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Editor’s Introduction

Ithas been said that the difference between Nietzsche and Hegel is that we can understand
Nietzsche’s individual sentences, but not what he is saying overall, whereas with Hegel it is
the other way around: we can understand what he is saying overall, but not his individual
sentences. This dictum is overoptimistic as far as the Phenomenology of Spirit is con-
cerned. Not only are its individual sentences often obscure, if not impenetrable, it is far
from clear what the book is about overall. The problems begin with the title. In conformity
with its derivation from the Greek words phainomai (‘appear’) and logos (‘account,
reason, etc.’) ‘phenomenology’ means ‘study of appearance(s)’. But ‘appearance’ is
ambiguous. It may mean the emergence or manifestation of something (‘Hegel’s book
appeared in 1807’, ‘His honesty was quite apparent’) or it may mean the way something
seems in contrast to the way it really is (‘Hegel’s book appears to solve all philosophical
problems’, ‘His honesty was only apparent’). Hegel uses ‘appearance’ (Erscheinung) and
the verb ‘to appear’ (erscheinen) in both ways.! What appears is Geist. Geist is the usual
German word for the intellectual aspect of an individual, the mind, but in the Phenom-
enology it more commonly refers to the collective mind or ‘spirit’ shared by a group of
people. It is, as Hegel memorably puts it, ‘I that is We, and We that is I’ (PS €177). It can
also refer to the third person of the Trinity, the holy spirit, and this religious connotation is
never far from Hegel’s mind when he uses the word Geist. Spirit appears on the scene in
the course of the Phenomenology, but it does not appear all at once, as does, say, a book, or
a person on my doorstep. It rather presents aspects of itself, fragmentary appearances in
which fully fledged spirit is not revealed as a whole, but can be seen in retrospect as the
source from which they stem: see €438, 47, and 440.

In Search of the Absolute

To learn more about the subject-matter of Hegel’s book, we need to turn not to the
long ‘Preface’” with which it begins, but to the shorter ‘Introduction’ that follows it.
The Preface was written after Hegel had completed the rest of the book and was
meant as an introduction not only to the Phenomenology, but to the whole philo-
sophical system to which the Phenomenology was originally intended as an intro-
duction. The Preface is thus more closely connected with the concluding paragraphs
of the book, which present his whole system in outline, than it is with the earlier
stages of the work.” The Introduction raises a problem to which the Phenomenology

! When an ordinary writer uses a word that is assigned more than one meaning in the dictionary, we
normally assume that s/he is using it in only one of these meanings. But Hegel is not an ordinary writer and
he often has in mind more than one meaning of a word when he uses it. His intention is to unearth deep
and significant connections between seemingly disparate concepts. A striking example of this procedure is
his use of aufheben, ‘sublate’, in all its senses at once: ‘elevate’, ‘destroy’, and ‘preserve’, i.e. ‘kick upstairs’.

? Strictly speaking, the Preface should be read at the end of the book rather than the beginning. In his
commentary, Quentin Lauer (1992) adopts this order, leaving the Preface until last.
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purports to provide an answer, namely: can we know the ‘absolute’ and, if so, how?
The problem arose with particular poignancy in the wake of Kant’s Critique of Pure
Reason (1781) which had argued that we cannot know ‘things in themselves’, rock-
bottom reality, but only things as they ‘appear’ to us.’ Traditionally, the realm of
things in themselves had been supposed to be populated by various supernatural
entities, God or gods, and one of the motives of Kant’s ‘transcendental idealism’ was
to leave a space open for such entities. Kant argues, for example, that if we believe
that God and His knowledge of the world are atemporal, then we must regard time as
ideal, and not as a feature of rock-bottom reality (CPR, B71-72). Religious belief is,
however, a matter not of knowledge, but of faith, a faith that is required if, as Kant
did, we take morality seriously. (For Hegel’s criticism of this, see his account of the
moral world-view in the Phenomenology 4945991f.) According to Hegel, such scepti-
cism about our knowledge of the absolute presupposes that our cognitive equipment
is like an ‘instrument’ or ‘medium’ or, as we might anachronistically say, a camera,
which may distort our pictures of the absolute. There is no way in which we could, by
inspecting the pictures of such a global camera and comparing them with reality,
discover the distortion it introduces and make allowance for it. I cannot step outside
my own consciousness to survey and assess it from an external standpoint.*

However, the camera-model of cognition is defective in several respects. First, it
postulates a rift between myself and my cognitive equipment, between the photog-
rapher and the camera. But the photographer cannot be wholly denuded of primary
cognitive equipment independent of the camera. I have, after all, to inspect the
pictures supplied by my camera and to ask whether they are veridical or not. If
I cannot rely on this primary equipment, more intimately connected with myself
than the other, I have no basis for raising sceptical doubts about the reliability of my
secondary cognitive equipment.” I also need this primary equipment to have know-
ledge of myself, including the camera-model of my own cognition—unless we
suppose (as Kant in effect did) that I take unreliable selfies with my secondary
equipment. An adequate account of the Self must explain my ability to give that
account. Here we have, in effect, two Selves, one that has a view of the world and
another that has a reliable view, not of the world itself, but of that view of the world,
and raises sceptical doubts about it.

* It is tempting to paraphrase ‘the absolute’ as ‘mind-independent reality’. No doubt the absolute would
be independent of minds, if there were no minds. But since there are minds and the absolute is responsible
for them, minds cannot be independent of the absolute and, conversely, the absolute cannot be entirely
independent of minds. Moreover, in Hegel’s view, there necessarily are minds, since the absolute must be
known by minds. He never considers the possibility that there might have been no human minds.

* No more can I, Hegel believes, step outside my own ethical order in order to assess it from a neutral
standpoint. See 4437, where the attempt to establish laws for one’s society, or to test the laws that are already
in place, is implicitly criticized for its pretension to occupying an Archimedean point outside one’s society.

> Cf. Hume (1975: pp.145f. (§116)): ‘There is a species of scepticism, antecedent to all study and
philosophy...It recommends an universal doubt, not only of our former opinions and principles, but
also of our very faculties; of whose veracity, say they, we must assure ourselves, by a chain of reasoning,
deduced from some original principle, which cannot possibly be fallacious or deceitful. But neither is there
any such original principle, which has a prerogative above others, that are self-evident and convincing; or if
there were, could we advance a step beyond it, but by the use of those very faculties, of which we are
supposed to be already diffident.’
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But there are further Selves in play too. For, secondly, the camera-model neglects
the fact that I am only one among very many similar Selves and that my knowledge of
the world would be intolerably impoverished if I could not supplement my own
meagre first-hand experience of it with the testimony of other Selves who perceive
parts of the world that I do not and from viewpoints that I do not occupy. How does
the camera-model accommodate other Selves? Does it lapse into solipsism, regarding
others not as Selves on a par with myself, but simply as entities recorded by my
camera? Or does each of us have a camera of our own? Or do we all view the world
through a single global camera? Each of these alternatives involves difficulties,
difficulties that had not been squarely confronted by Kant, who distinguished
between myself and others, between T and ‘we’, only in his ethical writings, but
not in his theoretical philosophy.® Hegel, by contrast, is vividly aware of the distinc-
tion between oneself and others, and seems to repair this deficiency in Kant. Other
Selves play at least two roles in Hegel’s enterprise. First, they figure within some, if
not all, of the shapes of consciousness that Hegel goes on to consider, most vividly in
his account of self-consciousness in chapter IV.” Secondly, they are responsible for a
pressing sceptical problem that Hegel attempts to overcome in the Phenomenology: if
others hold a view different from my own (or from ‘science’), how can I settle the
dispute in my own favour without begging the question?®

Thirdly, the camera-model differentiates the Self and its camera from the absolute
itself. But how can that be? If the absolute is genuinely absolute, it cannot be sheerly
distinct from Selves with their cameras and photographs. If it were, there would be
two absolutes mysteriously disconnected from each other, since Selves and their
pictures undoubtedly exist: they cannot, or at least I cannot, be yet one more illusory
appearance. The Selves, their cameras, and photographs must rather be offshoots of the
absolute, sent down by the absolute itself. It is open to dispute whether Hegel believed
in such a thing as the absolute. But what is not in dispute is that he did not believe in an
absolute that is separate from human knowers. Any absolute worthy of its name must
encompass and account for the minds that, however imperfectly, know the absolute,
and the onward advance of the Phenomenology is in large part driven by the quest for a
type of knowledge that incorporates the knower in what is known.”

¢ Bishop Berkeley, by contrast, assigned to minds, including minds other than one’s own, a more solid
ontological status than that of material objects. The being of material things is simply to be perceived, both
by us and by God, but the being of a mind consists in perceiving. Though we depend on God for our
existence, we are not simply ideas in the mind of God. However, this conflicts with his empiricist
arguments for his overall doctrine, some of which—such as his argument that I cannot imagine a tree
that is not perceived by me—tend towards solipsism.

7 Tt must be admitted, however, that the distinction becomes salient in political and ethical contexts of
the work, beginning with chapter IV on ‘self-consciousness’, and is relatively subdued in the more
theoretical parts of the work, such as chapters I-III on ‘consciousness’ and chapter V.A on theoretical
reason.

® This problem is examined by Forster (1989). Hegel’s solution to it is, roughly speaking, to take his
opponents on board and incorporate a modified version of their views into his own. Past philosophies and
past shapes of consciousness are not simply rejected, but are ‘sublated’ or ‘kicked upstairs™: the truth in
them is integrated into their successors, especially into Hegel’s own ‘science’.

® This is a problem faced not only by an idealist, such as Hegel, but also by a materialist. Insofar as a
materialist regards matter or energy as the absolute, s/he must treat ‘matter’ not as simply contrasting with
‘mind’, but as able to accommodate and account for minds, along with everything else.



X EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

Hegel’s Response

Despite these deficiencies of the camera-model in terms of which the problem of the
absolute is posed, the problem still remains. The derivation of our concepts and
beliefs from the absolute itself does not entail that they are appropriate or true.
Ilusions and error, as well as truths, must stem from the absolute. How can we know
which, if any, of our beliefs about ultimate reality are true and which are false? Hegel
proposes the following solution: we should consider, not directly the absolute itself,
but the series of forms or ‘shapes’ of consciousness that have occurred in our
attempts to grasp the absolute.'® Each shape of consciousness—apart from the last,
science itself, Hegel’s own system''—falls short of the truth, but Hegel’s strategy is to
advance towards the truth by using errors as stepping stones—not to avoid error at
all costs (as Descartes attempted to do), since errors are, for Hegel, never sheer errors,
but always contain a grain, or more, of truth. We begin with the simplest shape, the
immediate sensory awareness of individual entities. This collapses, but not because
Hegel criticizes it: that would allow Hegel’s opponents to claim that he rejects sensory
certainty only because of its failure to satisfy a criterion that he chooses to apply to it,
a criterion that sensory certainty itself might not acknowledge. Sensory certainty
collapses because it fails to meet a criterion that it itself endorses and applies to itself.
Sensory certainty can do this because, as Hegel says in 485, ‘consciousness is on the
one hand consciousness of the object, on the other hand consciousness of itself;
consciousness of what to it is the true, and consciousness of its knowledge of the true.
Since both are for consciousness, consciousness itself is their comparison; it becomes a
matter for consciousness whether its knowledge of the object corresponds to the
object or not.” The sense-certain consciousness becomes aware of a conflict between
what its objects purport to be, pure individuals, and its own way of getting to know
them, by the use of universal terms (such as ‘this’, ‘here’, and ‘now’), terms which
therefore (in Hegel’s view) capture only universals, not the individuals they aimed
for. From the debris of sensory certainty there emerges a new shape of consciousness,
perception of things with properties. Hegel himself purports to play no more part in
its emergence than he did in the assessment of its predecessor. This new object of
consciousness is, he tells us in 487, ‘the knowledge of the first object’, that is, sensory
certainty’s illicit universal knowledge of its individual objects becomes the object of
the next shape of consciousness, the thing with its universal properties. In Hegel’s
view, any given shape necessarily has an immediate successor, and necessarily has the
immediate successor it does have: the knowledge of its object acquired by shape of
consciousness # becomes the object of shape of consciousness n+1. Hegel himself
plays no part in deciding how the sequence is to proceed: his role is simply that of an
onlooker. He does, however, see things that the shapes of consciousness themselves

!0 ‘Shape’ translates Gestalt throughout. It is tempting, and perhaps closer to Hegel’s meaning, to

translate Gestalt as ‘form’, but this is excluded by the fact that in other contexts Hegel also uses the word
Form, a near synonym of Gestalt, but not an exact synonym.

"' The word ‘science’ (Wissenschaft) is used more widely in German than in English. What we would
call ‘art-history’, for example, is in German ‘art-science’ (Kunstwissenschaft). Whenever Hegel speaks of
‘science’ in the Phenomenology, however, he means the ideal philosophy, i.e. the philosophy that he aspires
to develop.
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do not. Hegel (or ‘we’) can see that, and how, perception emerged from sensory
certainty, but neither of these shapes can see this: see 487. If they knew as much as
Hegel knows, they would have the conceptual resources of Hegel, and would amount
to ‘absolute knowledge’ itself rather than simply rungs on the ladder towards it.
Perception, in turn, undergoes a fate similar to that of sensory certainty, and is likewise
supplanted by another shape, understanding and force. After that, there is a more
abrupt transition, less easy to comprehend than the previous two and seemingly less
conformable to the strategy Hegel outlines in the Introduction. This is the transition
from ‘Consciousness’ in chapters I-III to ‘Self-consciousness’ in chapter IV, which is
not only a different ‘shape’ (Gestalt), but also a new ‘configuration’ (Gestaltung),
grouping together several related ‘shapes’, in contrast to those of the first configuration
in chapters I-IIL.'> Unlike the first three shapes, which have no obvious historical
setting, but only a logical order, the shapes falling under the heading of self-
consciousness form a rough historical sequence: the struggle for recognition and the
ensuing enslavement remind us of the ancient world or perhaps of the state of nature,
Stoicism and scepticism developed in the Hellenistic and Roman periods, while
unhappy consciousness recalls early Christianity, though all four shapes occasionally
resurface in subsequent, and historically later, shapes of consciousness. Reason, in
chapter V, forms another configuration, but is divided into three sections—theoretical,
practical, and a combination of the two. Theoretical (or ‘observing’) reason may be
good enough for dealing with inorganic and organic nature but it flounders when it
comes to the human Self: see §94309ff. To deal with the Self, reason needs to become
practical. Neither reason, nor its subsections, have any specific historical location.
History begins in earnest with Geist in chapter VI, which ranges from the Greek
city-state (as portrayed in Greek tragedy) down to the revolution in France and the
contemporaneous development of individualistic morality in Germany. Spirit gathers
up the preceding shapes of consciousness and presents their emergence in history: see
e.g. 99295, 440f,, and 446. Finally, Religion, in chapter VII, introduces a new historical
sequence, which begins with Zoroastrianism-cum-Judaism (see 720) and ends with
Lutheranism, on the brink of its transformation into Hegelian philosophy. In his final
chapter, VIII, Hegel stresses the unfolding of the shapes of consciousness in history (see
€9803 and 808). But the series of shapes in the Phenomenology corresponds to no single
temporal sequence. Their ordering is primarily logical and only occasionally does the
logical order mesh with a historical order.

Hegel believes that the process whereby each shape of consciousness generates its
immediate successor—that each shape’s knowledge of its object becomes the object
of the next shape—guarantees the completeness of the shapes of consciousness he
presents: see 479. This is somewhat overoptimistic, both because it is not obvious that
the process in question does ensure completeness—after all, the process whereby
numbers are generated by beginning with 0 and continually applying the operation
‘+1” does not capture all the numbers there are—and because Hegel’s application of
the procedure becomes more perfunctory, or at least less scrutable, as the

'2 In the Introduction, §78, Hegel seems to use Gestaltung in the same way as Gestalt. But later in the
work, he uses it to refer to larger groups of related ‘shapes’: see 4447.
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Phenomenology proceeds. But even if the process that Hegel applied (or, rather,
‘considered’—in view of his non-interventionist stance) were guaranteed to omit
no shape of consciousness, it would not follow that consciousness of the absolute
itself was to be found among them. For even if the absolute itself is ultimately
accessible to human consciousness,"” there is little reason to suppose that our quest
for it will ever come to an end and not continue indefinitely (as number-generation
does), turning up new shapes of consciousness that Hegel never lived to consider.'*

The Absolute Unmasked?

