [1] and [3] are infinite processes,
t hey instantaneously?® fill the universe with Many Ones. "The
plurality of ones . . . unconstrainedly produces itself."” (169) O
these nmutually indifferent Ones, Hegel wites: "The void is their
[imt but alimt whichis external to them in which they are not to
be for one another."™ (168) It should be apparent why Limt [2] is
external to [1], which continues to "be" as pure negativity towards
t he other Ones. 2?8

Thi s negative shedding of content is called, at this stage,
Repul sion. Repulsion is the name of the m ddle term between the One
and the Void. It nanes the very novenent by which [1]--and also [3]--
shed [2], so that each can be truly One.

280 | nstantaneously" meansin no time at all. Since the Logic does not occur in
time, the universeis "instantaneously"” full of Many Ones.

21 This account of the birth of multiplicity is entirely absent from Terry Pinkard's
interpretation of Attraction and Repulsion. Terry Pinkard, Hegel's Philosophy of
Mathematics, 41 PHIL. & PHENOMENOLOGICAL RES. 453, 456-58 (1980-81). He thinks
Hegel simply asserts "the notion of quantitatively distinct units" as following from
the identity of the One and the Many. Id. at 457. But
| think Hegel does show that distinct units are adirect consequence of True
Infinity which stayswhat it is as it becomes something el se, thereby producing
multiple ones through its repulsing activity.



Insert Figure 9(c) here (located at the end)
Repulsion

Repul sion is said to be "a sinple relating of the one to the one, and
no |l ess also the absol ute absence of relation in the one.” (169)

Repul sion is the fixed name of an active process (as all mddle terns
are). In repulsion, the One sublates all its otherness once and for
all. It beconmes a "purified" being. But as such, it has no content at
all! Whatever content the One has is sonmewhere outside it. This is
what Hegel nmeant when he indicated (168) that the One's Limt [2] was
entirely external to the One. 28

Remark: The Monad of Leibniz

In the remark follow ng "Being-for-one," Hegel discussed
Leibniz's "ideating nmonad,"” which was conditionally praised for its
ideality, but criticized for its utter indifference to otherness. In
Hegel 's view, Leibnizian idealism "does not grasp [the ideating
nmonad] as a repulsion of the nonads."” (169)

At om sm (denounced in the Remark just prior to this one) counts
for even less. It does not even possess the notion of ideality.

[I]t does not grasp the one as an ideal being, that is, as

containing within itself the two nonents of being-for-self and
being-for-it, but only as a sinple, dry, real being-for-self.
(169)

It does, however, surpass Leibnizian idealismin that it goes "beyond
mere indifferent plurality.” (169) Thus, atoms repel and attract each
ot her, unlike the nonad.

C. Repulsion and Attraction
(a) Exclusion of the One
We now face sone very heavy weather. Virtually every turn of
phrase within every sentence shall require special attention. There

is no other way to follow Hegel through the underbrush of this
difficult subsection. ?®

282 Charles Taylor entirely misses the derivation of the Many from the One, and
so it isnot surprising that he names Repulsion as "another example of a detour
[from] essential notions." TAYLOR, supra note 58, at 246. Taylor apparently is stuck
on what Hegel called the "second repulsion” of external reflection, which is not
productive of the Many. See supra text accompanying note 278.

283 John Burbidge's "fragmentary” comment on the Logic takes a vacation just
before this spot is hit. JOHN W. BURBIDGE, ON HEGEL'S LOGIC: FRAGMENTS OF A



The One was earlier said to be a non-relation--or a relation
w t hout parts. This suggests absolute indifference of the One toward
any other One. The One is a free-floating entity in the Void. Hence,
as a non-relation, Hegel now says that the Determ nate Being of the
Many Ones "is external to them™ (170) The Ones are therefore "this
negative relation to thenselves as [well as] to affirmatively present
ot hers--the denonstrated contradiction, infinity posited in the
i mredi acy of being." (170)

What does it nmean for a One to be a "negative relation to
itself"? Fundanentally, it is the posture of the entity that says, "
am not that." Thus, the One says, "I amnot the Void." In fact, the
One is nothing but this announcenent of what it is not. And what it
is not is its very being-in-itself [2], which it has repul sed. Hence,
the One, in its self-hatred, has expelled its own determ nat eness
fromitself, and has therefore propagated the many Ones. As a
relation without parts, it is no doubt an absurdity--a "denonstrated
contradiction.” (170) It should also be clear by now why the One is
an "infinity posited in the i nmedi acy of being." The One is certainly
immediate, and, in addition, the One is an Infinite. Recall that the
True Infinite was a pure novenent of the Finites exceeding their
Limtations. This is, of course, what the One has acconplished. In
effect, it has gone beyond its Limtations and is nothing at all.

Repul sion now finds itself facing what it repelled. What was
excl uded was the Many Ones, which, though plural, are taken as a
uni fied whole (even as each of the Ones is conpletely indifferent to
each other One). Hence, we have

Insert Figure 10(a) here (located at the end)
Attraction

In Figure 10(a), [4, 5, 6] represent the Many Ones, as produced in
Figure 9(b). This is the "exclusion" that Repul sion faces.

In Figure 8(a), the entire mddle termwas taken as an
i mmedi acy, and it becane Being-for-self. In Figure 9(a), the nere
negation of the mddle termwas taken--the negative, ghostly version
of [4, 5, 6]. It becanme the One. Now Figure 10(a) seem ngly shows a
retrogression--an expul sion of nediation of the mddle term This
seizure of "nediation" by the Understanding was characteristic of the
nmoves in chapter 2, such as Figure 3(a). Have we retrogressed?

| think the answer is "no." In chapter 3(a), we saw t hat Hegel
desi gnated the Understanding as an external reflection. That is, we,
as a hidden fourth, made the Understandi ng progress. Yet we

COMMENTARY (1981). Erroll Harrisfinds it "difficult to understand and interpret.”
HARRIS, supra note 7, at 116. Terry Pinkard calls this part of the Logic
"boisterously obscure." Pinkard, supra note 280, at 457. If these astute
philosophers had trouble, we had all better prepare for the worst.



progressed only by the use of the mddle termi s i nmanent material s.
But in Figure 10(a), Repulsion does all the work of alienating the
Many Ones. In other words, external reflection in the Understanding
has been di splaced by the operations of True Infinity. Now, in Figure
10(a), Repulsion itself generates the forces needed to expel the Many
Ones.