Here we need to ask: does Hegel answer, or even attempt to answer, the question
about the absolute? In the Introduction, he seems to have dismissed the question,
along with its presuppositions, and to have turned to a quite different subject, our
successive views of the absolute. How could an account of our views of the absolute
tell us anything about the absolute itself? Our successive diverse views about, say, the
atom surely do tell us more about atoms, since they are supported by appropriate
empirical evidence and are regarded as continually approximating closer to the real
nature of the atom, even if there is no guarantee that our knowledge of it will ever be
complete. But the absolute is not susceptible to empirical investigation in the way
that atoms are. Any empirical evidence we have of the nature of rock-bottom reality
can be dismissed by the Kantian sceptic as simply evidence concerning appearances,
atoms included, and irrelevant to the nature of the underlying absolute. At this point,
Hegel might have conceded that the investigation of successive views of the absolute
is simply the best we can do and that we can never reach the absolute itself. This is
not what he does, however. Contrary to our earlier supposition, he does not believe
that shapes of consciousness proceed indefinitely. They advance towards a goal: ‘the
goal is fixed for knowledge just as necessarily as the sequence of the advance; it is
situated where knowledge no longer needs to go beyond itself, where knowledge finds
itself, and the concept corresponds to the object and the object to the concept. So the
advance towards this goal is also relentless, and no satisfaction is to be found at any
earlier station’ (480). Generally speaking, each shape of consciousness finds itself to
be unsatisfactory and gives way to a more complex and satisfactory shape, which is
the ‘truth’ of its immediate predecessor, not, that is, the truth unqualified, since this
new shape too will find itself unsatisfactory in turn, but what the predecessor really
amounts to and what provides a resolution, albeit temporary, of its difficulties. No
such defective shape of consciousness can reveal the absolute, not only because of its
defects, the mismatch between object and concept, but also because it is necessary,
even possible, to go beyond it: no lower shape of consciousness can express the full
potential of the absolute’s generative power. So the final shape of consciousness must

"> In a sense, Hegel himself accepts that the absolute is not accessible to human consciousness, since he
believes that insofar as there is an absolute at all, it is the pure thoughts of his logic, which form the
scaffolding both of nature and of the mind. When one thinks about, and in terms of, these thoughts, one is
not ‘conscious’ in Hegel’s sense, since the thoughts are not an object distinct from oneself.

'* Stekeler (2014) argues, reasonably enough, that humanity’s quest for truth is never-ending, but his
attribution of this view to Hegel is more controversial.
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be unsurpassable, such that it neither needs to be, nor can be, supplanted by another
shape that amounts to the ‘truth’ of it. Hegel’s presentation of this final shape is two-
pronged. It is so, because something like a distinction between the phenomenal world
and the absolute occurs not only in the minds of us phenomenological philosophers
surveying the successive shapes of consciousness, but also within the shapes of
consciousness themselves. This is the distinction between worldly life, the history
of which is surveyed in chapter VI (‘Spirit’), and religion, the history of which is
recorded in chapter VII (‘Religion’). Religion, as Hegel conceives it, is our shared self-
consciousness, in contrast to the consciousness of our worldly life. Hence the worldly
shapes of consciousness that appear historically in chapter VI are accompanied by a
religion, postulating a division between the social world and a relatively determinate
absolute. This is true of the Greek world (§9446ff., 699ff.) and especially of the period
from the medieval world down to the French revolution (49487, 528ft.). The history
of religions in VII correlates only very roughly with the history of worldly conscious-
ness in VI, but their final stages neatly coincide. Chapter VI ends with the ‘beautiful
soul’ (see 99658ff. and 795), the conscientious individual who forms the basis of the
new State that is beginning to emerge in the wake of the French revolution,'® a State
that gives due weight both to ‘ethical life’, or communal social morality, and to the
individual moral conscience—in contrast to the ancient city-state, which merged
the individual with ethical life, and to the revolutionary order of absolute freedom,
which recognized only the individual citizen, guided, if by anything at all, only by
individualistic morality and not by any objective ethical order. The beautiful soul is
self-contained and autonomous. In his conscience and in his environing ethical
society, he has all he needs for the moral management of his life. He does not need
to look to heaven for guidance. Conversely, the concluding stage of religion, Lutheran
Christianity, descends to meet the beautiful soul. Christianity is ‘manifest’ or
‘revealed’ religion, that is, the religion that is entirely open and above board, in
which the absolute discloses itself to mankind. This is an essential characteristic of
God Himself—God cannot be God unless He is known to humans, since humans are
an essential aspect of God. This religion also provides a gratifying model of the way in
which the shapes of our consciousness are involved in the absolute itself: they are, as
it were, rungs of a ladder thrown down to us by God Himself, because of His need to
be known by us. But this religion brings God down to earth in the form of a man, and
subsequently situates Him, as the holy spirit, in the Christian community rather than
in a remote heaven. ‘God is dead’, Hegel proclaims (494752, 785), anticipating
Nietzsche, but himself anticipated by Lutheran hymnists and no more intending
his dictum as an unequivocal declaration of atheism than they did. Conversely, man,
in the form of the beautiful soul, has risen to meet God halfway. In contrast to
Descartes, and to many another philosopher, Hegel does not regard the Self as fixed
and determinate, and in particular not as a free-floating ego. It undergoes a trans-
forming education in parallel with the changes in its objects and in its attitudes
towards them. The Phenomenology is, among other things, a quest for an adequate

!> In €9658ff. The beautiful soul is presented as a dead-end, who has dwindled away because of his inertia.
His reappearance in 49795-7 as a crucial link between earth and heaven is surprising and hard to explain. My
own explanation is therefore conjectural and controversial.
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conception of the Self. The conscious Self is itself an offshoot of the absolute, and
every shape of consciousness involves a conception not only of its object, but also of
the Self and of its relationship to its object. It does not follow, however, that every
shape involves an adequate conception of its own Self. In general, an adequate
conception of the Self of shape n is provided only by its successor, n+1, so that
‘knowledge .. . needs to go beyond itself” in order to ‘find itself’. A shape adequate to
the absolute must provide the Self with an adequate account of itself, and not leave it
to the immediately successive shape to provide such an account.'® Only after this
long education are we in a fit state to fuse with the similarly transformed deity. Thus
God becomes man and, conversely, man becomes God. The absolute, Hegel believes,
has at last come down to earth.

Who Am I?

This solution may well leave us dissatisfied. For one thing, it gives a disconcertingly
parochial account of the humanization of the absolute. Why should we regard the
religion, and the idealized citizen, of early 19th-century Germany as the appropriate
juncture for the revelation of the absolute? Why should we even accept this religion’s
account of the absolute? Secondly, the account misses out Hegel himself. Even if we
accept his assurance that he is simply an onlooker and that the shapes of conscious-
ness are supplied by ‘spirit’ and not by himself, his own role and his insight into the
succession of shapes needs to be explained in terms of the absolute from which it, like
everything else, stems, not shuffled off onto the unphilosophical beautiful soul. Hegel
found a division within himself: ‘T raise myself in thought to the Absolute...thus
being infinite consciousness; yet at the same time I am finite consciousness. ... Both
aspects seek each other and flee each other...I am the struggle between them’."”
Here we encounter the distinction that Hegel often marks as that between the
‘singular’ Self and the ‘universal” Self. God is not to be identified with the singular
Self, with what Kant memorably described as the ‘crooked timber of humanity’, but
rather with the universal Self. However, we now have two candidates for the role of
the universal Self: the dutiful conscientious citizen and the philosopher. Both have a
claim to universality. Insofar as someone is a citizen, he (or she, as we might add,
even if Hegel would not) is not a singular person, with all the idiosyncrasies that that
implies, but a rational, dutiful and morally sensitive performer in a rational social
order consisting of similarly exemplary people. Hegel qua philosopher is not the
singular dance-loving, pie-eating, lottery-playing, wine-drinking Georg Wilhelm
Friedrich Hegel described in his biographies, but a pure thinker, whose thoughts
might in principle be shared by any similarly gifted individual—and are, at some
level, shared even by ungifted individuals. However, the two universal candidates are
not one and the same. Hegel was no doubt a conscientious and dutiful citizen, as well
as a philosopher. But not every dutiful citizen is a philosopher. This suggests that
Hegel might have followed a different route in introducing his system to beginners.

16 This requirement is attested by ‘observing reason’, whose aim it is to find itself, or the mind, in things,
since no account of the world can be complete if it leaves ourselves out (§4257-62).
7" Quoted by Fackenheim (1967), p.31 from Hegel (1895) I, p.65.
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In the Phenomenology he proceeds by examining shapes of consciousness which,
although they are often suffused with philosophical ideas, are not, for the most part,
established philosophical doctrines. In his Encyclopaedia, by contrast, he presents a
briefer alternative introduction, by way of an exposition and critique of various
recent philosophies, especially pre-Kantian metaphysics (Leibniz, etc.), Hume’s
empiricism and Kant’s transcendental idealism, and Descartes and Jacobi (see Enc. 1,
€925-78). He sketches an even briefer history of philosophy in €803 of the
Phenomenology, and also remarks, in 4805, on the fact that shapes of consciousness
embody, or deploy, the general categories that later appear explicitly in the Logic."®
Sensory certainty, for example, is structured, initially at least, by the category of
Being; and its successors, perception and understanding, depend respectively on the
category of the thing and its properties and on such categories as force and law,
categories that are applicable both to ourselves and to the things around us. In the
shapes of consciousness of the Phenomenology categories are intertwined with empir-
ical material and not considered in their purity. Perception, for example, does not
explicitly consider the category of thing and properties; it deploys it in order to say
that salt is white, cubical, and tart and to extricate itself from the difficulties this
involves. By contrast, when science emerges fully fledged at the end of the book, under
the heading ‘Absolute Knowledge’, categories are extracted from their empirical
embodiment and considered in their purity. This is what Hegel primarily means by
saying, in €77, that the soul purifies itself to spirit. It has broken free of empirical
material and deals with pure categories. Liberation from the empirical progresses over
the course of the Phenomenology.

However, Hegel’s great philosophical predecessors have only subdued presence in
the book as a whole. Why, we might ask, do they, and Hegel himself, not play a
greater part in it? If God has become man, the philosopher has as good a claim to be
His repository as does the dutiful citizen. Hegel has something to say about this at the
very beginning of the Phenomenology, in 42 of the Preface. Philosophies are related to
each other in a manner similar to that in which shapes of consciousness are. They form
a succession analogous to the gradual growth of a tree: . .. Plato, Aristotle, ... Descartes,
Locke-Leibniz-Spinoza, Kant,...Hegel. Each of these philosophies (except perhaps
the last!) is false, and this explains why it is followed by another philosophy. But none
of them, or at least none of those that enter the philosophical mainstream,'” is entirely
false, and that explains why each philosophy retains something of its predecessors. In
fact, Hegel tends to regard a philosophy (like a shape of consciousness) as the ‘truth of”

'8 The plural ‘categories’ is Aristotle’s and Kant’s word rather than Hegel’s. Hegel prefers such terms as
‘thought-determinations’ (Denkbestimmungen). In the Phenomenology he uses ‘Kategorie’ in the singular
and identifies it with the I or Self, regarding its differentiation into distinct categories as problematic: see
§235.

' One problem with this conception of philosophy is the difficulty of deciding what counts as a
philosophy and what does not. Hegel gives short shrift to some of his philosophical contemporaries,
such as W.T. Krug and G.E. Schulze, and Romantics such as Friedrich Schlegel, who might be regarded by
others as very reputable philosophers. The question what is to count as philosophy, and as significant or great
philosophy, is itself a philosophical question. Hence different philosophers may well present different
histories of their subject. Some figures—Plato, Aristotle, and Kant, for example—would surely appear in
any serious history, but the status of others—Nietzsche, Kierkegaard, Jesus, St. Paul—is more precarious.
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its supplanted predecessor, though, again, this does not mean that it is ‘the true’, since it
will in turn be supplanted by its successor. Not every philosopher has regarded himself
as absorbing the thought of his predecessors. Descartes, for example, believed that he
was starting from a clean slate, whereas Aristotle explicitly tried to extract and absorb
the views of his predecessors insofar as they were correct.”® Hegel more explicitly and
deliberately than any of his predecessors attempts to take his predecessors on board, to
integrate their findings in what he regards as philosophy, or ‘science’, as such, not
simply Hegel’s philosophy: ‘In the different philosophies that make their appearance,
the history of philosophy presents, firstly, only one philosophy at different stages of its
development and, secondly, it shows that the particular principles, on one of which
each system was grounded, are only branches of one and the same whole. The last
philosophy in time is the result of all preceding philosophies and must therefore
contain the principles of all of them; and so, if it is in fact philosophy, it is the fullest,
richest, and most concrete philosophy’ (Enc. I, 413). Taken in isolation each of these
preceding philosophies is false, if for no other reason, because they are ‘one-sided’,
exclusively empiricist, for example, and neglecting the role of reason. This type of
falsity is remedied when the philosophy is integrated into a more comprehensive
philosophy, one that gives reason, as well as experience, its due. But, in other respects
too, a philosophy may need modification before it can be integrated in a later
philosophy; Plato’s theory of recollection was for example adopted by Leibniz for his
theory of innate ideas, but shorn of the doctrine of the soul’s pre-existence with which
Plato associated it. Past philosophies undergo similar modifications when they are
integrated into Hegel’s philosophy. So although, say, Platonism is false on its own it is
no longer false once it is integrated or ‘sublated’ (see 30) in Hegelianism.

Why, then, did Hegel not proceed in this way towards fully fledged science, as
he did in later works? There are several answers to this question. First, such a
procedure may well tell us why, if we are already operating at the level of philosophy,
we should advance to Hegelianism and not remain at some earlier stage of philoso-
phy. What it does not tell us, however, is why we should ascend to philosophy in the
first place. Yet this is precisely what Hegel wants to explain to his audience. He wants
to guide us from the ‘natural consciousness’ characteristic of philosophers and non-
philosophers alike, by way of his own ‘presentation’ of ‘knowledge as it appears’, the
sort of knowledge that natural consciousness has, to science. ‘Natural consciousness’
and ‘knowledge as it appears’ are distinct from science. They are subject to empirical
constraints and are confined, at any given stage of their development, to a particular
way of looking at things, to the exclusion of other ways of looking at things. Science,
by contrast, is free of empirical constraints and of such one-sidedness; it incorpor-
ates and surveys all possible ways of looking at things. In this respect, Hegel’s own
presentation is akin to, if not already, science. However, it displays the connection of
science with non-philosophical communal life and its history, and its emergence
from it. In particular, Hegel wants to establish the link between science and religion,
and to show how the latter gives rise to the former. Secondly, if Hegel were simply

20 There is a similar contrast between Jeremy Bentham, who purported to start afresh, and John Stuart
Mill, who wanted to take the best from his predecessors.
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to proceed from each philosophy to the next, there would be no special reason to
suppose that the process ends with Hegel rather than continuing indefinitely to
ever more advanced philosophies. But Hegel is not content with such a modest
position. He regards his own philosophy not as simply one stage in the develop-
ment of philosophy, but as the culmination of philosophy as such. One reason that
might be offered for this startling claim is that Hegel, alone among the great
philosophers, views philosophy as a single developing organism, each stage of
which incorporates and advances on its predecessors. But though that might be a
significant innovation, it would surely not be enough to establish that Hegelianism
is the full-grown tree or, indeed, that there is any limit to the growth of the
organism. By contrast, the Phenomenology offers what would be more compelling
reasons, if only we could believe them, for accepting the special status of Hegel-
ianism. It alone, among all possible ways of viewing things, leaves no loose ends
that need to be tied up by a successor. It alone, with the cooperation of Luther-
anism, brings gods, God, and the various versions of the absolute postulated by its
predecessors, down to earth in the form of the logical structure of reality. It alone
shows, at long last, that the world is cognitively and morally manageable. But why
now? How come that this stupendous climax in the course of the world occurs
now, in 18067 That is a third advantage that Hegel sees in the procedure he adopts
in the Phenomenology. It gives an answer to this question that could not easily be
derived simply from Hegel’s position in the sequence of great philosophers. His
system emerges in a cultural environment involving a confluence of extra-
philosophical circumstances, as well as philosophical, especially Lutheranism and
the moral conscience of the romantics, that are especially favourable to the birth of
this new science: see e.g. €11.

‘Glory to Man in the highest! for Man
is the master of things™'

Hegel is respectful of religion and regards it as an indispensable stepping stone on the
road to truth. He is, however, equally respectful of the enlightenment’s criticisms of
religion (994541ff.). His own criticisms of religion are twofold. First, it populates
heaven with pictorial representations derived from the sensory world and, in the case
of Christianity, bases its faith on ill-attested events remote in time and space.”
Secondly, it splits the universe in two, postulating a sharp rift between the divine
world and the human world.?> As a consequence it also divides the human Self, at
least the religious Self, who has one foot planted in heaven and the other on earth.
Providentially, however, religion itself, in the form of Lutheranism, supplies a
solution, and the loose ends are tied up by philosophy. God has become man or,

2! From the Hymn of Man, by Algernon Charles Swinburne.

2 In ¢554 Hegel suggests that Christianity resorts to historical texts to buttress its faith only because its
enlightenment critics seduce it into doing so, and in €568 that appeal to such empirical contingencies is
only one aspect of Christian faith and is overemphasized by the enlightenment.

> Hegel’s criticisms apply more incisively to ‘faith’—the 18th-century target of the enlightenment’s
attack—than to ‘religion’. For the distinction between faith and religion, see 9487 and 673.
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conversely, man has become God. The man in question is, however, the universal
man, whether this be the dutiful citizen or the all-seeing philosopher. Moreover, the
man in question has not simply cast aside his past history. The shapes of conscious-
ness that Hegel surveys are familiar to this man and they constitute his ‘substance’:
see 430. He has a Greek, a Roman, a medieval Catholic, an enlightened philosophe, a
French revolutionary, and a conscientious moralist packed within him. That is why
he can understand these shapes of consciousness when they are presented to him.
Hence Hegel’s humanism, if such it be, does not stand in stark contrast to theism, but
is conceived as a development of it and preserves, as well as abolishes, its religious
origins.** Such a humanism is not, however, immovably rooted in its parochial birth-
place. Lutheranism and the beautiful soul explain, in Hegel’s view, how it came to
birth, but it might well appeal to many who are not 19th-century German Lutherans.

Hegel’s humanism (or, as we might better call it, his ‘theanthropism’) need not
remain parochial. It is, however, thoroughly anthropocentric. An important strand in
Hegel’s argument is this. In Kant’s usage, as we have seen, ‘things in themselves’,
Dinge an sich, are things as they are intrinsically, independently of us, independently,
in fact, of anything else. Since we cannot know things as they are in themselves, but
only as they appear to us, mediated and distorted by our cognitive equipment, our
knowledge is less than fully satisfactory. Indeed, in €75, Hegel doubts whether such
so-called knowledge is really knowledge at all. He, by contrast, confers another
meaning on an sich. Something that is an sich is merely potential, not fully actual,
not ‘for itself’, let alone ‘in and for itself’.*” If ‘things in themselves’ are taken in this
sense, then it is the things that are defective, merely potential, rather than our
knowledge. When we come to know them, we do not distort them, we actualize
them and make them into what they really are. This is why God is not properly God
unless He is known by man. To reach this conclusion, however, Hegel must already
confer a special status on man and also on knowledge. We might well agree that to be
properly actual a thing must enter into relations with other things. It is hard to conceive
of anything existing even in a potential form, if it is wholly unrelated to everything else.
Even an acorn, a merely potential oak-tree, is related to other entities. To realize its
potential and become an actual tree, it needs to enter into closer relations, with soil,
water, sunlight, and so on. But it does not need to be known by man. Why should it be
otherwise with God? No doubt, God was in a barely comprehensible state of sheer
potentiality before He created the world,* but His relationship to a world, even a world
bereft of human knowers, should surely be enough to actualize Him. In religious terms,
Hegel’s answer is that God is spirit; that to be fully actualized, spirit must be self-
conscious, know itself; and that God can only become self-conscious in virtue of being
known by humans. It is not enough that they should love Him and worship Him; they
must know Him inside and out. In more secular terms, Hegel's world-view is thor-
oughly anthropocentric: humankind is not simply one among many other species,

24 That is, it ‘sublates’ them.

%> Hegel is here influenced by Aristotle’s distinction between what is dunamei, ‘potential’, and what is
energeiai, ‘actual’.

%% Hegel is at odds with the Christian tradition, which regards God as wholly actual even before the
creation: see §769.
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perched precariously above the physical, organic, and animal levels of nature. Not only
are we the highest creatures the universe contains,”” it is we who confer meaning and
value on the universe and, above all, bring to it self-knowledge, knowledge of the
universe as a whole. It is only for us that the question of the knowability of the absolute
arises as a problem at all. There is, as far as we know, nothing else that asks the question
‘What is the absolute?, nothing else from which the absolute is hidden, since there is
nothing else to which it could possibly be revealed. It does not follow from this that our
answer to the question should be as anthropocentric as the question itself. Hegel’s
justification for this step is perhaps twofold. First, whatever else the absolute may be, it
must at least be sufficient to generate the human spirit and the succession of shapes of
consciousness in which it gradually unfolds; in Hegel’s eyes this implies that the
absolute is itself spirit. Secondly, the culmination of the onward march of the human
spirit is the final completion of a logical system that is not only the underpinning of
human thought, but, in Hegel’s view, the logical structure of the universe itself. In
theological terms, God’s plan for the creation of the world is mirrored in the depths of
the human mind and becomes fully explicit in that mind. Thanks to ourselves God
becomes aware of what he had in mind all along.*® Hegel’s humanism differs from the
humanism of the enlightenment in several respects. It does not stand in sharp contrast
to theism: the new man-god is laden with his religious past. It is not open to the charge
that it postulates a uniform and unchanging human nature: man has not always been
God, he has laboriously developed in order to become God. It is not so thoroughly
egalitarian as the enlightenment version: not everyone is a philosopher or even a
politically active citizen. Here Hegel’s collectivism comes into play. Peasants, as well
as philosophers, play a part in the social order, and they are elevated to divinity along
with the rest. Quite likely religious worship will continue in order to give them a
glimpse of the absolute.”” Hegel’s humanism is a curious beast.

%’ The characterization of humanity as the highest creature is itself anthropocentric, but no other creature
has any say in the matter. A justification of it might be that humans involve the other levels of nature—
physical, organic, and animal—but also something extra, namely rationality and all that goes with it.

%8 Apart from Hegel’s reluctance to admit that anything is incomprehensible, there is more than a
remote analogy between his attitude to theism and that expressed in Hume (2008), p.120: ‘T ask the Theist,
if he does not allow, that there is a great and immeasurable, because incomprehensible, difference between
the human and the divine mind: The more pious he is, the more readily will he assent to the affirmative,
and the more will he be disposed to magnify the difference: He will even assert, that the difference is of a
nature which cannot be too much magnified. I next turn to the Atheist, who, I assert, is only nominally so,
and can never possibly be in earnest; and I ask him, whether, from the coherence and apparent sympathy in
all the parts of this world, there be not a certain degree of analogy among all the operations of Nature, in
every situation and in every age; whether the rotting of a turnip, the generation of an animal, and the
structure of human thought be not energies that probably bear some remote analogy to each other: It is
impossible he can deny it: He will readily acknowledge it. Having obtained this concession, I push him still
farther in his retreat; and I ask him, if it be not probable, that the principle which first arranged, and still
maintains order in this universe, bears not also some remote inconceivable analogy to the other operations
of Nature, and among the rest to the oeconomy of human mind and thought. However reluctant, he must
give his assent. Where then, cry I to both these antagonists, is the subject of your dispute? The Theist
allows, that the original intelligence is very different from human reason: The Atheist allows, that the
original principle of order bears some remote analogy to it. Will you quarrel, Gentlemen, about the degrees,
and enter into a controversy, which admits not of any precise meaning, nor consequently of any
determination?’

? Hegel proclaims the end of art, but never the end of religion. See Hegel (1993).






Note on the Translation and Commentary

My translation policy differs from Arnold Miller’s in at least three respects. In the
first place, Hegel’s own punctuation and italicization often get lost in Miller. I have
attempted to restore them in the belief that, while they often strike us as eccentric, it
should be left for the reader to decide what effect they have on Hegel’s meaning and
not imposed on the reader by the translator. I have, however, moderated this policy
when intelligibility seemed to require it. Secondly, Miller usually capitalized words
that he took to have a significant technical meaning for Hegel. Thus he has ‘Notion’
for Begriff (which I transform into ‘concept’), ‘Understanding’ for Verstand, and so
on. This has no justification in Hegel’s text and, in my view, draws an unwarranted
sharp distinction between what is a technical use and what is not. Again, it should
be left to the reader (or to a note) to decide this question and not imposed by the
translator. I myself capitalize words only where grammar requires it, and also for the
purpose of disambiguation: to distinguish between grammatically different uses of a
word (especially between its use as a plain adjective or adverb and its use as a noun)
and between different German words that have to be translated by the same English
word, between, for example, ‘self” for sich and “Self” for das Selbst or again between
(das) Sein (‘Being’) and seiend (‘being, that is, in being’) or das Seiende (sometimes
‘beings’). I have been encouraged in this by the time-honoured practice in English
prose, even non-philosophical prose, of differentiating a ‘state’ in the sense of
‘condition” from a ‘State’ in the political sense, and a ‘church’ as a building from a
‘Church’ as an institution. Finally, despite his exaggerated respect for some of Hegel’s
technical terms, Miller nevertheless dissolves others into various paraphrases, espe-
cially in the case of an sich, fiir sich, an und fiir sich, das Ansich, etc. I have restored
such terms in the form of ‘in itself’, etc., leaving it to the reader (or a note) to decide
what Hegel means in the context. I have been especially concerned to preserve
Hegel’s distinction between what are for him near-synonyms, but not exact syn-
onyms. An example of this is the distinction between individuell, etc. and einzeln,
etc., a distinction that gets lost in Miller, but is preserved in the French translations
and in the 1991 translation of Enc. 1.

I highlight and explain some of these terminological niceties in their context in
the Commentary with which I have replaced John Findlay’s ‘Analysis of the Text’.
Like Findlay, I attempt to explain what Hegel is saying in every paragraph of
the Phenomenology. However, I pay more attention than Findlay did to explaining
Hegel’s way of expressing what he means. In addition, I supply details of the other
works to which Hegel refers, and of the other philosophers with whom he engages.
I also give references to parallel passages in Hegel’s other works, and cross-references
between different passages within the Phenomenology, which shed light on each other
and on the structure of the work as a whole. Finally, I am more ready than Findlay
was to assess Hegel’s argument from a philosophical point of view. The overall aim of
the Commentary is to enable readers to navigate their way through Hegel’s text with
philosophical understanding.
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Preface

¢1. It is customary to begin a work by explaining in a preface the aim that the author
set himself in the work, his reasons for writing it, and the relationship in which he
believes it to stand to other earlier or contemporary treatments of the same subject.
In the case of a philosophical work, however, such an explanation seems not only
superfluous but, in view of the nature of the Thing,' even inappropriate and
misleading. For the sort of statement that might properly be made about philosophy
in a preface—say, a historical report of the main direction and standpoint, of the
general content and results, a string of desultory assertions and assurances about the
true—cannot be accepted as the way and manner in which to expound philosophical
truth. Also, philosophy moves essentially in the element® of universality that
embraces the particular within itself, and this creates the impression, more here
than in the case of other sciences, that the Thing itself, in all its essentials, is expressed
in the aim and the final results, whereas the elaboration is really the inessential. By
contrast, we need no convincing that, in the general idea® of what (for example)
anatomy is—say, the knowledge of the parts of the body considered in their lifeless
state—we are not yet in possession of the Thing itself, the content of this science, that
we must in addition get to grips with the particular. Further, in the case of such an
aggregate of information, which has no right to bear the name of science, a conver-
sational account of aims and other such generalities is no different from the historical
and unconceptual way in which the content itself (these nerves, muscles, etc.) is
discussed. In the case of philosophy, by contrast, this would give rise to the incon-
gruity that this manner of which philosophy makes use is shown by philosophy itself
to be incapable of grasping the truth.*

€2. So too, determining the relationship that a philosophical work supposes it has
with other undertakings on the same subject introduces an extraneous concern, and
obscures what really matters in the cognition of the truth. As the opposition between
the true and the false becomes firmly fixed for opinion," opinion tends to expect
either assent or contradiction in response to a current philosophical system, and to
see in any comment on such a system only the one or the other. Opinion does not
comprehend the diversity of philosophical systems as the progressive unfolding of
the truth; rather it sees in the diversity only contradiction. The bud disappears when
the blossom bursts forth, and one could say that the bud is refuted by the blossom;
similarly, when the fruit appears, the blossom is declared to be a false Being-there” of
the plant, and the fruit replaces the blossom as the truth of the plant. These forms are
not only different, they also supplant one another as mutually incompatible. Yet at
the same time their fluid nature makes them moments of the organic unity, in which
they not only do not conflict, but each is as necessary as the other; and this shared
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necessity alone constitutes the life of the whole. But the contradiction levelled against
a philosophical system does not usually comprehend itself in this way; nor does the
apprehending consciousness generally know how to liberate the contradiction from
its one-sidedness or keep it free, and to recognize the reciprocally necessary moments
in the shape of seeming conflict and contrariety.”

€3. The demand for such explanations and the satisfaction of it are easily mistaken
for a concern with what is essential. Where could a fuller expression of the inner core
of a philosophical work be given than in its aims and results, and how could these be
more distinctly recognized than by their difference from whatever else the age
produces in the same sphere? But when this procedure is taken for more than the
beginning of cognition, when it is accepted as actual cognition, then we must in fact
count it as one of the devices for bypassing the Thing itself, and combining the
semblance of seriousness and of application to the Thing with an actual avoidance of
both. For the Thing is not exhausted by its aim, but by its elaboration, nor is the result
the actual whole, but only the result together with its becoming. The aim by itself is a
lifeless universal, while the tendency is a mere drift that as yet lacks its actuality; and
the naked result is a corpse which has left the tendency behind. Similarly, the
difference is really the limit of the Thing; it lies where the Thing ceases, or it is
what the Thing is not. These exertions over the aim or the results, as well as over the
differences and assessments of the one and the other, are therefore an easier task than
they perhaps seem to be. For instead of dealing with the Thing, this sort of procedure
is always away beyond it; instead of lingering in the Thing and forgetting itself in it,
this sort of knowledge is always hankering for something else; it remains preoccupied
with itself rather than absorbed in the Thing and surrendering to it. The easiest
course is to pass judgement on a work of substance and solidity; to grasp it is harder;
hardest of all is to combine the two by producing an account of it.!

94. Culture and the emergence from the immediacy of substantial life will always
have to begin in the following way. We get acquainted with universal principles and
points of view; we work our way up at first only to the thought of the Thing in general;
equally we learn to support or refute the Thing with reasons; we learn to apprehend
the rich and concrete abundance with determinate precision, and to give an accurate
account and a serious judgement of it. But this beginning of culture will first of all
make room for the seriousness of life in its fullness, which leads into the experience of
the Thing itself. And even if, in addition to all this, the seriousness of the concept
descends into the depths of the Thing, this sort of information and assessment will
retain its appropriate place in conversation.'