In Figure 10(a), the One--which we will take as [7]--"repels
fromitself only the many ones which are neither generated nor
posited by it." (170) Does this contradict what was said with regard
to Figure 9(b), where the One generated (and posited) the Voi d? There
we | earned that the Void, in turn, was not only another One but was
Many Ones. Hence the Void was posited. In Figure 10(a), that which
Repul si on excretes was not posited. The contradiction is resolved
because Repulsion is at a higher level than the positing activity of
Figure 9(b). Repulsion is the unity between the many Ones--not the
producer of the Ones. Hence, Repulsion did not generate or "posit"

t he Many Ones. The Many ones were posited earlier, by the Ones

t hemsel ves. | ndeed, Repulsion itself was posited by the Many Ones.
What "posited” Repul sion does in Figure 10(a) is to isolate the
unposited Ones--and thereby to unify them The mere groupi ng of al
the diverse Ones together is what Hegel calls Attraction.

Hegel next states: "This nutual or all-round repelling is
relative, is limted by the being of the ones.” (170) Why is Limt--a
subl ated term -invoked here? What this denotes is that Repul sion,
bei ng an act, nmust be a correlative.?®* There is the repelling One
and, necessarily, the repelled One. Being correlative, Repulsion is
l[imted--by the being of the Ones. O, in other words, repelling
takes the formwe saw in Figure 9(b).

By invoking Limt here, Hegel explains that, in Figure 10(a),

[7] is left behind. Thus, [7] is |limted--left behind--by "the being
of the ones;" the ones now becone [1l]. Furthernore, if this is

Repul sion's own work--and not the work of external reflection--
Repulsion limts itself. It [7] refuses to recognize itself beyond
this Limt [4, 5 6]. O course, this refusal to recognize is the

perfect recognition. Hence, [7] exceeds its Limt, |ike the good
Infinity it is, and is covertly [1].

This means that, in Figure 10(a), [7] does not really remains
behi nd but is swept along with the Many Ones, against its will.?® |ts

attenmpt to isolate itself fails. We can viewthis failure as a
representation of Repulsion's inability to sustain itself as an
isolated entity, separate and apart from Attraction--a dependence

284 Limit, it will be recalled, was correlative. For this reason, the point (as limit to
the line) spontaneously generated the line. See supra text accompanying notes 230.

25 \We will see this phenomenon of being left behind but covertly going alongin
the guise of Determination of Reflection in the Doctrine of Essence.



that will soon be made explicit.

O [1], Hegel writes that "[t]he plurality is, in the first
pl ace, non-posited otherness.” (170) That [4, 5, 6] is not posited we
have al ready seen. Repul sion found the Many Ones as "given" to it.
Repul si on therefore proceeded to expel non-posited materials. This
plurality is Limt to [7]. And, in addition, we know t hrough the | aws
of sublation that the plurality [4, 5, 6] is also the Void, as shown
in Figure 9(b).

This inplies that [4, 5, 6] are the Many Ones, but also an
i medi acy--the void. We thus have further justified the design in
Figure 10(a), where the Many Ones becanme an i mmedi acy, standing over
agai nst [ 7] --another imredi acy.

The Many Ones paradoxically "are . . . in the void" (170). Yet
each One is in the process of "repul sing" the Void. Hence, Repul sion
[7] is arelation [4, 5] to another One [1, 2, 4, 5] and "is the
posited determinate being of the many ones."” (170)

Repul si on, however, is not the being-for-self of the Ones, we
are told, "for according to this they would be differentiated as many
only in athird.” (170) What does this nmean?

Bei ng-for-self refuses to recogni ze ot herness. Hence, the
relation of One to the Void (and hence to another One) could not be a
"relation.” Relations, after all, expressly depend on ot herness.
Every "whol e" nust have its "parts.” If the Ones [4, 5, 6] had Being-
for-self and also a relation to another One [7] (as Repul si on shows),
then external reflection would have to assert the relation, as
Repul sion's very task is to deny all relation. To hear Repulsion tell
the tale, the relation would not be i manent to the Ones thensel ves.
But Repulsion is a liar. Instead, "it is their own differentiating
whi ch preserves" the Ones. (170) That is, the Ones are in the process
of expelling the Void fromthenselves--in Figure 9(b). This process
as such is the mddle termin Figure 9(c). And in this mddle term
the Ones [4, 5, 6] are preserved--though now expelled in Figure
10(a).

The Ones al so "posit one another as being only for-one." (170)
Being-for-one, it will be recalled, was idealized Being-in-itself--
mere nmenory of a determn nateness, brought forth in Figure 8(b) by
Di al ecti cal Reason. Now, however, the One [1, 2] expels [2]; [2]
becones the Void and hence one of the Many Ones. In this expulsion,
"the being-for-one as determ ned in exclusion is, consequently, a
bei ng-for-other."™ (170) This remark is best understood as referring
to Figure 9(b)--not the current Figure 10(a).

In Figure 9(b), Being-for-one [2] is expelled and hence is, in
effect, Being-for-other. But if [2] is Being-for-other, then [1l] is
"other" to Being-for-other. This all ows Hegel to suggest that [2, 3]
i kewi se expels [1]. [1] is in fact expelled by its other. In effect,
[1] is now "not for itself but for-one, and that another one."” (170)
In other words, [1] is "for" [2, 3].



Also, if it is true that [2, 3] has now expelled [1] as its
other, then, likewise, in Figure 10(c), the Many Ones [4, 5, 6] have
expelled [7], which is the advanced version of the One. The Many Ones
now are seen to take the initiative. They have said to [7]: "You
can't fire us. W quit!"

This initiative of the Many Ones is the "being-for-self of the
many ones." (170) It is "their self-preservation,” which is achieved
by the mutual repul sion of the One and the Many Ones. That is, [7]
fires the Many Ones, and the Many Ones fire [7]. In fact, Hegel
inmplies that not only does the union of the Many Ones repel [7], but
within [4, 5 6], the Many Ones repel each other. In so doing, "each
posits the others as a nere being-for-other."” (170) This is a higher
version of the reciprocal "flip" | have just referred to. It inplies
that the One [1] is Oher to its very self [1, 2]. In other words,
the Ones sinmultaneously preserve thenselves and negate thensel ves--
the hall mark of True Infinity and of sublation itself.

The ones "maintain thensel ves through their reciprocal
exclusion." (171) This is their Being-for-self, and it is shown by
[1] in Figure 10(a). This Being-for-self is the active process of
repul sing Being-in-itself. Yet the expelled Being-in-itself [2] ended
up being the One [2, 3] just as nmuch as the expelling One [1, 2] was.
All the Ones are [2]: "they are in their being-in-itself the same."
(171) Furthernore, [1l] negates its own Determ nate Being [2, 3]. But,
once again, all the ones do this! In this regard, they are all the
sane. "Consequently, as regards both their being and their positing,
they are only one affirmative unity." (171) This again is seen as [1]
in Figure 10(a). This "saneness" is the Attraction of the supposedly
di verse Ones to each other.