¢5. The true shape in which truth exists can only be the scientific system of truth.
To help bring philosophy closer to the form of science—to the goal of its being able to
give up the name of love of knowledge and become actual knowledge' —that is what
I have set out to do. The inner necessity that knowledge should be science lies in its
nature, and the only satisfactory explanation of this is the presentation of philosophy
itself. But the external necessity, insofar as it is conceived in a general way, leaving
aside contingencies of the person and individual motives, is the same as the inner
necessity, in the shape, that is, in which time represents the Being-there of its
moments. To show that the time is ripe for the elevation of philosophy to a
science—this would therefore be the only true justification of the attempts that
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have this aim, because this would demonstrate the necessity of the aim, because it
would indeed at the same time fulfil this very aim.”

€6. When the true shape of truth is posited in this scientific character—or, what is
the same thing, when the truth is asserted to have the element of its existence only in
the concept—I am well aware that this seems to stand in contradiction with an idea,
and with the consequences of that idea, whose presumption is as great as its
prevalence in the convictions of our age. An explanation of this contradiction
therefore seems hardly superfluous, even though here it can be no more than an
affirmation, just like the view that it opposes. This is the view that the true exists only
in what, or rather as what, is variously called intuition, immediate knowledge of the
absolute, religion, Being—not in the centre of divine love, but the Being of this centre
itself. If this is so, it follows that what is then required for the presentation of
philosophy is not the form of the concept, but rather its contrary. The absolute is
supposed not to be comprehended, but felt and intuited; it is not the concept of the
absolute that is to have its say and find expression, but the feeling and intuition of it.!

€7. If we look at the appearance of such a demand in its wider context, and
consider the stage at which self-conscious spirit stands at present, it is clear that spirit
has now advanced beyond the substantial life it formerly led in the element of
thought,—beyond this immediacy of its faith, beyond the satisfaction and security
of the certainty that consciousness possessed of its reconciliation with the essence
and of the universal presence of the essence both within and without. It has not only
passed beyond all this into the other extreme of the insubstantial reflection of itself
into itself, but beyond that too. Spirit has not only lost its essential life; it is also
conscious of this loss, and of the finitude that is its own content. Turning away from
the husks, and confessing and cursing its sorry state, it now requires from philoso-
phy, not so much knowledge of what it is, as philosophy’s help in establishing once
more its substantiality and solidity of Being. Philosophy is supposed to meet this
need, not by opening up the locked fastness of substance and raising this to self-
consciousness, not by restoring its chaotic consciousness to the order of thought and
the simplicity of the concept, but rather by blurring the distinctions of thought, by
suppressing the differentiating concept and by establishing the feeling of the essence,
providing edification rather than insight. The beautiful, the holy, the eternal, religion,
and love are the bait required to arouse the desire to bite; not the concept, but ecstasy,
not the cold advance of necessity in the Thing, but the ferment of enthusiasm, these
are supposed to be what sustains and promotes the expansion of the wealth of
substance."

€8. Corresponding to this demand is the strenuous, almost zealous and apparently
furious effort to tear men away from their absorption in the sensory, the common-
place, the singular,' and to direct their gaze to the stars; as if they had forgotten all
about the divine, and were ready like worms to satisfy themselves with dirt and water.
Formerly they had a heaven furnished with a vast wealth of thoughts and images. The
meaning of all that is lay in the thread of light by which it was linked to heaven;
instead of abiding in this present, our gaze glided along this thread beyond the
present, up to the divine essence, to a present beyond, so to speak. The eye of the
spirit had to be forcibly directed to earthly things and held there; and it has taken a
long time and laborious effort to introduce the clarity that only other-worldly things
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used to have into the fog and confusion enveloping the sense for this world, and to
make attention to the present as such, to make what was called experience, interesting
and valid.—Now we seem to need the opposite: sense seems so firmly rooted in the
world that it requires just as much force to raise it up. The spirit is clearly so
impoverished that, like a wanderer in the desert longing for a simple drink of
water, it seems to crave for its refreshment only the meagre feeling of the divine in
general. The extent of spirit’s loss is to be measured by what satisfies it.”

99. This modest contentment in receiving, or parsimony in giving, is not, however,
right for science. Whoever seeks mere edification, whoever wants to shroud in fog the
worldly variety of his Being-there and of thought, in order to get the indeterminate
enjoyment of this indeterminate divinity, can look for this where he likes. He will
easily find the wherewithal to vent his ardour, and pride himself on it. But philosophy
must beware of the wish to be edifying.

€10. Still less must this complacency which renounces science make the claim that
such hazy enthusiasm is superior to science. This prophetic talk supposes that it
remains right in the centre and in the depths, looks disdainfully at determinacy (the
Horos), and deliberately keeps away from the concept and necessity, away from the
reflection that resides only in finitude. But just as there is an empty breadth, so too
there is an empty depth; and just as there is an extension of substance that pours out
into finite multiplicity without the power to hold it together, so is this an intensity
without content, sheer force without any spread, and this is the same as superficiality.
The force of spirit is only as great as its expression, its depth only as deep as it dares to
spread out and lose itself in its display. Moreover, when this non-conceptual,
substantial knowledge professes to have submerged the ownness of the Self in the
essence, and to philosophize in a true and holy manner, it deludes itself: instead of
surrendering to God, by spurning measure and determination it merely gives free
rein by turns to the contingency of the content within itself and to its own wilfulness.
When they give themselves up to the untamed ferment of the substance, they suppose
that, by enshrouding self-consciousness and surrendering the understanding they
become the beloved of God to whom he gives wisdom in sleep; and so what they in
fact conceive and give birth to in their sleep are of course dreams."

¢11. Incidentally, it is not difficult to see that our time is a time of birth and of
transition to a new period. Spirit has broken with the previous world of its life and
ideas, and is on the point of submerging it in the past; it is at work on its own
transformation. Indeed, spirit is never at rest but always engaged in moving forward.
But just as the first breath drawn by a child after its long, quiet nourishment breaks
the gradualness of merely quantitative growth,—a qualitative leap,—and now the
child is born, so the spirit that cultivates itself matures slowly and quietly into its new
shape, dissolving bit by bit the structure of its previous world, whose instability is
indicated only by isolated symptoms; the frivolity and boredom that infest the
established order, the vague foreboding of something unknown, are heralds of
approaching change. This gradual crumbling that did not alter the physiognomy of
the whole is interrupted by the sunrise which, like lightning, all of a sudden reveals
the contour of the new world."

912. But this new world does not have a complete actuality any more than the
new-born child; and it is essential to bear this in mind. The first emergence is only its
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immediacy or its concept. Just as a building is not finished when its foundation has
been laid, so the achieved concept of the whole is not the whole itself. When we wish
to see an oak in the power of its trunk and in the spread of its branches and the mass
of its foliage, we are not satisfied if we are shown an acorn instead. So too, science, the
crown of a world of the spirit, is not complete in its beginnings. The beginning of
the new spirit is the product of a wide-ranging revolution in various forms of culture,
the reward of a complicated, tortuous journey and of an equally immense and
strenuous effort. This beginning is the whole that has returned into itself from
succession as well as extension, the resultant simple concept of the whole. But the
actuality of this simple whole consists in this: these configurations that have become
moments again develop anew and take on a configuration, but now in their new
element, in the sense that has emerged.1

€13. The initial appearance of the new world is, on the one hand, only the whole
shrouded in its simplicity, or the general foundation of the whole. Yet the wealth of
the former Being-there is still present to consciousness in recollection. In the newly
appearing shape consciousness misses the range and particularization of content; but
even more it misses the articulation of form whereby distinctions are securely
determined and ordered in their firm relationships. Without this articulation, science
lacks universal intelligibility, and gives the impression of being the esoteric possession
of a few singletons;—an esoteric possession, since it is as yet present only in its
concept, or only its interior is present; of a few singletons, since its unexpanded
appearance makes its Being-there a singular thing. Only what is completely deter-
mined is at the same time exoteric, comprehensible, and capable of being learned and
becoming the property of everyone. The intelligible form of science is the way to
science, open to everyone and equally accessible to everyone, and to attain to rational
knowledge through the understanding is the just demand of the consciousness that
approaches science; for the understanding is thinking, is the pure I in general; and
what is intelligible is what is already familiar and common to science and the
unscientific consciousness alike, enabling the unscientific consciousness to enter
science immediately."

€14. When it first begins and has thus achieved neither completeness of detail nor
perfection of form, science is open to criticism for this. But it would be unjust, if such
criticism is supposed to affect the essence of science, and it is equally inadmissible to
refuse to recognize the demand for such articulation. This opposition seems to be the
most important knot with which scientific culture is at present grappling, and which
it still does not properly understand. One side insists on its wealth of material and its
intelligibility, the other side scorns this intelligibility at least, and insists on its
immediate rationality and divinity. Even if the former side is reduced to silence,
whether by the force of truth alone or by the browbeating of the other, and even if it
feels overwhelmed with regard to the fundamentals of the Thing, still it is by no
means satisfied regarding the demands it makes: the demands are just, but not
fulfilled. Its silence is only half due to the victory, but half to the boredom and
indifference that are apt to be the consequence of a constantly aroused expectation
and of promises not attended by fulfilment."

€15. As for the content, sometimes the others certainly make it easy for themselves
to have a wide range. They draw into their domain a mass of material, namely
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material that is already familiar and well ordered, and by focusing chiefly on oddities
and curiosities they seem all the more to have in their possession everything else that
knowledge has already dealt with in its way, and also to be in control of what is still in
disarray. And so they seem to subject everything to the absolute Idea, which thus
seems to be cognized in everything and to have matured into an expanded science.
But a closer inspection shows that this expansion has not come about through one
and the same principle’s spontaneous adoption of different shapes, but it is rather the
shapeless repetition of one and the same principle, which is just externally applied to
the different material, and acquires a tedious semblance of diversity. The Idea, which
for itself is no doubt true, in fact always remains at its starting-point, if the develop-
ment consists in nothing more than such a repetition of the same formula. When the
knowing subject parades this single immobile form around in whatever is at hand,
when the material is dipped into this stagnant element from outside, this does not
fulfil what is needed any better than arbitrary notions about the content. It is not, that
is, the wealth of shapes surging up from itself and their self-determining differenti-
ation. Rather it is a monochromatic formalism that only arrives at the differentiation
of the material because the material is already prepared and familiar."

916. Yet this formalism presents this monotony and abstract universality as the
absolute; it assures us that dissatisfaction with it is an incapacity to master the
absolute standpoint and stick to it. Formerly, the empty possibility of representing
something in another way was sufficient to refute an idea, and this bare possibility,
the universal thought, also had the entire positive value of actual cognition. Here too
we see all value ascribed to the universal Idea in this form of non-actuality, and the
dissolution of the distinct and determinate—or rather their banishment into the
abyss of emptiness with no further development or intrinsic justification—presented
as the speculative approach. To consider some Being-there as it is in the absolute just
consists in saying of it: of course we have spoken of it just now as if it were something,
but in the absolute, the A=A, there is nothing of the sort; in the absolute everything
is one. To pit this single insight, that in the absolute everything is the same,
against discriminating and fulfilled cognition, or cognition seeking and demanding
fulfilment—or to pass off its absolute as the night in which, as the saying goes, all
cows are black—this is the naiveté of emptiness of cognition.—The formalism that
recent philosophy denounced and reviled revived in its very midst, and it will not
disappear from science, though its inadequacy is familiar and felt, until the cognizing
of absolute actuality has become entirely clear about its nature.—A general idea, if it
precedes the attempt to implement it, makes the implementation easier to follow. In
consideration of this, it is useful to give a rough indication of it here, with the
concomitant intention of taking the opportunity to eliminate some forms whose
habitual acceptance is an obstacle for philosophical cognition.'

¢17. In my view, which must be justified only by the presentation of the system
itself, everything depends on conceiving and expressing the true not as substance, but
just as much as subject. At the same time it should be noted that substantiality
includes within itself the universal, or the immediacy of knowledge itself, as well as the
immediacy that is Being or immediacy for knowledge.—If the conception of God as
the one substance shocked the age in which this definition was announced, the reason
for this was on the one hand the instinct that self-consciousness was only submerged



PREFACE 11

in it and not preserved. On the other hand, the contrary, which clings to thinking as
thinking, to universality as such, is the same simplicity or undifferentiated, immobile
substantiality. And if, thirdly, thinking unites the Being of substance with itself, and
conceives immediacy or intuition as thinking, then the question is still whether this
intellectual intuition does not fall back again into inert simplicity and does not
present actuality itself in a non-actual manner.'

¢ 18. The living substance is, moreover, Being which is in truth subject, or, what
comes to the same thing, Being which is in truth actual only insofar as it is the
movement of self-positing, or is the mediation of becoming-other-to-itself with itself.
As subject, substance is pure simple negativity, and for this very reason the bifurca-
tion of the simple; or the opposing duplication, which is again the negation of this
indifferent diversity and of its opposition: it is only this self-restoring equality, or
reflection into itself in otherness—not an original unity as such, or immediate unity
as such—that is the true. The true is the becoming of itself, the circle that presupposes
its end as its goal, and has its end as its beginning, and is only actual through
implementation and its end."

€19. Thus the life of God and divine cognition may certainly be expressed as
love’s play with itself; this Idea degenerates into edification, and even insipidity, if
the seriousness, the pain, the patience and labour of the negative are missing from
it. In itself this life is indeed serene equality and unity with itself, which has no
serious concern with otherness and alienation, or with the overcoming of this
alienation. But this in-itself is the abstract universality, in which the nature of this
life, to be for itself, and thus in general the self-movement of the form, are ignored.
If the form is said to be equal to the essence, then it is ipso facto a misunderstanding
to suppose that cognition can be satisfied with the in-itself or the essence, but can
do without the form—that the absolute principle or the absolute intuition makes
the completion of the former, or the development of the latter, superfluous. Just
because the form is as essential to the essence as the essence is to itself, the essence
is not to be conceived and expressed merely as essence, i.e. as immediate substance
or as pure self-intuition of the divine, but just as much as form, and in the whole
wealth of the developed form. Only in this way is it conceived and expressed
as actuality."

€20. The true is the whole. But the whole is only the essence completing itself
through its development. Of the absolute it must be said that it is essentially result,
that only in the end is it what it is in truth; and precisely in this consists its nature: to
be actual, subject, or becoming-its-own-self. Though it may seem contradictory that
the absolute is to be conceived essentially as result, a brief consideration clears up this
semblance of contradiction. The beginning, the principle, or the absolute, as it is
initially and immediately expressed, is only the universal. If I say ‘all animals’, these
words cannot amount to a zoology; it is equally obvious that such words as the divine,
the absolute, the eternal, etc., do not express what is contained in them;—and only
such words do, in fact, express the intuition as the immediate. Whatever is more than
such a word, even just the transition to a proposition, contains a becoming-other that
must be taken back, is a mediation. But it is mediation that inspires abhorrence, as if
absolute cognition were abandoned when one makes more of mediation than just
this: that it is nothing absolute and has no place in the absolute."
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€21. But this abhorrence in fact stems from unfamiliarity with the nature of
mediation and of absolute cognition itself. For mediation is nothing other than
self-moving equality-to-itself, or it is reflection into itself, the moment of the I that
is for itself, pure negativity or, reduced to its pure abstraction, simple becoming.
Because of its simplicity, the I or becoming in general, this mediating, is precisely
immediacy in the course of becoming, and the immediate itself. —It is therefore a
misunderstanding of reason when reflection is excluded from the true, and is not
conceived as a positive moment of the absolute. It is reflection that makes the true a
result, but also sublates this opposition to its becoming; for this becoming is equally
simple, and therefore does not differ from the form of the true, which consists in
showing itself as simple in the result; it is rather just this having-returned into
simplicity.—Though the embryo is indeed human in itself, it is not human for itself;
it is human for itself only as cultivated reason, which has made itself into what it is in
itself. Only this is its actuality. But this result is itself simple immediacy, for it is self-
conscious freedom, which is at rest within itself and has not put opposition aside to
leave it lying there, but is reconciled with it."