The Ones are attracted to each other in [1] of Figure 10(a).

But Hegel next states that this dissolution of all difference in
Figure 10(a) and the assertion of [1] as an imediacy is "a

conpari son made by us."” (171) In short, external force was brought to
bear to weld the Ones together. Now earlier | suggested that

Repul sion's expul sion of the Many Ones was not externally caused. Yet
the dissolution of all difference in [1] is external. This appears at
first to be contradictory, but the two statenents indeed can be
reconcil ed. The Understanding' s external force can be described as
this: the Understanding no | onger wenches a piece fromthe m ddle
term The m ddle term expels those pieces on its own. But the

Under standing still needs external force to weld the pieces together.
They could still fly apart as in Figure 9(b). But such a nove is
retrogressive. Instead, we the audi ence, decide to nove on, which
requires the formation of [1]. Hence, the Understandi ng works on

uni fying [1] but not on the expulsion of [4, 5, 6, 7].28

286 This moment replicates Hegel's critique of Leibizian monads. Recall that these
monads ideated themselves, but their relation-to-other had to be externally



The sanmeness of the Ones may be our act of conparison, but "we
have al so to see what is posited in themin their inter-relatedness.
(171) This is the role of Dialectical Reason. Dialectical Reason
di scovers that the Ones of Attraction neverthel ess maintain
t hensel ves as Ones by nutual Repulsion. And in remaining aloof in
this way, they negate their own negatedness--their own act of
repulsing [2] from[1, 2]. But the Ones are only in [1, 2]--"only in
so far as they negate.” (171) Hence, by negating their negation, they
negate their own being. Since negation is their node of return into
t hensel ves, the negation of their negation prohibits this return.
Hence, the Ones are not, or:

Insert Figure 10(b) here (located at the end)
Attraction and Repulsion

Remark: The Unity of the One and the Many

In this Remark, Hegel |ays bare the great irony of what has
happened:

Sel f - subsi st ence pushed to the point of the one as a being-for-
self is abstract, formal, and destroys itself. It is the suprene,
nost stubborn error, which takes itself for the highest truth,
mani festing in nmore concrete forns as abstract freedom pure ego
and, further, as EBEvil. (172)

We have seen that the One has utterly expelled all its being from
itself. Hence, what was supposed to be perfectly self-subsistent and
liberated fromthe other ended up surrendering all its being to the
O her.

Evil. Hegel relates Being-for-self (self-subsistence) to pure

egotismand Evil. This relation to evil is worth dwelling on.
In one of his late works, Kant in effect admtted that the
famous categorical inperative--"Act so that the maximof thy will can

al ways at the sanme tinme hold good as a particular of universal

| egi slation"28--was a nere procedure. This procedure called for a
person to suppress her pathology (i.e., enotion, inclination, or

bei ng-for-other), so that only the voice of universal reason (being-
for-self) could speak. But what if the voice of reason spoke absol ute
evil for its own sake, not for the sake of inclination? Then Kant had
to admt that the resulting evil could not be distinguished from
norality. This possibility Kant called "diabolical evil."?28®

supplied. See supra text accompanying notes 264-65.
27 CRITIQUE OF PRACTICAL REASON, supra note 188, at 46.

28 See generally Schroeder & Carlson, supra note 216.



What Kant confesses is that the highest norality flips around
and becones the worst evil.?® This adm ssion was nothing but an
confession to the dynam c of Being-for-self that Hegel has descri bed.

Of diabolical evil, Hegel wites:

It is that freedom which so m sapprehends itself as to place its
essence in this abstraction [of Being-for-self], and flatters
itself that is thus being with itself it possesses itself inits
purity. More specifically, this self-subsistence is the error of
regarding as negative that which is its own essence, and of
adopting a negative attitude towards it. Thus it is the negative
attitude towards itself which, in seeking to possess its own being
destroys it, and this its act is only the nanifestation of the
futility of this act. (172)

Cl ark Butler quotes Hegel as saying, "evil is to be apprehended as
t he exi stence of contradiction."?® This nmeans, according to Butler
that "the fallen individual soul persistently acts on the
contradictory belief that it exists |like an atom whose exi stence or
good is detached both fromthat of other individuals and fromthe
community of individuals in which it has been reared."?%

Hegel's own advice to the egotistical self is to lIet go of
Bei ng-for-self and submt to the jurisdiction of the big Ot her. For
exanple, the final |esson that reason has to give (before ostensibly
announcing itself as spirit) is that "lawis law," and it just has to
be accepted, because who are we, after all, to proclaim through the
| aw of the heart, that we are above the |aw??®2 Simlarly, in the
Philosophy of Right, norality ends in the nightmare of Being-for-
sel f. 2% What the free individual nust do is to submt to Sittlichkeit
(Ethical Life). There, traditions of the famly, the market, and the
state will anchor the individual to prevent Being-for-self from
turni ng nonstrous.

Returning to the theme of the One and the Many, Hegel ponders
the "ancient proposition” that "the one is many and especially that
the many are one."” (172) The truth of this, Hegel clainmed, cannot be
expressed in "fixed" propositions. The truth is "to be grasped as a
becom ng, a process, a repulsion and attraction--not as being." (172)

29 |IMMANUEL KANT, RELIGION WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES OF M ERE REASON 54
(Allen Wood & George Di Giovanni trans., 1998)

20 BUTLER, supra note 4, at 56 (1996), quoting Georg W.F. Hegdl, Review of
Gaoschel's Aphorisms, 17 CLIO 387 (1988).

21 BUTLER, supra note 4, at 56.
292 Phenomenology, supra note 14, 1 394-437.

293 PH|LOSOPHY OF RIGHT, supra note 26, § 139.



We nortals know only the traces of this nmovenent and try, by our
Understanding, to fix the novenent in a "proposition."”