922. What has been said can also be expressed by saying that reason is purposive
activity. The promotion of what is supposedly nature over misunderstood thinking,
and above all the banishment of external purposiveness, has brought the form of
purpose in general into disrepute. Still, in the way in which Aristotle, too, determines
nature as purposive activity, purpose is the immediate, at rest, the unmoved which is
itself a mover; thus it is subject. Its power to move, taken abstractly, is being-for-itself
or pure negativity. The result is the same as the beginning only because the beginning
is purpose;—or the actual is the same as its concept only because the immediate, as
purpose, has the Self or pure actuality within itself. The accomplished purpose or the
actual realized is movement and unfolded becoming; but it is just this unrest that is
the Self; and the Self is equal to that immediacy and simplicity of the beginning
because it is the result, that which has returned into itself,—but that which has
returned into itself is just the Self, and the Self is the equality and simplicity that
relates itself to itself."

923. The need to represent the absolute as subject made use of the propositions:
God is the eternal, or the moral world-order, or love, and so on. In such propositions
the true is only posited directly as subject, not presented as the movement of
reflecting itself into itself. In a proposition of this kind one begins with the word
God. This by itself is a senseless sound, a mere name; only the predicate says what
God is, is his fulfilment and meaning; the empty beginning becomes actual know-
ledge only in this end. In view of this it is hard to see why they do not speak merely of
the eternal, of the moral world-order, etc., or, as the ancients did, of pure concepts,
Being, the one, etc., of that which is the meaning, without adding the senseless sound
as well." But it is just this word that indicates that what is posited is not a Being or
essence or universal in general, but something reflected into itself, a subject. Yet at the
same time this is only anticipated. The subject is assumed as a fixed point to which, as
their support, the predicates are attached by means of a movement that belongs to
the one with knowledge of this subject, and which is not considered to belong to the
point itself; yet it is only through this movement that the content would be presented
as subject. Given the way in which this movement is constituted, it cannot belong to
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the subject; yet, in accordance with the presupposition of this point, the movement
too cannot be constituted otherwise, it can only be external. This anticipation that the
absolute is subject is therefore not only not the actuality of this concept, it even makes
this actuality impossible; for the anticipation posits the concept as a static point,
while the actuality is self-movement.>

924. Among various consequences that flow from what has been said, this one can
be emphasized: knowledge is only actual, and can only be presented, as science or as
system; furthermore, a so-called basic proposition or principle of philosophy, if it is
true, is also false, just insofar as it is only as a basic proposition or principle. It is
therefore easy to refute it. The refutation consists in pointing out its deficiency; and it
is deficient because it is only the universal or principle, only the beginning. If the
refutation is thorough, it is derived and developed from the principle itself,—not
effected from outside by affirmations and suggestions to the contrary. So the refuta-
tion would really be the development of the principle, and thus the repair of its
deficiency, if it did not misunderstand itself by noticing only its negative activity,
while remaining unconscious of its progress and result on the positive side.—The
genuine positive realization of the beginning is at the same time, conversely, just as
much a negative attitude towards it, viz. towards the one-sided form in which it is
only immediate or purpose. And so the realization can also be taken as a refutation of
that which constitutes the basis of the system, but it is more correct to regard it as a
demonstration that the basis or the principle of the system is in fact only its
beginning.'

€25. That the true is actual only as system, or that substance is essentially subject, is
expressed in the representation which casts the absolute as spirit—the most sublime
concept and the one that belongs to the modern age and its religion. The spiritual
alone is the actual; it is the essence, or that-which-is-in-itself,—the interrelating and
determinate, other-being and Being-for-itself—and what remains within itself in this
determinacy or in its being-outside-itself;—or it is in and for itself—But it is this
Being-in-and-for-itself at first only for us or in itself, or it is the spiritual substance. It
must also be this for itself, it must be the knowledge of the spiritual and the
knowledge of itself as spirit, i.e. it must be as object to itself, but just as immediately
an object sublated, reflected into itself. It is for itself only for us, insofar as its spiritual
content is generated by it itself; but insofar as it is for itself also for its own self, this
self-generation, the pure concept, is at the same time the objective element in which it
has its Being-there, and in this way it is, in its Being-there, for itself an object reflected
into itself.—The spirit that, so developed, knows itself as spirit, is science; science is its
actuality and the realm that it builds for itself in its own element."

926. Pure self-cognition in absolute otherness, this aether as such, is the ground
and terrain of science; it is knowledge in its universality. The beginning of philosophy
makes the presupposition or demand that consciousness dwell in this element. But
this element achieves its very perfection and transparency only through the move-
ment of its becoming. It is pure spirituality, as the universal that has the mode of
simple immediacy;—this simplicity, when it has existence as simplicity, is the terrain
that is thinking, the terrain that is in the spirit alone. Because this element, this
immediacy of spirit, is the substance in general of spirit, this immediacy is the
transfigured essentiality, the reflection which, itself simple, is for itself immediacy
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as such, Being that is reflection into its own self. Science on its side requires of self-
consciousness that it has ascended into this aether in order to be able to live with
science and in science and in order to live with it and in it. Conversely, the individual
has the right to demand that science at least hand him the ladder to this standpoint,
show him this standpoint within himself. His right is based on the absolute inde-
pendence which he knows he possesses in every shape of his knowledge; for in each
one, whether recognized by science or not, and whatever the content may be, the
individual is the absolute form, i.e. he is the immediate certainty of himself and so, if
this expression be preferred, unconditioned Being. The standpoint of consciousness
consists in knowing of objective things in opposition to itself, and in knowing of itself
in opposition to them. If science regards this standpoint as the other—regards that in
which consciousness knows itself to be at home with itself rather as the loss of
spirit—yet conversely the element of science is to consciousness a remote beyond in
which it is no longer in possession of itself. Each of these two parties seems for the
other to be the inverse of the truth. In entrusting itself immediately to science, the
natural consciousness makes an attempt, induced by it knows not what, to walk on its
head as well for once; the compulsion to adopt this unwonted posture and to move
about in it is a seemingly unprepared and needless violence that it is expected to
inflict on itself. —Whatever science may be intrinsically, in its relationship to imme-
diate self-consciousness it presents itself as an inversion of it; or, because this self-
consciousness has the principle of its actuality in the certainty of its own self, science
assumes the form of non-actuality, since this principle is for itself outside science.
Science must therefore combine such an element with itself, or rather show that and
how this element belongs to itself. As long as science lacks such actuality, it is only the
content as the in-itself, the purpose that is still only an interior, not yet spirit, only
spiritual substance. This in-itself has to come out into the open and become for itself,
and this simply means that this in-itself has to posit self-consciousness as one with
itself."

927. It is this becoming of science in general or of knowledge that this phenomen-
ology of spirit presents. Knowledge, as it is initially, or the immediate spirit, is the lack
of spirit, the sensory consciousness. To become authentic knowledge, or to generate
the element of science, which is the pure concept of science itself, it has to work its
way through a long course.—This becoming, as it presents itself in its content and in
the shapes emerging in it, will not be what one initially thinks of as an introduction to
science for the unscientific consciousness; it will also be quite different from the
foundation of science;—at all events it will be different from the enthusiasm which,
like a shot from a pistol, begins immediately with absolute knowledge, and makes
short work of other standpoints by declaring them unworthy of notice."

€28. The task of leading the individual from his uneducated standpoint to know-
ledge had to be seen in its universal sense, and the universal individual, self-conscious
spirit, had to be considered in its education.—As regards the relationship between the
two types of individual, every moment emerges in the universal individual, as it
acquires its concrete form and its own configuration. The particular individual is the
incomplete spirit, a concrete shape in whose whole Being-there one determinacy is
dominant, while the others are present only in blurred outline. In the spirit that
stands higher than another, the lower concrete Being-there has dwindled to an
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inconspicuous moment; what was formerly the Thing itself is now just a trace; its
shape is shrouded and has become a simple shading. The individual whose substance
is the more elevated spirit runs through this past, in the way in which someone who
takes up a higher science goes through the preparatory information he has long since
absorbed, in order to bring its content to presence; he revives the recollection of it,
without interest in it and without dwelling on it. The singleton must also pass through
the educational stages of the universal spirit with regard to their content, but as shapes
already discarded by the spirit, as stages on a way that has been prepared and levelled.
Thus, as regards information, we see that what in former ages occupied men of
mature spirit, has been reduced to the level of information, exercises, and even games
of boyhood; and, in the pedagogical progression, we shall recognize the history of the
education of the world as if traced in a silhouette. This past Being-there is already
acquired property of the universal spirit that constitutes the substance of the indi-
vidual and so, in appearing externally to him, constitutes his inorganic nature.—In
this respect education, considered from the side of the individual, consists in his
acquiring what is thus present before him, absorbing into himself his inorganic
nature, and taking possession of it for himself. But, considered from the side of the
universal spirit as substance, this is nothing but the fact that the substance gives itself
its self-consciousness, and produces its becoming and its reflection into itself.!

€29. Science presents this educative movement in all its detail and necessity, as well
as presenting, in its configuration, everything that has already been reduced to a
moment and property of spirit. The goal is spirit’s insight into what knowledge is.
Impatience demands the impossible, namely, the attainment of the goal without the
means. On the one hand, the length of this way has to be endured, because each
moment is necessary;—on the other hand, we have to dwell on each moment because
each is itself an entire individual shape and is considered absolutely only insofar as its
determinacy is considered as a whole or a concretion, or the whole is considered in
the peculiarity of this determination.—Since the substance of the individual, since
even the world-spirit has had the patience to pass through these forms in the long
expanse of time, and to undertake the prodigious labour of world-history, in which it
displayed in each form as much of its entire content as that form was capable of
holding, and since the world-spirit could not attain consciousness about itself by any
lighter labour, then in accordance with the Thing the individual certainly cannot
comprehend his own substance with less labour; and yet, at the same time, he has less
trouble, since in itself all this is accomplished,—the content is already the actuality
razed to a possibility, the immediacy overcome, the configuration by now reduced to
its abbreviation, to the simple thought-determination. Already something thought,
the content is property of the substance; it is no longer the Being-there that needs to
be converted into the form of Being-in-itself, it is rather the in-itself—no longer
merely in its original state nor immersed in Being-there—but already recollected, that
requires conversion into the form of Being-for-itself. The nature of this operation
must be described more precisely."

€30. At the standpoint at which we here take up this movement, what is bypassed
with regard to the whole is the sublation of Being-there; but what still remains and
needs a higher reorientation is the representation and the familiarity with the forms.
The Being-there taken back into the substance is, by that first negation, at first
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transposed into the element of the Self only immediately; so this property that the Self
has acquired still has the same character of unconceptualized immediacy, of immo-
bile indifference, as Being-there itself has; Being-there has thus merely passed over
into representation.—At the same time it is thereby something familiar, something
that the spirit that-is-there has finished with, in which therefore this spirit no longer
invests its activity nor, consequently, its interest. If the activity, which has finished
with Being-there, is itself only the movement of the particular spirit that does not
comprehend itself, knowledge, by contrast, is directed against the representation thus
created, against this familiarity; knowledge is the doing of the universal Self and the
interest of thinking.'

¢31. The familiar in general, precisely because it is well-known, is not known. The
commonest way in which we deceive ourselves and deceive others is to presuppose in
inquiry something as familiar, and to accept it automatically; for all its talking to and
fro, such knowing never gets anywhere, and it does not know what is happening to it.
Subject and object, God, nature, understanding, sensibility, and so on, are indiscrim-
inately presupposed as familiar and as valid foundations, and constitute fixed points
for both departure and return. The movement proceeds back and forth between these
points, while they remain unmoved, and so it only skims their surface. So appre-
hending and testing too consist in seeing whether everyone finds what is said about
these in his representation as well, whether it seems that way to him, and is familiar
or not.'

€32. The analysis of a representation, as it used to be carried out, was already
nothing other than the sublation of the form of its familiarity. To dissect a represen-
tation into its original elements is to return to its moments, which at least do not have
the form of the representation as we encounter it, but constitute the immediate
property of the Self. This analysis, to be sure, only arrives at thoughts which are
themselves familiar, fixed, and static determinations. But what is thus separated, this
non-actuality, is itself an essential moment; for the concrete is what moves itself,
only because it divides itself and makes itself something non-actual. The activity of
division is the force and labour of the understanding, the most astonishing and
greatest of powers, or rather the absolute power. The circle that remains self-enclosed
and, as substance, holds its moments, is the immediate relationship and therefore
arouses no astonishment. But that the accidental as such, detached from its sur-
roundings, that what is bound and is actual only in its connection with other things,
attains a Being-there of its own and a separate freedom—this is the tremendous
power of the negative; it is the energy of thinking, of the pure I. Death, if that is what
we want to call this non-actuality, is the most dreadful thing, and to hold fast what is
dead requires the greatest force. Beauty without force hates the understanding
because the understanding expects this of her when she cannot do it. But the life of
the spirit is not the life that shrinks from death and keeps clear of devastation;—it is
the life that endures death and preserves itself in it. Spirit gains its truth only when, in
absolute disintegration, it finds itself. It is this power, not as the positive which averts
its eyes from the negative, as when we say of something that it is nothing or false, and
then, finished with it, turn away and pass on to something else; spirit is this power
only by looking the negative in the face, and by dwelling on it. Dwelling on the
negative is the magic force that converts it into Being.—This force is the very thing



PREFACE 17

that we earlier called the subject, the subject which, by giving in its own element
Being-there to determinacy, sublates abstract immediacy, i.e. the immediacy which
simply is in general, and is thereby genuine substance: the Being or immediacy that
does not have mediation outside it but which is this mediation itself."

€33. What is represented becomes property of pure self-consciousness, but this
elevation to universality in general is only one side of education, not yet its
completion.—In antiquity study differed in kind from that of modern times: it was
the really thorough education of the natural consciousness. Trying its strength
specifically on every part of its Being-there, and philosophizing about everything it
came across, it made itself into a universality that was active through and through. In
modern times, by contrast, the individual finds the abstract form ready-made; the
effort to grasp it and to make it his own is more the unmediated eruption of
the interior and the truncated generation of the universal than an emergence of the
universal from the concrete and from the diversity of Being-there. That is why the task
now consists not so much in purging the individual of the mode of sensory immedi-
acy, and making him into a substance that thinks and is thought, but rather in the
opposite, in actualizing and inspiriting the universal by sublating fixed, determinate
thoughts. But it is far harder to bring fixed thoughts into a fluid state than sensory
Being-there. The reason for this is what we said just now: these determinations have
the I, the power of the negative, or pure actuality, as the substance and the element
of their Being-there, whereas sensory determinations have only powerless, abstract
immediacy, or Being as such. Thoughts become fluid when pure thinking, this
inner immediacy, recognizes itself as a moment, or when the pure certainty of itself
abstracts from itself;—not by leaving itself out, by setting itself aside, but by giving
up the fixity of its self-positing, both the fixity of the pure concrete, which is the
I itself in contrast to differentiated content, and the fixity of the differentiations
which, posited in the element of pure thinking, have a share in that uncondition-
ality of the I. Through this movement the pure thoughts become concepts, and are
only now what they are in truth, self-movements, circles, that which is their
substance, spiritual essentialities."

¢34. This movement of pure essentialities constitutes the nature of scientificity in
general. Regarded as the interconnection of their content, the movement is the
necessity of the content and the expansion of it into an organic whole. Through
this movement the route by which the concept of knowledge is reached becomes
likewise a necessary and complete becoming. And so this preparation ceases to be
a contingent philosophizing that latches onto any old objects, relationships, and
thoughts of the imperfect consciousness, as they occur by chance, or tries to establish
the true by arguing the pros and cons, by inferences and conclusions from deter-
minate thoughts. Instead, this route will encompass, through the movement of the
concept, all the worldliness of consciousness in its necessity."