It is too easy, Hegel warns, to assune that there are "many"
whi ch are wel ded by the Understanding into the One (just as nodern
utilitarians assune that the "good" is an aggregate of human
preferences). It directly follows fromthis conparison that any given
one is a self-sufficient atom This is asserted as a " fact, and al
that has to be done is to grasp this sinple fact." (173) O course,
t hese are dogmas that Hegel strongly opposes as the assertion of nere
"atom sm"

(b) The One One of Attraction

At this point, the Many Ones have no relation--or rather a

relation that is negative--inter se. This relationship, however, "is
wi t hout effect” because the Ones "presuppose one another as
affirmatively present.” (173) When this relation is posited as

Repul sion--in Figure 9(c)--the relation is "only the ought-to-be of
ideality.” (173) By this Hegel neans that the relationship of

Repul sion is not self-subsistent--but it ought to be so. Hence, "[i]n
attraction, ideality is realized. Repul sion passes over into
attraction, the many ones into one one." (173) That is, Repulsion [7]
is present in Attraction [1], but only as a nenory, not as an express
i mmedi acy. This was shown in Figure 10(a), where Repul sion sought to
stay al oof but covertly travel ed al ong and becane part of [1].
Attraction now has a resilience--a reality--that Repul sion did not
have. The Many Ones are now One One.

But now repul sion and attraction nust be considered in a
relation, as shown in Figure 10(b). Repulsion is said to be "the
reality of the ones.” (173) Attraction is "their posited ideality."
(173) How is this so (especially since Hegel has just announced t hat
Repul sion is "an ought-to-be of ideality" and Attraction the
realization of Repul sion)? The answer is that Repulsion is the
reality of the Ones. In Repulsion, the Ones are negatively rel ated.
Hence, the Ones denonstrate their Determ nate Being--a being in
relation with a nothing. In Attraction as such in Figure 10(a), this
negative relation is sublated. It is only a nenory. Hence, for the
Ones, relation is a "posited ideality." Thus, Hegel can say:

The relation of attraction to repulsion is such that [Attraction]
has [Repul sion] for presupposition. Repul sion provides the
material for attraction. If there were no ones there would be
nothing to attract; the conception of a perpetual attraction, of
an absorption of the ones, presupposes an equally perpetual
production of them (173)

Repul sion is therefore the truth of Attraction, as Dialectical Reason
di scovers in Figure 10(b). If it were not for the constraint of



repul sing force, Attraction |ong ago woul d have gathered all the ones
into a single inert One. When this is hypothetically acconplished--

when we achi eve the "One One of Attraction"-- Attraction abolishes
itself and goes out of existence. Attraction therefore has negativity
within itself: "attraction is inseparable fromrepulsion."” (173)

Notice that in Figure 10(a), attraction was sinply our |icense
to say that the Many Ones were one. But in order to say this, we
i kewi se had to presuppose that the Many Ones were diverse. In short,
Attraction is a force?®--an activity. But it cannot be permtted to
succeed. Ot herwi se, our |icense abolishes itself. This inportant
point is called the "play of forces" in the Phenomenology.?% The idea
of it is that force is never perceptible unless another force opposes
it. Oherwise, the first force would have obliterated everything |ong
ago. Forces nust always be in an equilibrium if they are to be
perceived at all. The sanme point can be made about human society. If
we view personality as a becom ng--a force--it nmust have anot her
force--another person--to oppose it. Oherwise it could not recognize
itself. Thus, human bei ngs need anot her human being to recognize it
as such. Persons, in Hegel's psychol ogical theory, are not self-

i dentical but social for this very reason. 2%

Hegel next warns us against an illegitimte view of Attraction
Recall that, in Figure 10(a), Attraction is the name Hegel gives to
the unity of all the Ones. The One One of Attraction is thus the
result if Repulsion is not present in Attraction as a negative
nmoment . Hence, Figure 10(a) could be taken as a diagram of this One
One, whose inpossibility is posited only in Figure 10(b). What Hegel
warns against is to picture the One One as king of the Ones--a primus
inter pares With "precedence" over the peasant Ones. (173) Such a
picture, where the One One is a nere One, IS wong on severa
accounts. First, "attraction belongs equally to each of the many ones
as immediately present." (173) Furthernore, the illegitimte picture
woul d grant self-identity to all the Ones, including the primus inter

2% Hegel |ater warns that the word "force" is not to be used in connection with
Attraction, if force istaken to mean a self-subsisting, self-identical meaning. (178-
80) | use the word "force" here, but not in the disapproved manner Hegel
describes.

295 Phenomenology, supra note 14, 1 138-43.

2% On "the play of forces' as the foundation of society, see Carlson, supra note
26, at 1385-88. Similarly, in economics, where perfect markets organize all discourse,
the perfect market as such depends on the existence of imperfection. Otherwise the
concept utterly disappears and destroys itself. David Gray Carlson, On the
Margins of Microeconomics, 14 CARDOZO L. REV. 1867 (1993), reprinted in
DECONSTRUCTION AND THE POSSIBILITY OF JUSTICE 265 (Drucilla Cornell et al. eds.,
1992); Jeanne L. Schroeder, The End of the Market: A Psychoanalysis of Law and
Economics, 112 HARV. L. REV. 483 (1998).



pares, Wwhich Hegel describes as "an equilibriumof attraction and
repul sion." (173) Self-identity, of course, is always an error (until
we reach the | ast page of the Science of Logic). The illegitimte
pi cture al so suggests "a specific difference" between the One One and
t he Many Ones, when Attraction is supposed to be "the positing of the
i medi ately present undifferentiatedness of the ones."” (174)
Nevert hel ess, on the laws of sublation, the Many Ones are idealized
and are indeed within the One One. Thus, in Figure 10(b), the Many
Ones are [2] in the unity of [1, 2]. In an earlier life, they were
[4, 5, 6] in Figure 9(c); for this reason, Hegel can say of the Mny
Ones that "through their posited negation arises the one of
attraction, which is consequently determ ned as nedi ated, the one
posited as one." (174) In other words, [1] in Figure 10(a) depends on
t he suppression of what will be [2] in Figure 10(b).

The One One of Figure 10(a) is "determ ned as nedi ated" and
"posited as one." (174) How can this One One by determ ned as
nmedi ated, when it is shown in Figure 10(a) as an immediacy? | think
the answer is that Hegel is referring to Repulsion's act of positing.
In Figure 10(a), we saw Repul sion seated upon the toilet, repelling
itself fromitself. This act is mediated--it inplies the actor
(Repul sion) and the excrenment (the Many Ones). O course, Repul sion

itself denies that it is positing at all. Rather, Repulsion clains
that it is nmerely refusing to recognize the Many Ones. But Repul sion
has already been revealed to be a liar. "For us," we know that

Repul si on has de-posited the Many Ones. The Under st andi ng now
intervenes. It peers into the toilet and interprets the excrenental
materials as the One One. Hence, the act of positing is nediated and
concrete. But the result is an i mrmedi acy.