€35. Further, an exposition of this sort constitutes the first part of science, because
the Being-there of spirit at its outset is nothing but the immediate or the beginning,
but the beginning is not yet its return into itself. The element of immediate Being-
there is therefore the determinacy that distinguishes this part of science from the
others.—Mention of this difference leads us into a discussion of some fixed thoughts
which tend to crop up in this context.'
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€36. The immediate Being-there of spirit, consciousness, has two moments: know-
ing and the objectivity which is negative to knowing. Since consciousness is the
element in which spirit develops itself and unfolds its moments, this opposition
pertains to the moments, and they all emerge as shapes of consciousness. The science
of this journey is the science of the experience that consciousness undergoes; the
substance is considered inasmuch as it and its movement are an object of conscious-
ness. Consciousness knows and comprehends nothing but what is in its experience;
for what is in its experience is only the spiritual substance, and in fact as object of
substance’s Self. But spirit becomes object because it is this movement of becoming
an other to itself, i.e. object of its Self, and of sublating this otherness. And experience
is the name given to just this movement, in which the immediate, what is not
experienced, i.e. the abstract, whether the abstraction of sensory Being or of the
mere simple thought, alienates itself and then returns to itself from this alienation,
and is now displayed for the first time in its actuality and truth, and is also property of
consciousness.'

937. The disparity occurring in consciousness between the I and the substance that
is its object is the distinction between them, the negative in general. The negative can
be regarded as the defect of both, but it is their soul, or that which moves them; that is
why some of the ancients conceived the void as the mover, since they grasped that the
mover is the negative, though they did not yet grasp that the negative is the Self.'—
Now if this negative appears initially as a disparity between the I and the object, it is
just as much the disparity between the substance and itself. What seems to proceed
outside substance, what seems to be an activity directed against it, is its own doing,
and substance shows itself to be essentially subject. When it has shown this com-
pletely, spirit has made its Being-there equal to its essence; it is object to itself, just as
it is, and the abstract element of immediacy, and of the separation of knowledge and
truth, is overcome. Being is absolutely mediated;—it is substantial content which is
just as immediately property of the I, it is selfish or the concept. With this the
phenomenology of spirit is concluded. What spirit prepares for itself in it, is the
element of knowledge. In this element the moments of spirit now spread themselves
out in the form of simplicity, which knows its object as its own self. They no longer fall
apart into the opposition of Being and knowledge, but remain in the simplicity of
knowledge; they are the true in the form of the true, and their diversity is only
diversity of content. Their movement, which organizes itself in this element into a
whole, is logic or speculative philosophy.”

938. Now because the system of spirit’s experience deals only with the appearance
of spirit, the advance from this system to the science of the true that is in the shape of
the true seems to be merely negative, and one might wish to remain exempted from
the negative inasmuch as it is the false, and demand to be led to the truth without
more ado; why bother with the false?—The view that we should begin with science
straight away, has already been discussed above. Our answer to it here needs to focus
on the question of the constitution of the negative in general regarded as the false.
Representations on this question especially obstruct the approach to truth. It will give
us occasion to speak about mathematical cognition, which unphilosophical know-
ledge regards as the ideal that philosophy must strive to attain, though it has so far
striven in vain.'



PREFACE 19

€39. The true and the false belong to those determinate thoughts that count as
motionless, essences on their own, one of which is on one side, while the other is on
the other, each standing fixed and isolated with nothing in common with the other.
Against this view it must maintained that truth is not a minted coin that is ready to be
given and pocketed just as it is. Nor is there a false, any more than there is an evil. The
evil and the false are not, of course, as bad as the devil, for in the devil they are even
made into a particular subject; as the false and the evil, they are only universals,
though each has its own essentiality in contrast to the other.—The false (for here it is
only of this that we speak) would be the other of substance, its negative, while
substance, as content of knowledge, is the true. But substance is itself essentially
the negative, partly as differentiation and determination of the content, partly as a
simple differentiating, i.e. as Self and knowledge in general. One can surely know
falsely. If something is known falsely, this means that knowledge is in disparity with
its substance. But in fact this disparity is differentiating in general, which is an
essential moment. Out of this differentiating, to be sure, their parity emerges, and
this emergent parity is the truth. But it is not truth in such a way that the disparity has
been discarded, like dross from pure metal, not even like the tool that remains
detached from the finished vessel; in the true as such, disparity is itself still
immediately present as the negative, as the Self. However, this does not mean
that we can say that the false constitutes a moment, let alone a component, of the
true. ‘In every falsehood there is something true’—in this saying truth and falsity
are treated like oil and water, which cannot be mixed and are only externally
combined. It is precisely because of the significance of designating the moment of
complete otherness that the expressions for truth and falsity must no longer be used
where their otherness has been sublated. Similarly, talk of the unity of subject and
object, of finite and infinite, of Being and thinking, etc. has the drawback, that
object and subject, etc. signify what they are outside their unity, and so in their unity
they are not meant to be what their expression suggests; in the same way the false is
no longer, as false, a moment of truth.!

€40. Dogmatism as a way of thinking in knowledge and in the study of philosophy
is nothing but the opinion that the true consists in a proposition which is a fixed
result, or which is immediately known. To such questions as when was Caesar born,
how many yards there were in a stadium and which stadium, etc., a clear-cut answer
should be given, just as it is definitely true that the square on the hypotenuse is equal
to the sum of the squares on the other two sides of a right-angled triangle. But the
nature of a so-called truth of that kind is different from the nature of philosophical
truths.'

941. As regards historical truths (to mention these briefly), insofar as their purely
historical aspect is considered, it is readily granted that they concern the singular
Being-there, the contingent and arbitrary aspect of a content, determinations of it
that are not necessary.—But even such plain truths as the examples cited are not
without the movement of self-consciousness. To know one of them, a good deal of
comparison is called for, books must be consulted, or in some way or other research
has to be undertaken; even in the case of an immediate intuition only the knowledge
of the intuition along with its grounds is regarded as something of true value,
although it is really only the bare result that we are supposed to be concerned about."
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€42. As for mathematical truths, we would be even less likely to regard someone as
a geometer if he knew Euclid’s theorems outwardly by rote, without knowing their
proofs, without (as we might express the contrast) knowing them inwardly. Similarly,
the information that the sides of right-angled triangles have the familiar relationship
to each other, would be regarded as unsatisfactory, if someone were to acquire it by
measuring many right-angled triangles. However, even in mathematical cognition,
the essentialness of the proof does not yet have the significance and nature of being a
moment of the result itself; in the result the proof is past and vanished. Since it is a
result, the theorem is of course a theorem seen to be true. But this added circumstance
does not affect its content, but only the relationship to the subject; the movement of
the mathematical proof does not belong to that which is the object; it is an operation
external to the Thing. Thus the nature of the right-angled triangle does not divide
itself up in just the way presented in the construction that is needed for the proof of
the proposition expressing its relationship; the entire production of the result is a
process and means of cognition.—In philosophical cognition, too, the becoming of
the Being-there as Being-there is different from the becoming of the essence or of the
inner nature of the Thing. But in the first place philosophical cognition includes both,
whereas mathematical cognition presents only the becoming of the Being-there, i.e.
the becoming of the Being of the nature of the Thing in cognition as such. In the
second place, philosophical cognition also unifies these two particular movements.
The inner emergence or becoming of the substance is an uninterrupted passage into
externality or into Being-there, Being for another, and conversely the becoming of the
Being-there is the withdrawal into the essence. The movement is the twofold process
and becoming of the whole, so that each one at the same time posits the other, and
each therefore also has both of them in it as two aspects; together they make up the
whole by dissolving themselves and making themselves into its moments.

943. In mathematical cognition, insight is, for the Thing, an external operation,; it
follows from this that the true Thing is altered thereby. So while the means—
construction and proof—no doubt contain true propositions, it must equally be
said that the content is false. In the above example the triangle is dismembered,
and its parts consigned to other figures, to which the construction gives rise in it.
Only at the end is the triangle restored, the triangle we are really dealing with, which
was lost from sight during the procedure, emerging only in fragments belonging to
other wholes.—So here we see the negativity of the content coming in as well; this
negativity would have to be called a falsity of the content, with as much right as the
disappearance of purportedly fixed thoughts in the movement of the concept.'

944. But the real deficiency of this cognition concerns the cognition itself, as well as
its material in general. —As regards the cognition, we do not, for the time being, see
the necessity of the construction. It does not emerge from the concept of the theorem;
it is rather imposed, and the instruction to draw just these lines when infinitely many
others could be drawn has to be blindly obeyed without our knowing anything more
than how to have the innocent faith that this will serve the purpose of carrying out
the proof. Afterwards, this purposiveness also reveals itself, and for this reason it is
only an external purposiveness, because it reveals itself only afterwards in the course
of proof.—Similarly, the proof follows a path that begins somewhere, at a point
whose relation to the result that is supposed to emerge is not yet known. As it
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advances it takes up these determinations and relations, and leaves others aside, in
accordance with a necessity that we do not immediately discern; an external purpose
governs this movement.'

€45. Mathematics is proud of the self-evidence of this defective cognition, and
flaunts it even in the face of philosophy, but it is based solely on the poverty of its
purpose and the defectiveness of its material, and is therefore of a kind that philoso-
phy must disdain.—The purpose or concept of mathematics is magnitude. This is
precisely the inessential, unconceptual relationship. Accordingly, the movement of
knowing proceeds on the surface, does not touch the Thing itself, not the essence or
the concept, and is therefore no conceptual comprehension.—The material, regard-
ing which mathematics provides a gratifying treasury of truths, is space and the unit.
Space is the Being-there in which the concept inscribes its distinctions as in an empty
dead element, in which they are just as motionless and lifeless. The actual is not
something spatial, as it is considered in mathematics; neither concrete sensory intuition
nor philosophy is concerned with such non-actuality as the things of mathematics are.
In such a non-actual element there is after all only non-actual truth, i.e. rigid, dead
propositions; we can stop at any one of them; the next proposition starts for itself anew,
without the first proposition moving on to the other, and without a necessary connec-
tion arising in this way through the nature of the Thing itself. —Moreover, because of
this principle and element—and herein consists the formalism of mathematical self-
evidence—knowledge proceeds on the line of equality. For what is dead, since it does
not move itself, does not arrive at distinctions of essence, at essential opposition or
inequality, nor therefore at the passage of opposite into opposite, does not attain to
qualitative, immanent movement, to self-movement. For it is only magnitude, the
unessential distinction, that mathematics considers. It abstracts from the fact that it is
the concept that divides space into its dimensions and determines the connections
between them and within them; it does not, for example, consider the relationship of
the line to the surface; and when it compares the diameter of the circle with the
circumference, it runs up against their incommensurability, i.e. a relationship of the
concept, an infinite that eludes mathematical determination.’

€46. Immanent, so-called pure mathematics also does not place time as time in
juxtaposition to space, as the second material of its consideration. Applied mathem-
atics does indeed deal with time, as well as with motion and other actual things; but it
takes up the synthetic propositions, i.e. propositions about their relationships which
are determined by their concept, from experience, and only applies its formulae to
these presuppositions. Applied mathematics often gives so-called proofs of proposi-
tions, such as those regarding the equilibrium of the lever, or the relationship of space
and time in the motion of falling, etc., but the fact that these are presented and
accepted as proofs itself only proves how great is the need of proof for cognition,
because where it has nothing else, cognition respects even the empty semblance of
proof, and gains some satisfaction from it. A critique of these proofs would be both
noteworthy and instructive, serving both to purify mathematics of this false adorn-
ment, and to show its limit, and hence the necessity of another kind of knowledge.—
As regards time, one would suppose that it would constitute, as the counterpart of
space, the material of the other part of pure mathematics; but it is the concept itself
that is-there. The principle of magnitude, of unconceptual difference, and the
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principle of equality, of abstract lifeless unity, cannot handle that pure unrest of life
and of absolute differentiation. It is therefore only as paralysed, namely as the unit,
that this negativity becomes the second material of mathematical cognition, which, as
an external operation, reduces what is self-moving to material, in order to have in it
now an indifferent, external, lifeless content.'

€47. Philosophy, by contrast, considers not the inessential determination, but the
determination insofar as it is essential; its element and content is not the abstract or
non-actual, but the actual, that which posits itself and lives within itself—Being-there
in its concept. It is the process that generates and passes through its own moments,
and this whole movement constitutes the positive and its truth. This truth therefore
includes the negative too, that which would be called the false, if it could be regarded
as something from which one should abstract. The evanescent should, on the
contrary, itself be regarded as essential, not in the determination of a fixture which,
cut off from the true, is to be left lying somewhere or other outside it, any more than
the true is to be regarded as a dead, static positive on the other side. Appearance is the
arising and passing away that does not itself arise and pass away, but is in itself and
constitutes the actuality and movement of the life of truth. The true is thus the
Bacchanalian frenzy in which no member is sober, and since each member immedi-
ately dissolves as soon as it breaks away, the frenzy is also transparent and simple
repose. In that movement’s court of judgement, of course the single shapes of spirit
do not subsist any more than determinate thoughts do, but they are also positive and
necessary moments, as much as they are negative and evanescent.—In the whole of
the movement, a whole conceived as repose, what differentiates itself in the move-
ment and gives itself particular Being-there, is preserved as something that recollects
itself, whose Being-there is knowledge of its own self, while this self-knowledge is just
as immediately Being-there."

948. It might seem necessary to specify in advance the main features of the method
of this movement or of science. But its concept already lies in what we have said and
its proper exposition belongs to logic, or rather it is logic itself. For the method is
nothing but the structure of the whole set out in its pure essentiality. But as for the
views on this matter that have been prevalent until now, we must not forget that the
system of ideas relating to the nature of philosophical method also belongs to a
defunct culture.—If this should sound boastful or revolutionary, a tone that is far
from my intention, we should bear in mind that the scientific finery offered by
mathematics—with its explanations, classifications, axioms, sequences of theorems,
their proofs, principles, and the derivation of consequences and conclusions from
them—is in the general opinion already obsolete at the very least. Even if its
unsuitability is not clearly seen, little or no use is made of it any more, and if people
do not disapprove of it in itself, they are nevertheless not fond of it. And we must
harbour this prejudice in favour of excellence, that it finds a use for itself and wins
popularity. But it is not hard to see that the fashion of advancing a proposition,
adducing reasons for it, and in the same way refuting the opposite proposition by
reasons, is not the form in which truth can emerge. Truth is the movement of itself
inside itself, whereas this method is the cognition that is external to the material. That
is why this method is peculiar to mathematics, and must be left to mathematics,
which, as we noted, has the unconceptual relationship of magnitude as its principle,
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and dead space and the equally dead unit as its material. This method may also, in a
freer style, i.e. blended more with wilfulness and contingency, remain in ordinary life,
in a conversation or historical instruction for the sake of curiosity more than
cognition, more or less like a preface too. In ordinary life, consciousness has for its
content information, experiences, sensory concretions, also thoughts, principles—in
general whatever it regards as available or as a fixed and stable Being or essence.
Sometimes consciousness follows where this leads, sometimes it interrupts the
connection by exercising free wilfulness over such content and conducts itself as an
external determination and management of the content. It traces the content back to
some certainty or other, even if it is only the sensation of the moment; and conviction
is satisfied when it has reached a familiar resting-place.'

€49. But if the necessity of the concept banishes the looser gait of ratiocinative'
conversation, as well as the stiffer gait of scientific pomp, we have already pointed out
above that their place is not to be filled by the non-method of presentiment and
inspiration, and by the wilfulness of prophetic utterance, which despises not only that
type of science, but the scientific approach in general.