We saw earlier that the Many Ones were sublated in Figure
10(a), but they return as [2] in Figure 10(b). In other words,
Repul sion is the Many Ones. Furthernmore, the Many Ones are the
negative internal voice of Attraction [1, 2] itself. Thus,
"attraction does not absorb the attracted ones into itself as into a
centre." (174) Rather, Repulsion, fromthe inside of Attraction,
"preserves the ones as many in [Attraction]." (174)

(c) The Relation of Repulsion and Attraction

In the final subsection of chapter 3, Hegel points out that the
di fference between the One and the Many is now a difference of their
relation to one another. This relation has now split into two--
Repul sion and Attraction. In Figure 10(b), each is different yet
essentially connect ed.

Repul si on appeared first. It was initially inmmedi ate--as shown
by [7] in Figure 9(c). Its Many Ones were repulsed and, in this
action, de-posited as immedi ate--as the unitary Void, or as
Attraction. Thus, the Many Ones becane a relation--Attraction. The



two i mredi at es-- Repul sion and Attraction--were, at that point,
indifferent to each other. Attraction--the unity of the Many Ones--
was "externally added to it as thus presupposed.” (174)

We nmust pause to consider: what does it nmean that Attraction
was presupposed? Here Hegel echoes his comments on atonmism in his
Remark following "the One and the Void." Atom sts were there said to
presuppose the Void, in which the atonms nove about. Hegel, however,
di al ectically established the Void as the Many Ones--in Figure 9(b).
The Many Ones are now, in Attraction, made into the One One. Hence,
just as atom sm presupposes the Void (Attraction), so Repul sion
assunmes the Void (Attraction) as it expels the Many Ones.

In Essence, we will see that the very act of positing is always
coupled with presupposition. If an entity announces, "I amnot that"-
-the act of positing--it presupposes there is a "that" fromwhich it
differentiates itself.?% Thus, Repulsion, if it posits that it is not
t he Many Ones, nust presuppose that there is such a thing as the Many

Ones. The Many Ones are, by external will, forged into the One. As we
saw earlier, the unity of the Many Ones is "externally added."
Repul si on, then, disperses the Many Ones into the Void--"into

sonewher e undet erm ned, outside the sphere of repulsion itself.”
(175) Repulsion is sinply indifferent to what it repulses, and this
ampunts to a negation of "the inter-relatedness of the many." (175)
Yet, if we were to say that the Ones are Many, this would be just as
externally added as to say that the Ones are One in Attraction.
"[T] he ones, as unrelated, do not repel or exclude one another.
[T]his constitutes their determ nation.” (175) Repulsion is
nevertheless still a relation. That is, it is an activity, and
activity requires an actor and a thing acted upon. "[R]epul sion and
flight is not a liberation fromwhat is repelled and fled from [T]he
one as excluding still remains related to what it excludes." (175)32%

27 Thisrole of presupposition is developed in Reflection. See chapter 10. The
point becomes vital in the commencement of the Phrilosophy of Right, Hegel's
dialectic of liberal freedom. There, he starts with the most negative of negative
freedom--the self freed of all inclination, desires, and even embodiment. The self is
indeterminate. But, Hegel emphasizes, if such a self isindeterminate, there must be
"determinacy." In short, the self announces, "I am not tha¢--the determined.”
Determinacy is thus presupposed by the liberal subject. PHILOSOPHY OF RIGHT,
supra note 26, § 34; Carlson, supra note 26, at 1382.

2% Thisis a Freudian truth--the repressed is a bloody instruction that always
returns to haunt the inventor. For instance, Father Enjoyment returns as Name-of -
the-Father. Z 1ZEK, supra note 154, at 134-35. In Lacanian terms, what is foreclosed
in the symbolic returnsin the real. S AV0J Z1Z EK, THE INDIVISIBLE REMAINDER: AN
ESSAY ON SCHELLING AND RELATED M ATTERS 191 (1996).



O, in other words, no relation is, after all, a kind of relation.

This noment of relation is Attraction itself, and thus
implicitly is inside Repulsion. In Figure 9(c), Attraction can be
viewed as [4, 5, 6]. In this capacity, Attraction negates "abstract
repul sion" [7]. (175) According to Repulsion, "the ones would be only
self-related affirmative beings." (175)

By enphasi zing Attraction as internal to Repulsion in Figure
9(c), Hegel |ikew se enphasizes that Attraction is internal to
Repul sion in Figure 10(b). There, Attraction can be viewed as [2].
But if Attraction is Repulsion's negative voice--the voice of
Di al ectical Reason--then Hegel likewise inplies that, in Figure
10(c), Repulsion is just as nmuch Attraction, and Attraction is just
as much Repul sion. Instead of placing Attraction on the left, we
coul d have placed it on the right. Instead of nam ng the rightward
extrenme "Repul sion,” we could have named it "Attraction.

The extrenes, then, cannot distinguish thenselves. It took an
outside determ nation to name themin the way we did. Thus, we see
sonmething simlar to Figure 3(b), where the |leftward extrene was
Sonet hi ng/ Ot her and the rightward extreme was Bei ng-for-self/Being-
for-other. There also, an outside force had to determ ne whet her
"being" was truly on the left or truly on the right. This hel pl ess
state of the extrenmes portends no sel f-subsistence. They are
absolutely dependent on an outsider to informthem who they are.

This is the great irony of Being-for-self in general. It
purports to expel otherness so that it can be only "for itself." Yet,
in the end, it has no idea who or what it is. Only an outsider can
explain to Being-for-self what it is. Hence, in the Phenomenology,
Hegel refers to the unhappy consci ousness as having Bei ng-for-self
and not Being-in-itself. The unhappy consci ousness therefore
perceives that he is nothing and God is everything. 2%

Repul sion and Attraction are inseparable. "[A]lt the sanme tine
each is determ ned as an ought and a limtation relatively to the
other." (175) As mere Qughts, they ought to exceed their Limtations.

The Qught of these opposing forces is "their abstract
determ nateness in the formof the in-itself."™ (175) This phrase is a
reference to [2] in Figure 10(b). Taken "as such, or "abstractly,"
[2] --the very determ nateness of both Attraction and Repul sion--is
the in-itself to both forces. From[2] will spring the new m ddle
term For the noment, however, Hegel draws attention to the fact
that, in [2], "each [i.e., Attraction or Repulsion] is sinply
directed away fromitself and relates itself to the other. [E]ach is
t hrough the nedi ati on of the other as other." (175) In other words,
[1] repulses [2]--its very being. Hence, [1l] is because its essence--
[2] --is utterly other. The obverse could be said about [3], which
i kewi se repulses [2]. At this point, these forces are self-

299 Phenomenology, supra note 14, 1 231.



subsistent only in the sense that each is "posited for the other as a
different determ ning." (175) But, sinultaneous to their being "for
other” in [2], each is "for self" in [1] and [3] respectively. Thus:

[I]1n this interdependence the nedi ati on of each through the other
[2] is rather negated, each of these determ nations being a self-
nedi ati on. (175)

I n what sense a self-nmediation? First, each is an immediacy. Yet each
has a history in nediation. [1] was the product of the Understandi ng,
whi ch, though external, works with materials ready to hand. [1] is
therefore a nediation of "self,"” in the sense that its selfhood as
such was, by the Understandi ng, brought to the fore. Furthernore,

Di al ectical Reason brings [2] to the fore, but repeats

Under standing's error because it isolates [3] as abstracted from|[1].
As [2] is [3]'s own voice--and as [3] is nmediated by [2]--[3] is

i kew se sel f-nedi ated, even though, taken alone, [3] is an

i mmedi acy.