¢50. Kant rediscovered triplicity and, though he found it only by instinct and it
was, in his hands, still dead, still unconceptualized, it has since been elevated to its
absolute meaning, so that the genuine form is at the same time displayed in its
genuine content and the concept of science has emerged. Nevertheless, we sometimes
see this form used in a way that degrades it to a lifeless schema, to a veritable shadow,
reducing scientific organization to a chart; this use too is not to be regarded as
anything to do with science.—This formalism, of which we have already spoken
generally and whose style we wish here to specify in more detail, supposes that it has
comprehended and expressed the nature and the life of a shape when it has affirmed
of it some determination of the schema as a predicate—it may be subjectivity or
objectivity or, again, magnetism, electricity, etc., contraction or expansion, east or
west, and the like. This can be multiplied to infinity, since in this way each deter-
mination or shape can be used again as a form or moment of the schema in the case
of the other determination or shape, and each can gratefully perform the same service
for the other—a circle of reciprocity by which one does not experience what the
Thing itself is, not what the one is nor what the other is. Here, sometimes sensory
determinations are taken up from ordinary intuition, and they are supposed, of
course, to mean something other than what they say; sometimes what is in itself
meaningful, the pure determinations of thought, such as subject, object, substance,
cause, the universal, etc., are used just as indiscriminately and uncritically as they are
in ordinary life, and as are strengths and weaknesses, expansion and contraction, so
that this metaphysics is as unscientific as these sensory representations."

¢51. Instead of the inner life and the self-movement of its Being-there, such a
simple determinacy of intuition—that is, in this case, sensory knowledge—is now
expressed according to a superficial analogy, and this external and empty application
of the formula is called construction.—The case with this sort of formalism is the
same as with any other. What sort of blockhead would someone have to be, if he
could not be taught in a quarter of an hour the theory that there are asthenic, sthenic,
and indirectly asthenic diseases, and as many types of cure, and if he could not hope,
since until quite recently such instruction still sufficed for the purpose, to be
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transformed in this short time from a family doctor into a theoretical physician?
When the formalism of the philosophy of nature teaches, say, that the intellect is
electricity, or the animal is nitrogen or, again, equal to the south or north, etc., or
represents it by a proxy, whether as baldly as it is expressed here or concocted with
more technical terminology, then inexperience may be overcome by admiration and
amazement at such force, which grasps together the seemingly remote, and at the
violence that the inert sensory undergoes through this combination, a violence that
imparts to the sensory the semblance of a concept but shirks the main Thing, which
is to express the concept itself or the meaning of the sensory representation. Inex-
perience may venerate in all this a profound genius. It may delight, too, in the lustre
of such determinations, since they replace the abstract concept with intuitive clarity
and make it more gratifying; and it may congratulate itself on the kinship of soul it
feels with such a splendid performance. The knack of this kind of wisdom is as
quickly learned as it is easy to practise; the repetition of it, when it is familiar,
becomes as insufferable as the repetition of a conjuring trick already seen through.
The instrument of this monotonous formalism is no harder to handle than a painter’s
palette having only two colours, say red and green, the red for colouring the surface
when a historical scene is required, the green for landscapes.—It would be hard to
decide which is greater here, the ease with which everything in heaven and on earth
and under the earth is coated with this broth of colour, or the vain pride in the
excellence of this universal recipe: each supports the other. This method sticks the
few determinations of the universal schema onto everything heavenly and terrestrial,
on all natural and spiritual formations, in this way classifying everything; and what it
produces is nothing less than a report as clear as daylight on the organism of the
universe, that is, a chart resembling a skeleton with bits of paper stuck on it, or like
the rows of closed boxes, with labels attached, in a spice-seller’s stall. The chart is as
clear as each of these; and just as in the first case flesh and blood has been removed
from the bones, while in the second case the Thing, also bereft of life, is hidden in the
boxes, so too the chart has left out or hidden the living essence of the Thing.—We
have already remarked that this approach at the same time culminates in mono-
chrome, absolute painting: ashamed of the distinctions of the schema, it submerges
them, as belonging to reflection, in the emptiness of the absolute, so that pure
identity, formless white, is produced. This uniform colouring of the schema and of
its lifeless determinations, this absolute identity, and the transition from one to the
other, are all alike dead understanding and all alike external cognition."

952. Excellence cannot escape the fate of being thus robbed of life and spirit, of
being flayed and then seeing its skin wrapped around lifeless knowledge and its
vanity. But that is only part of the picture. In this very fate we can discern the power
that excellence exerts on hearts, if not on minds, as well as the development to
universality and determinacy of form in which its perfection consists, and which
alone makes it possible for this universality to be used in a superficial way."

953. Science has to organize itself only by the concept’s own life; the determinacy
that is taken from the schema and externally stuck onto Being-there, is, in science, the
self-moving soul of the fulfilled content. The movement of that which is consists, on
the one hand, in becoming an other to itself, and so becoming its own immanent
content; on the other hand, that which is takes back into itself this unfolding or this
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Being-there of itself, that is, it makes itself a moment and simplifies itself into
determinacy. In the first movement, negativity is the distinguishing and the positing
of Being-there; in this return into itself, it is the becoming of the determinate
simplicity. It is in this way that the content shows that its determinacy is not received
from something else and fastened on it, but it gives determinacy to itself and ranges
itself by itself to a moment and to a place in the whole. The tabular understanding
keeps for itself the necessity and the concept of the content, keeps for itself what
constitutes the concreteness, the actuality, and living movement of the Thing that it
arranges; or rather, it does not keep this for itself, it is not even aware of it; for if it had
this insight, it would surely reveal it. It is not even aware of the need for such insight;
otherwise it would abandon its schematizing, or at least realize that it is no more use
to it than a table of contents. A table of contents is all that the understanding gives,
the content itself it does not supply.—Even when the determinacy, one such as
magnetism for example, is in itself concrete or actual, it is still reduced to something
dead, since it is only predicated of another Being-there and not cognized as imma-
nent life of this Being-there, or as having its native and peculiar self-generation and
presentation in this Being-there. To add this main Thing is something the formal
understanding leaves to others.—Instead of entering into the immanent content of
the Thing, the understanding always surveys the whole and stands above the singular
Being-there of which it speaks, that is, it does not see it at all. Scientific cognition, by
contrast, requires one to surrender to the life of the object, or, what amounts to the
same thing, to focus on and express its inner necessity. Immersing itself thus in its
object, scientific cognition forgets that survey, which is merely the reflection of
knowledge away from the content and into itself. But engrossed in the material
and moving forward along with it, scientific cognition does return into itself, but not
before the filling or content withdraws into itself, simplifies itself into determinacy,
reduces itself to one side of a Being-there and passes over into its higher truth. In this
way the simple, self-surveying whole itself emerges from the wealth in which its
reflection seemed lost."

€54. In general, because, as we expressed it above, substance is inherently subject,
all content is its own reflection into itself. The subsistence or substance of its Being-
there is equality-with-itself; for its inequality with itself would be its dissolution.
Equality-with-self, however, is pure abstraction; and pure abstraction is thinking.
When I say quality, I mean the simple determinacy; in virtue of the quality a Being-
there is distinct from another, or is a Being-there; it is for itself, or it subsists in virtue
of this simple uniformity with itself. But it is thereby essentially the thought.—It is
comprehended in this that Being is thinking; this is the source of the insight which
usually eludes the ordinary unconceptual talk about the identity of thinking and
Being.—Now because the subsistence of the Being-there is equality-with-itself or
pure abstraction, it is the abstraction of itself from itself, or it is itself its inequality
with itself and its dissolution,—its own inwardness and withdrawal into itself,—its
becoming.—Because this is the nature of that which is, and insofar as that which is
has this nature for knowledge, knowledge is not the activity that deals with the
content as something alien, is not reflection-into-itself away from the content;
science is not that idealism which took the place of the dogmatism of assertion as a
dogmatism of assurance or the dogmatism of certainty of one’s own self; on the
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contrary, since knowledge sees the content returning into its own inwardness, its
activity is both absorbed in the content, for it is the immanent Self of the content, and
at the same time it has returned into itself, for it is pure equality-with-itself in
otherness; thus it is the cunning which, while seeming to abstain from activity,
watches to see how determinacy and its concrete life, just where it supposes it is
pursuing its own self-preservation and particular interest, is the reverse, a doing that
dissolves itself and makes itself a moment of the whole."

¢55. Earlier we specified the significance of the understanding with regard to the
self-consciousness of substance; we can now see clearly from what has been said
here its significance with respect to the determination of substance as it simply
is.—Being-there is quality, determinacy equal-to-itself or determinate simplicity,
determinate thought; this is the understanding of Being-there. Consequently, Being-
there is nous, which Anaxagoras was the first to recognize as the essence. His
successors conceived the nature of Being-there more determinately as eidos or idea,
that is, determinate universality, kind. The expression kind may seem too common-
place and too slight for the Ideas, for the beautiful and holy and eternal, which are all
the rage nowadays. But in fact the Idea expresses neither more nor less than kind. But
nowadays we often see an expression which determinately designates a concept
spurned in favour of one which, if only because it belongs to a foreign language,
shrouds the concept in fog and hence sounds more edifying.—Precisely because
Being-there is determined as kind, it is simple thought; the nous, simplicity, is the
substance. On account of its simplicity or equality-with-itself substance appears as
fixed and enduring. But this equality-with-itself is also negativity; that is why that firm
Being-there passes over into its dissolution. At first the determinacy seems to be what
it is only because it is related to an other, and its movement seems to be imposed on it
by an alien power; but it is precisely involved in this simplicity of thinking itself that
the determinacy has its very otherness in it and is self-movement; for this simplicity is
the self-moving and self-differentiating thought, it is its own inwardness, the pure
concept. Thus the intellectuality of the understanding is a becoming and, as this
becoming, it is rationality."

€56. It is the nature of that which is, to be its own concept in its Being, and it is in
this nature that in general logical necessity consists. This alone is the rationality and
the rhythm of the organic whole; it is knowledge of the content, just as much as the
content is concept and essence—or it alone is the speculative.—The concrete shape,
moving itself, makes itself into a simple determinacy; it thereby raises itself to logical
form, and is in its essentiality; its concrete Being-there is just this movement, and is
immediately logical Being-there. That is why it is unnecessary to impose formalism
on the content externally; the content is inherently a transition to formalism, which
ceases, however, to be this external formalism, since the form is the native becoming
of the concrete content itself."

¢57. So this is the nature of scientific method, first, to be inseparable from the
content, and secondly, to determine its own rhythm by itself; as we have already
remarked, this nature has its proper presentation in speculative philosophy.—What
we have said here does express the concept, but cannot count for more than an
anticipatory assurance. Its truth does not lie in this partly narrative exposition, and is
therefore just as little refuted by assuring us that, on the contrary, it is not so, that
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such and such is rather the case, by calling to mind and reciting conventional ideas, as
if they were settled and familiar truths, or again by assuring us of novelties served up
from the shrine of inner divine intuition.—This sort of reception is usually the first
reaction on the part of knowledge to something unfamiliar: it resists it in order to
save its freedom and its own insight, its own authority, from the alien authority (for
this is the guise in which what is newly encountered first appears)—also to get rid of
the semblance that something has been learned and of the kind of shame this is
supposed to involve. Similarly, when the unfamiliar is greeted with applause, the
reaction is of the same kind, and consists in what in another sphere was ultra-
revolutionary speech and action.'

¢58. The important thing, therefore, in the study of science, is to take on oneself the
exertion of the concept. This requires attention to the concept as such, to the simple
determinations, e.g. of being-in-itself, being-for-itself, equality-with-self, etc.; for these
are pure self-movements such as could be called souls if their concept did not
designate something higher than soul. The habit of running on in representations,
when it is interrupted by the concept, finds it just as irksome as does formal thinking
that ratiocinates back and forth in thoughts bereft of actuality. That habit should be
called a material thinking, a contingent consciousness that is absorbed only in the
stuff, and therefore finds it painful at the same time to lift its Self clear of the matter,
and to be together with itself. By contrast, the other mode, ratiocination, is freedom
from content and vain condescension towards it; what is required of it is the effort to
give up this freedom and, instead of being the wilfully moving principle of the
content, to submerge this freedom in it, to let the content move by its own nature,
that is, by the Self as its own Self, and to contemplate this movement. Renunciation of
personal intrusion into the immanent rhythm of concepts, avoidance of intervention
in the rhythm with wilfulness and wisdom garnered elsewhere, this abstention is itself
an essential moment of attention to the concept.'

€59. In the ratiocinative attitude we need to pay more attention to the two aspects
in respect to which conceptual thinking is opposed to it.—First, it adopts a negative
attitude towards the content it apprehends; it knows how to refute it and annihilate it.
That something is not the case,—this insight is the merely negative; it is a dead end
that does not lead to a new content beyond itself; in order to have a content again,
something else must be taken on from somewhere. Ratiocination is reflection into the
empty I, the vanity of its knowledge.—But this vanity expresses not only the vanity of
this content, but also the vanity of this insight itself; for this insight is the negative
that does not see the positive within itself. Because this reflection does not get its own
negativity as its content, it never gets inside the Thing, but is always beyond it; for this
reason it imagines that with its affirmation of the void it is always way ahead of an
insight rich in content. By contrast, in conceptual thinking, as we have shown above,
the negative belongs to the content itself, and is the positive, both as the immanent
movement and determination of the content, and as the whole of this movement.
Conceived as a result, it is what emerges from this movement, the determinate
negative, and consequently a positive content as well."

€60. But in view of the fact that such thinking has a content, whether of repre-
sentations or thoughts or a mixture of both, it has another aspect which makes
comprehension difficult for it. The remarkable nature of this aspect is closely
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connected with the above-mentioned essence of the Idea itself, or rather it expresses
the Idea in its appearance as the movement which is thinking apprehension.—For
whereas, in its negative attitude, which we have just discussed, ratiocinative thinking
is itself the Self into which the content returns, in its positive cognition, by contrast,
the Self is a represented subject to which the content is related as accident and
predicate. This subject constitutes the basis to which the content is attached, and
upon which the movement runs back and forth. Conceptual thinking adopts a
different approach. Since the concept is the object’s own Self, which presents itself
as its becoming, it is not a static subject, which supports the accidents without
moving; it is, on the contrary, the concept that moves itself and takes its determin-
ations back into itself. In this movement the static subject itself perishes; it enters into
the differences and the content, and it constitutes the determinacy, i.e. the differen-
tiated content as well as its movement, instead of remaining opposed to it. The firm
ground which ratiocination has in the static subject therefore shudders, and only this
movement itself becomes the object. The subject that fulfils its content ceases to go
beyond it, and cannot have any other predicates or accidents. Conversely, the
dispersion of the content is thereby bound together under the Self; the content is
not the universal which, free of the subject, would fit several. And so the content is, in
fact, no longer a predicate of the subject; it is the substance, it is the essence and the
concept of what we are talking about. It is the nature of representational thinking to
follow the accidents or predicates and to go beyond them, and rightly so, since they
are nothing more than predicates and accidents; but it is stopped in its tracks, when
what has the form of a predicate in a proposition is the substance itself. It suffers, as
we might represent it, a counter-thrust. It starts from the subject as if this remained
the underlying ground, but since the predicate is really the substance, it finds that the
subject has passed over into the predicate and has thereby been sublated; and, since in
this way what seems to be the predicate has become the whole and independent mass,
thinking cannot roam about freely, but is impeded by this weight.—Usually, the
subject is first made the ground, as the objective, fixed Self; from there the necessary
movement proceeds to the multiplicity of determinations or predicates. Here, the
knowing I itself comes in to take the place of this subject and serves as the nexus of
the predicates and as the subject supporting them. This second subject means to have
done with the first subject and to return into itself beyond it. But since the first
subject enters into the determinations themselves and is their soul, the second
subject, namely the knowing subject, still finds it there in the predicate, and instead
of being able to be the driving force in the movement of the predicate, deciding by
ratiocination whether this or that predicate is to be ascribed to the first subject, it still
has to deal with the Self of the content, is supposed to cooperate with it instead of
being for itself."

961. What we have said can be formally expressed like this: the nature of the
judgement or proposition in general, which involves the distinction of subject and
predicate, is destroyed by the speculative proposition, and the identical proposition
which the former becomes contains the counter-thrust against the subject-predicate
relationship.—This conflict between the form of a proposition in general and the
unity of the concept which destroys it resembles the conflict that occurs in rhythm
between metre and accent. Rhythm results from the floating centre and the
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unification of the two. So, too, in the philosophical proposition the identity of subject
and predicate is not supposed to destroy the difference between them, which the
form of the proposition expresses; their unity, rather, is supposed to emerge as a
harmony. The form of the proposition is the appearance of the determinate sense,
or the accent that distinguishes its fulfilment; but the fact that the predicate expresses
the substance, and that the subject itself falls into the universal, is the unity in which
the accent dies away.'