O [1] and [3], Hegel wites that "each presupposes itself, IS
related only to itself in its presupposition.” (176) This is fully
inplied in Figure 10(b), which enphasizes the rel atedness of
Attraction and Repul sion. Thus Attraction (now revealed to be just as
much Repul sion) expels [2]--its own self. It says, "I'mnot [2]." In
saying this, [1l] presupposes there is such a thing as [2] to expel.
And furthernore, [2] is just as nuch Attraction as [1l] was. Hence
Attraction presupposes itself and is related only to itself. The sane
coul d have been said about Repul sion (which is just as much
Attraction as Repul sion).

In Figure 10(a), we saw Repul sion repelling the Many Ones,
whi ch were taken as immmedi ately given--presupposed. Attraction becane
the Many Ones in unity--unified by the external force of the
Under st andi ng. Now Hegel says that the Many Ones have not
di sappeared. They are Repulsion itself--taken as the negative of
Attraction. Figure 10(b) then could have been drawn as the opposition
of the One and the Many. Thus, the Many Ones were presupposed by
Repul sion in Figure 10(a), but now Repulsion is its own
presupposition. This will becone the archetypical nove of Reflection
much later, in the Doctrine of Essence. Reflection typically expels
itself fromitself only to become precisely what it repelled. This
has now happened to Repulsion. It expelled the Many Ones. Now it is
the Many Ones--the opposite of the One One of Attraction and the
failure of Attraction to succeed in its task of uniting the Ones.

Li kewi se, the Many Ones are Repul sion as such. Repulsion is their
Bei ng-for-self--isolated fromthe oppression of any Oher in [3].

When Attraction isolates itself as [1], it posits itself as
"the real one."” (176) The Many are only ideal. That is, they vanish
li ke the menory they are. But these many others are supposed to be
"for thenselves." They are supposed to be busy repelling others.



Attraction presupposes ideality in the Many Ones. That is, ideality
is present in the Many considered as [3]--not just as considered in
[2]. Attraction, at this nonent, w shes to be radically by itself,
and so the reference is to [3], not to [2].

Both sides at this point are quite identical in their activity.
Each side sel f-presupposes. It posits itself as the negative of
itself. It sheds its Being-in-itself [2] and attributes it to the
other. This shedding activity is Repul sion--a self-preservation.
Wthin the entity it is the sanme self-identity--Attraction. Each thus
has both noments of Repul sion and Attraction--self-preservation and
self-alienation. Each expels itself into the other. In this activity,
each "is the transition of each out of itself into the other." (176)
Each posits itself as its own other:

The one as such, then, is a coning-out-of-itself, is only the
positing of itself as its own other, as nany; and the many,
simlarly, is only this, to collapse within itself and to posit
itself as its other, as one, and in this very act to be rel ated
only to its own self, each continuing itself inits other. (176)

Thus, we have the "undivi dedness of the com ng-out-of-itself

(repul sion) and the self-positing as one (attraction)." (177) Each is
inits own self the negation of its self--and total continuity of
itself in the other.

The repul sion of the determnately existing ones is the self-
preservation of the one through the nutual repul sion of the
others, so that (1) the other ones are negated in it--this is the
side of its determ nate being or of its being-for-other; but this
is thus attraction as the ideality of the ones; and (2) the one is
in itself, without relation to the others . . . (177)

I n other words, [1] and [3] each preserve thenselves in their purity
by expelling [2]--referred to above as "the others,” or the Many
Ones. In [1] and [3], [2] is negated. That is, [1] and [3] each
renounce their being-for-other. Each renounces Attraction as such.
Hence:

[Alttraction as a negating and a generation of the one subl ates
itself, and as a positing of the one is in its own self negative
of itself, repulsion. (177)

O, [1] and [3] are Repul sion; each sublates Attraction. Hence,
Attraction negates Repulsion ("the one"), which is the same as saying
that it negates itself. Attraction also generates and posits the one.

Bei ng-for-self has now reached its conclusion. W now reach the
m ddle term which is the nam ng of a pure activity of repelling all
content. This mddle termis, at last, Quantity.



Insert Figure 10(c) here (located at the end)
Quantity3®

OfF Quantity, Hegel wites that it is "[t]he one as infinitely self-
related."” (177) What does this mean? Recall that the Infinite is what
goes beyond all Limtation. So, in Figure 10(c), Repul sion/Attraction
has gone beyond its Limtation. It is "the mediation in which [the
One] repels fromitself its own self as its absolute (that is,
abstract) otherness." (177)

Quantity is the thinnest of entities. Al its "being" is
expelled; it is a nere ghost of Being. For Quantity, its expelled
Quality is the very non-being of Quantity.

Yet Quantity was inpoverished through its own initiative. It
is, in Republican terns, the "undeserving poor." Quantity "is only
self-relation” and a "becoming in which it is no |onger determ ned as
having a beginning." (177) By this, Hegel nmeans that Quantity has
subl ated i mredi acy itself.

Among the things outside itself are the Many Ones. This is
ironic. We are inclined to think of Quantity as numbers, but, so far,
di stingui shable integers are too advanced for us. W nust think of
Quantity as such, with no Determ nate Being of its own. Thus,
Quantity is a sublating that is "at first determned as only a
relative sublating of the relation to another determ nately existent
one." (177) This non-relation is even |less than an "indifferent
repul sion and attraction." (177) Repul sion and Attraction are, after
all, posited as relations. Quantity has noved beyond relation (or so

300 | nterestingly, the middle term of Repulsion and Attraction is, in the
Philosophy of Nature, said to be "matter."

Hegel argues as follows: matter is the unity of the two moments,
of repulsion and attraction; it presents itself as weightedness,
which is understood as the tendency toward the centre of a
distributed materiality, within which the centre is something
purely geometrical and not physical. Matter itself is weighted:
the property of weightedness cannot be separated from it, and
displaysitself asthe tendency toward the centre lying outside
matter. The centre must not be assumed to be material, "for the
precise nature of material being isthat it positsits centre as
external to itself." In accordance with his genera Notion of
nature, Hegel saw in this determination of weightedness
evidence of matter's lack of independence.

Host-Heino Von Borzeszkowski, Hegel's Interpretation of Classical Mechanics,in
HEGEL AND NEWTONIANISM 73, 79 (Michael John Petry ed., 1993), citing HEGEL'S
PHILOSOPHY OF NATURE § 262 (A.V. Miller trans., 1970). This definition of matter
was common in philosophical schools by the end of the eighteenth century. Frans

Van Luntern, Eighteenth Century Conceptions of Gravity, in HEGEL AND
NEWTONIANISM 343 (Michael John Petry ed., 1993).



it thinks). But in its radically negative attitude toward its own
bei ng, Quantity

equal |y displays itself as passing over into the infinite relation
of medi ation through negation of the external relations of the

i medi ate, determinately existent ones, and as having for result
that very process of becomng which . . . is the collapse into
sinpl e i medi acy. (177)

Thus, by negating i mmedi acy, Quantity is--what else could it be?--
not hi ng but nedi ation. Indeed, if you think of Quantity in the nore
advanced notion of ordinary nunbers, Quantity does nothing but relate
various qualities. Thus, the nunmber "three" can refer to three
houses, three roses, three bears, etc. The nunber three is a great
medi at or of these "things."

Quality has now beconme Quantity, and Hegel now reviews the
noments of the transition. The fundanental determ nation of Quality--
the first three chapters of the Science of Logic--was "being and
i mmedi acy."” (178) In these chapters, "limt and determ nateness are
so identical with the being of sonmething, that with its alteration
the sonmething itself vanishes."” (178) Here, Hegel summarizes the
trajectory of Sonmething, which alters itself and becones an Infinite
Being. That Infinite Being has now repelled fromitself its own
bei ng, and hence it (fornerly the Sonmething) has now vani shed. This
was foretold when the Sonmet hing became the Finite. The very Qught of
the Finite was that it nust cease-to-be. In Quantity, its destiny is
fulfilled. 30t

Hegel refers to Quantity as an immediate unity, "in which the
difference has vani shed but is implicitly present in the unity of
being and nothing." (178) In other words, Quantity is pure relation
without parts--a contradiction. Yet, by virtue of being a relation
w t hout parts--an imediate unity--Quantity implies its parts. Hence,
Quantity cannot remain an i mredi acy but nust nmake express what is,
for the monent, only inplicit within it. Thus, Hegel can wite, "This
relation to other contradicts the immediacy in which qualitative

301 Failure to grasp that the Ought predicts the abolition of being, | think, leads
Charles Taylor to announce that this transition from being-for-self to Quantity is"a
little strained." TAYLOR, supra note 58, at 244. Of this transition, Taylor writes: "It
offers another example of atwist we have often noticed in the Hegelian diadectic:
where Hegel "goes back" from the advanced point he has reached in order to take
up and "feed into" his dialectic some other important range of concepts or
transitions." Id. Taylor takes the True Infinite to be both ceasing-to-be and
coming-to-be, and he implies that Hegel privileges one over the other solely in
order to produce Quantity--the realm in which the content of being is strictly
beyond the Being-for-self. Yet, if we concentrate on the feature of the Ought--that
it names ceasing-to-be as the soul of the Finite--then the pursuit of ceasing to be at
the expense of coming-to-be--is (like the quality of mercy) not strained.



determ nateness [i.e., Quantity] is self-relation.”™ (178) In other
words, having expelled its being, Quantity must now recapture it by
bringing Quality back within itself.

Hegel concludes this subsection by summarizing the first three
chapters: (') Pure Being is imediacy, which pervades
determ nateness, limt, etc., "which are posited in [Pure Being] as
subl ated.” (178) (But, as determ nateness and |limt are nore advanced
than Pure Being, they are sublated in Pure Being only at the end of
the Science of Logic, or only if we elect to retrogress back to the
begi nning.) (R) Determ nate Being is no | onger immediate, but is
"reflected into itself, as related not to an other but to itself."
(178) This reference to reflection-into-self suggests that mediation
is immnent to Determ nate Being. Otherness is not truly "other" but
is intimte®? to the self of Determ nate Being. (J) Being-for-self
has subl ated determ nateness. This work was acconplished in the True
Infinite. Hence:

The one is determ ned sinultaneously as having gone beyond itself,

and as unity; hence the one, the negatively determined limt, is
posited as the limt which is no linmt, which is present in being
but is indifferent to it. (178)

"Limt,"” it will be recalled, was Determ nateness as Such--a relation
bet ween externally inposed Constitution and negatively consi dered
Determ nati on. Hence, what Hegel seens to be saying is that Quantity
is the determ nateness which is not a determ nateness, or relation
which is not relation. The "parts" needed to make the relation whole
have been repul sed. This thinnest of thin substance--relation w thout
things to relate--is therefore indifferent to its own Being. W have
before us Quantity as such--nore abstract than such advanced concepts
as quanta or nunber.

392 The internality of otherness is what Jacques Lacan calls "ex-timacy." It
represents that which is foreign but within us. Z iz ek, Ticklish Subject, supra note
---, & 45. The "ex-timate" is what we are "more than ourselves." Id. at 375. It reflects
the proposition that what we feel is most ourselves--our subjectivity, our sexuality,
our desire, our moral conscience, etc., are al created through intersubjective
relationships, language and law (i.e.., the symbolic order) and is, therefore, in some
way outside of ourselves aswell. See generally, Jacques-Alain Miller, Extimite
(Elisabeth Doisneau eds. & Francoise Massardier-Kenney trans.), in LACANIAN
THEORY OF DISCOURSE: SUBJECT, STRUCTURE
AND SOCIETY 74 (March Bracher, et al., trans., 1994).



Remark: The Kantian Construction of Matter from the Forces
of Attraction and Repulsion®%3

Attraction and Repul si on, Hegel conplains, are usually regarded
as rforces, taken as self-subsistent and not logically connected to
each other.304 Hegel states that he prefers to think of them as
noment s, which pass into each other. They are not fixed in their
opposition but literally are each other. Taken wongly as fixed
opponents, these forces are thought to neet in a third--in matter.
This third is |ikew se thought to be self-identical and external to
the forces working upon it. Even if forces is said to be within
matter (as in gravity), nevertheless force and matter are taken as
radically separate from each ot her

Hegel then turns to Kant's construction of matter fromthe
forces of Attraction and Repul sion. 3 W have al ready seen that Hegel
t hought Kant suffered froma bad case of self-identity. Here we find
nore criticismalong the sane |ine. 3%

Hegel conplains that Kant's "construction" of matter is
unwort hy of the nanme, "unless any exercise of reflection, even

303 Readers are entitled to skip this Remark, asit is unnecessary to the progress
of the Logic.

304 Michael John Petry, The Significance of Kepler's Laws, in HEGEL AND
NEWTONIANISM 439, 485-86 (Michael John Petry ed., 1993) ("Hegel [points] out that
the main fault in Kant's construction of matter from the forces of attraction and
repulsion, isthat forces are conceived of not as that by means of which the unity
of matter first comesinto being, but as that through which matter, as an already
finished product, is set in motion").

305 See CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON, supra note 67, at 171.

306 Although this Remark is thoroughly negative in tone, one author sees Hegel
giving great credit to Kant here:

Hegel's point is that the great advance made by the Kantian
procedure over that of its predecessors was that instead of
beginning by positing matter and then implanting the various
forcesin it as something alien and contingent, as something
introduced into it from without, it conceived of matter as
essentially involving the power to repel and attract. Attraction
and repulsion therefore become a conceptual aspect of matter
from the very outset. Hegel maintains that whatever deficiencies
Kant's construction may have had, it did have the inestimable
merit of having attempted to derive matter, "from these two
opposite determinations as its fundamental forces."

Gerd Buchdahl, Hegel on the Interaction Between Science and Philosophy,in
HEGEL AND NEWTONIANISM 61, 66 (Michael John Petry ed., 1993), citing Science of
Logic at 181.



anal ytical reflection, is to be called a construction.” (179) Kant's
method is, in Hegel's views, nerely analytical, not constructive. It
wor ks on presupposition. Matter is presupposed, and then Kant asks

what forces are needed to nmaintain the determ nation he presupposed.

Kant i magi nes that Attraction exists, because matter could not
persi st through Repul sion alone. Repulsion, in turn, is induced from
t he phenonenon that matter is (sonetines) inpenetrable. Consequently,
Repul sion is immediately given, but "attraction is added to the
concept syllogistically."™ (180) Thus, experience teaches Kant about
Repul sion. Reflection on this experience produces Attraction. Hence,
Attraction and Repul sion do not exist at the same |evel.

The source of the difficulty is Kant's one-sided reduction of
matter to its inpenetrability. Granted, matter resists the sense of
touch. This is matter's Being-for-self and the sublation of its
Bei ng-for-other. But matter also is relation of its subparts, which
i nclude spatial extension, cohesion, and solidity.

In the end, Kant presupposes that matter fills space and has
continuity. These presupposed attributes are assuned to be the force
of Attraction. Thus, Attraction is to matter what the dormtive
principle is to opium It is the presupposition that accounts for the
ef fect observed.

Hegel gives Kant sonme provisional credit for thinking that
Attraction is internal to matter. Still, Kant |eaves Attraction as a
self-identity, even while he locates it within matter. But, Hege
t hi nks, Kant is on weaker ground in claimng that Repul sion adheres
only to the surface of matter. This presupposes such concepts as
"nearer" or "nmore distant” within matter.

The sanme presupposition, however, infects Attraction. One atom
attracts a second atom That atomattracts a third. The Attraction of
the first atomon the third is in conpetition with the Attraction of
the second atomon the third. Hence, just as Repulsion is nediated by
"near” and "far," so is Attraction.

I n any case, Repulsion is not just on the surface, as Kant
says. It must interpenetrate. The surface which resists touch is,
inter se, devoid of Hegelian Repulsion. On the contrary, the surface
unites in repelling touch. Because of this uniting, Kant nust admt
that Attraction is needed in order for Repulsion to appear. Hence,
Repul sion interpenetrates all matter, just as Attraction does.

Kant states that, through Attraction, matter occupies but does
not fill space. That is, atons are interpenetrated with space. This
proves that Attraction works over space. But what keeps the space
enpty? Hegel credits Repul sion, which replicates Hegel's point that
Attraction and Repul si on presuppose each ot her:

W see that Kant here unconsciously realizes what is inplicit in
the nature of the subject matter, when he attributes to the force
of attraction precisely what, in accordance with the first

deternination, he attributed to the opposite force. Wile he was



busy with establishing the difference between the two forces, it
happened that one had passed over into the other. (183)

I n summari zi ng, Hegel conplains that Kant's exposition of the
opposed forces is analytic. Matter is "supposed to be derived from
its elements,” (183) but matter is in fact presupposed as already
formed. Forces nerely act on presupposed matter and do not constitute
it--the opposite of what Kant set out to prove.

Conclusion

In its journey, being started by placing an accent on its
affirmative side. But this accent was no nore than the announcenent
of what being was not. That is, being is not nothing. The substance
by which being mani fested itself was therefore beyond it. Being
sustained itself only by refusing to recognize the other. It becane
not hi ng el se but this refusal,®7 and hence it enslaved itself to its
other. It becane the very act of expelling its own content. As this
expelling force, it is Quantity.

Thi s expul sion of content fromwhat is imediately is of the
utnost spiritual significance. It is the heart of idealism as
opposed to materialism Hegel's idealism"ascribes being to the
infinite, the Spirit, God."3® Hegel's idealism"denies that things
and the finite world have true reality."3% Thus, if Quality has
chased its being el sewhere, it does so only to retrieve it at a
deeper spiritual |evel

In any case, Quality did not lose all. It retained Being-for-
self--enpty though this was. This retained Being-for-self ended up
producing the very idea of multiplicity. Because the True Infinite
never entirely gave up its place, its expelled content, itself a
Bei ng-for-self that expels its content, counted as a new One, which
in tern produced yet another new One, etc.

Later, in Quantity, Being wll discover that its other is
really itself. Quantity continues to go outside itself but recognizes
that its destination is still its own self.3 This realization,

cul mnating in Measure, is the threshold to essence, where this
return to self is nanmed Reflection. Here, being gives rise to a

7" Dasein isadeterminately qualitative finite being determined by what it
excludes. . ." HARRIS, supra note 7, at 136.

3% COLLETTI, supra note51, at 7.
309 .
810 1d. at 137 ("Moreover, its other is not a qualitative other, but is an extension

of itself beyond its own limit, and is still indifferently the same all over again, the
limit notwithstanding.").



deeper soul that has "staying power." The essential thing endures,
but the thing that nerely is is finite and therefore nust becone (and
already is) what is not. What is and what is not thus serve as the
stuff for Hegel to make paradoxes.
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