€62. Some examples will clarify what we have said. In the proposition God is Being,
the predicate is Being; it has a substantial meaning in which the subject dissolves.
Being is here supposed to be not a predicate, but the essence; because of this, God
seems to cease to be that which he is in virtue of the structure of the proposition, viz.
the fixed subject.—Instead of making headway in the transition from subject to
predicate, thinking feels impeded by the loss of the subject and, because it misses
it, is thrown back onto the thought of the subject; or, since the predicate itself is
expressed as a subject, as the Being, as the essence that exhausts the nature of the
subject, thinking finds the subject immediately in the predicate too; and now, instead
of entering into itself in the predicate and maintaining the free position of ratiocin-
ation, it is still absorbed in the content, or is at least faced with the requirement to be
absorbed in it.—So, too, when one says: the Actual is the Universal, the Actual as
subject disappears in its predicate. The Universal is not supposed to have only the
meaning of a predicate, in which case the proposition would assert that the Actual is
universal; on the contrary, the Universal is supposed to express the essence of the
Actual.—Thinking therefore loses the firm objective basis it had in the subject
inasmuch as, in the predicate, it is thrown back onto the subject, and, in the predicate,
it does not return into itself, but into the subject of the content."

€63. This unaccustomed inhibition is in large measure the source of the com-
plaints about the unintelligibility of philosophical writings, when apart from that the
other cultural requirements for understanding them are present in the individual. In
what we have said we see the reason for the entirely determinate reproach often made
against philosophical works: that so much has to be read repeatedly before it can be
understood—a reproach whose burden is supposed to be so outrageous and final
that, if well founded, it admits of no rejoinder.—1It is clear from the above what the
situation is. The philosophical proposition, since it is a proposition, evokes the
opinion that the ordinary relationship between subject and predicate and the usual
attitude of knowledge obtain. The philosophical content of the proposition destroys
this attitude and the opinion about it; the opinion learns by experience that the
meaning is otherwise than it opined; and this correction of its opinion compels
knowledge to go back to the proposition and now take it in another way."

964. A difficulty that should be avoided comes from mixing together the specu-
lative mode and the ratiocinative mode, when what is said of the subject at one time
has the meaning of its concept, while at another time it has only the meaning of its
predicate or accidental property.—The one mode interferes with the other, and only
a philosophical exposition of the sort that strictly excluded the ordinary type of
relationship between the parts of a proposition would attain plasticity."

€65. In fact non-speculative thinking has its right, which is valid, but disregarded
in the mode of the speculative proposition. The sublation of the form of the
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proposition must not take place only in an immediate manner, not through the mere
content of the proposition. Rather, this opposite movement must be expressed; it must
not just be that internal inhibition, but rather this return of the concept into itself must
be presented. This movement, which constitutes what proof was formerly supposed to
accomplish, is the dialectical movement of the proposition itself. This movement
alone is the actual speculative, and only the expression of this movement is speculative
presentation. As a proposition, the speculative is only the internal inhibition and the
return of the essence into itself, but a return lacking Being-there. Hence we often see
ourselves referred by philosophical expositions to this inner intuition, and in this way
what we required, the presentation of the dialectical movement of the proposition, is
withheld.—The proposition is supposed to express what the true is; but essentially the
true is subject; as such it is just the dialectical movement, this procession that
generates itself, steers its own course, and returns into itself.—In the other sort of
cognition proof constitutes this aspect, the expressed inwardness. But once the
dialectic has been separated from proof, the concept of philosophical demonstration
has in fact been lost.!

966. On this score it can be pointed out that the dialectical movement likewise has
propositions for its parts or elements; the difficulty indicated seems, therefore, always
to recur and to be a difficulty of the Thing itself.—This is like what happens in
ordinary proof, where the grounds that it uses themselves again need grounding, and
so on ad infinitum. But this form of grounding and conditioning belongs to the sort
of demonstration that is different from the dialectical movement and so belongs to
external cognition. As regards the dialectical movement itself, its element is the pure
concept; it thus has a content which is, in its own self, subject through and through.
Thus no content occurs which functions as an underlying subject, and whose
meaning is assigned to it as a predicate; the proposition is immediately just an
empty form.—Apart from the sensorily intuited or represented Self, it is mainly the
name as name that designates the pure subject, the empty unconceptual One. For this
reason it can be useful, e.g., to avoid the name God, since this word is not immedi-
ately at the same time a concept, but rather the authentic name, the steady repose of
the underlying subject; whereas e.g., Being or the One, singularity, the subject, etc.
themselves immediately indicate concepts as well. —Even if speculative truths are said
of this subject, all the same their content lacks the immanent concept, because this
content is present as a static subject, and through this circumstance such truths
readily assume the form of mere edification.—From this side, too, the obstacle that
arises from the habit of conceiving the speculative predicate according to the form of
a proposition, and not as concept and essence, can be increased or diminished on the
responsibility of the philosophical presentation itself. The presentation must, faithful
to the insight into the nature of the speculative, retain the dialectical form and accept
nothing except insofar as it is conceptualized and is the concept.'

967. If the ratiocinative attitude is a hindrance to the study of philosophy,
the conceit that flaunts settled truths without any ratiocination is no less so. The
possessor of such truths sees no need to come back to them; he makes them the
foundation and believes he can not only express them, but also judge and dispute by
means of them. In view of this, it is particularly necessary that philosophizing should
be made a serious business again. In the case of all sciences, arts, skills, and crafts,
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people are convinced that a complex and laborious programme of learning and
practice is necessary for competence. Yet when it comes to philosophy, it seems
that the dominant prejudice is now that, although not everyone who has eyes and
fingers, and gets leather and a tool, is thereby in a position to make shoes, everyone
nevertheless immediately understands how to philosophize, and how to evaluate
philosophy, since he possesses the yardstick for it in his natural reason—as if he did
not equally possess the measure of a shoe in his own foot.—It seems that philosoph-
ical competence is made to consist precisely in lack of information and study, as
though philosophy left off where they begin. Philosophy is often regarded as a formal
kind of knowledge, void of content, and the insight is sorely lacking that, whatever
truth there may be in the content of any discipline or science, it can only deserve the
name if it has been engendered by philosophy; that the other sciences can try their
hand as much as they like at ratiocination without philosophy, but without it they can
have in them neither life, nor spirit, nor truth."

968. As for genuine philosophy, it lies at the end of a long journey of education, a
movement as rich as it is profound, through which spirit arrives at knowledge.
Instead of this we see sound common sense, which has never exerted or educated
itself with genuine philosophy or other knowledge, and the immediate revelation of
the divine, considering themselves a perfect equivalent of this journey and as good a
substitute for it as chicory is reputed to be for coffee. It is not pleasant to observe that
ignorance and the crudity without form or taste, that cannot itself focus its thinking
on a single abstract proposition, still less on the connection of several propositions,
sometimes claims to be freedom and tolerance of thinking, sometimes even genius.
Genius, as we know, was once all the rage in poetry, as it now is in philosophy; but
when the production of this genius made any sense, instead of poetry it generated
trivial prose or, if it went beyond that, deranged speeches. Similarly nowadays a
natural way of philosophizing, which regards itself as too good for the concept and as
being, because of its lack of the concept, an intuitive and poetic type of thinking,
brings to market the wilful combinations of an imagination that has only been
disorganized by thought,—creations that are neither fish nor fowl, neither poetry
nor philosophy.'

969. On the other hand, when natural philosophizing flows along the calmer
channel of sound common sense, it offers at best a rhetoric of trivial truths. If
reproached with the insignificance of these truths, it assures us in response that
their sense and fulfilment reside in its heart, and so must be present in the hearts of
others too, since in general it thinks that with the innocence of the heart and the
purity of conscience and the like it has said the last word, to which no objection can
be raised, and beyond which nothing more can be demanded. But the point was this:
that the best should not remain behind in the interior, but brought out of this cavern
into the light of day. The effort of advancing ultimate truths of that kind could have
been avoided long ago; for they have long since been available in the catechism, in
popular proverbs, and so on.—It is not difficult to spot the indeterminacy or
contortion in such truths, often it is easy to disclose the opposite truths to the
consciousness of them within that self-same consciousness. When it struggles to
extricate itself from the confusion induced in it, consciousness will fall into a new
confusion, and may well resort to the outburst that the case is definitively such and
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such, and all the rest is sophistries—a catch phrase of ordinary common sense against
cultivated reason, just as ignorance of philosophy has adopted the expression day-
dreaming to brand it once and for all.—Since common sense appeals to feeling, to its
internal oracle, it has nothing to do with anyone who does not agree; it must explain
that it has nothing more to say to anyone who does not find and feel the same in
himself;—in other words, it tramples underfoot the root of humanity. For it is the
nature of humanity to press for agreement with others, and its existence resides only
in the achieved community of consciousnesses. The anti-human, the bestial, consists
in confinement to feeling, and in being able to communicate only by this means.'

€70. If anyone were to ask for a royal road to science,' no more convenient route
can be suggested than to rely on sound common sense and also, incidentally, for the
purpose of keeping abreast of the times and philosophy, to read reviews of philo-
sophical works, perhaps even their prefaces and opening paragraphs; for the latter
give the general principles on which everything depends, and reviews give, besides
the historical summary, the assessment too, which, being an assessment, stands above
the object assessed. One follows this common route in casual dress; but the exalted
feeling of the eternal, the holy, the infinite strides along in the robes of a high priest—
on a route that is rather already itself the immediate Being in the centre, the genius of
profound original Ideas and exalted flashes of thought. However, just as such
profundity does not yet reveal the source of the essence, so too these pyrotechnics
are not yet the empyrean.” True thoughts and scientific insight are to be won only in
the labour of the concept. The concept alone can produce the universality of
knowledge that is not the ordinary indeterminacy and poverty of ordinary common
sense, but cultivated and completed cognition; nor is it the extraordinary universality
of the gift of reason corrupting itself by indolence and conceit of genius, but the
truth matured to its natural form,—a truth capable of being the property of all self-
conscious reason.’

971. I locate that by which science exists in the self-movement of the concept. But
the ideas of our time about the nature and shape of truth diverge from this position,
both in the ways cited above and in other superficial respects; in fact they are entirely
at odds with it. This consideration promises, it seems, no favourable reception for an
attempt to present the system of science in this determination. Meanwhile I can
reflect that if, for example, at times the excellence of Plato’s philosophy is located in
his scientifically worthless myths, there have also been times, even called times of
enthusiasm, when Aristotle’s philosophy was esteemed for its speculative depth, and
Plato’s Parmenides (surely the greatest work of art of the ancient dialectic) was
regarded as the true disclosure and positive expression of the divine life, times
when, even with all the obscurity generated by ecstasy, this misunderstood ecstasy
was in fact supposed to be nothing other than the pure concept.' I reflect too that the
excellence in the philosophy of our time locates its own value in its scientific
character, and even if the others take it in another way, it is in fact only by its
scientific character that it makes its mark. And so I too can hope that this attempt to
vindicate science for the concept, and to present it in this its peculiar element, will
know how to make its way by the inner truth of the Thing itself. We must remain
convinced that it is the nature of the true to win through when its time has come, and
that it appears only when its time has come, and therefore never appears
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prematurely, nor finds a public unripe for receiving it; we must also be convinced that
the individual needs this effect in order to confirm what is as yet a Thing for himself
alone, and to experience as something universal the conviction which at first belongs
only to particularity. But in this connection the public must often be distinguished
from those who behave as its representatives and spokesmen. In many respects the
attitude of the public is quite different from, even contrary to, that of these spokes-
men. Whereas the public good-naturedly prefers to blame itself when a philosophical
work does not appeal to it, these others, by contrast, certain of their competence, put
all blame on the author. The effect on the public is quieter than the activity of these
dead when they bury their dead.” In general our insight now is altogether more
cultivated, its curiosity more alert, and its judgement more swiftly formed, so that the
feet of those who will carry you out are already at the door.” But from this we must
often distinguish the slower effect which rectifies the attention extorted by impressive
assurances and corrects contemptuous censure, and gives some a place in the world
of today only after a time, while others after a time have no place in the world of
tomorrow.

€72. Incidentally, at a time when the universality of spirit has grown so much
stronger and singularity, as is fitting, has become correspondingly less important,
when, too, universality claims and holds on to its whole range and cultivated wealth,
the share in the total work of spirit that falls to the activity of the individual can only
be small. Because of this, the individual must all the more forget himself, as the
nature of science in any case requires. Of course, he must become and do what he
can; but less must be demanded of him, just as he in turn can expect less of himself,
and may demand less for himself."






Introduction

973. It is a natural idea that in philosophy, before we come to deal with the Thing
itself, namely with the actual cognition of what in truth is, it is necessary first to come
to an understanding about cognition, which is regarded as the instrument by which
we take possession of the absolute, or as the medium through which we catch sight
of it. The concern seems justified, on the one hand that there may be various kinds
of cognition, and one of them might be handier than another for the attainment of
this goal, and so by a wrong choice among them,' —and on the other hand that, since
cognition is a capacity of a determinate kind and scope, without a more precise
determination of its nature and limits, we shall get hold of clouds of error instead of
the heaven of truth. What is more, this concern must surely turn into the conviction
that the whole enterprise of securing for consciousness that which is in itself through
cognition is absurd in its concept, and that between cognition and the absolute there
lies a boundary that completely divides them. For, if cognition is the instrument for
gaining possession of the absolute essence, it is immediately obvious that the appli-
cation of an instrument to a Thing does not in fact leave it as it is for itself, but rather
effects a forming and alteration of it. Or if cognition is not an instrument of our
activity but a sort of passive medium through which the light of truth reaches us, then
again we do not receive the truth as it is in itself, but only as it is through and in this
medium. In both cases we use a means which immediately brings about the opposite
of its intended aim; or what is really absurd is that we make use of a means at all. It
seems, no doubt, that this drawback can be remedied through an acquaintance with
the way in which the instrument works; for this enables us to subtract from the result
the instrument’s own contribution to the representation of the absolute which we
gain by its means, and so to get the true in its purity. But this improvement would
in fact only bring us back to where we were before. If from a thing we have formed
we take away again what the instrument has done to it, then the thing—here the
absolute—is for us exactly what it was before this now superfluous effort. If the
instrument is supposed merely to bring the absolute a little closer to us, without
altering anything in it, like a bird caught by a lime-twig, it would surely deride this
ruse, if it were not in and for itself already with us and willing to be so; for in this case
cognition would be a ruse, since by its complex endeavour it assumes the air of doing
something quite different from simply establishing an immediate and thus effortless
relation. Or if an examination of cognition, which we represent as a medium, acquaints
us with the law of its refraction, it is again useless to subtract the refraction from the
result; for cognition is not the refraction of the ray, but the ray itself by which truth
reaches us, and if this were subtracted, only the pure direction or blank space would
have been indicated to us.”
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974. Meanwhile, if concern about falling into error injects a mistrust into science,
which without any such misgivings gets on with the job itself and actually cognizes, it
is hard to see why we should not, conversely, inject a mistrust into this mistrust and
be concerned that this fear of erring is really the error itself. In fact this fear
presupposes something, a great deal in fact, as truth, and it supports its misgivings
and inferences on what itself needs to be examined first to see if it is truth. That is to
say, it presupposes representations of cognition as an instrument and medium, also a
distinction between ourselves and this cognition; but above all, it presupposes that the
absolute stands on one side and cognition on the other side, for itself and separated
from the absolute, and yet is something real or, to put it bluntly, it presupposes that
cognition which, since it is outside the absolute, is surely outside the truth as well, is
nevertheless genuine, an assumption whereby what calls itself fear of error stands
exposed rather as fear of truth.'

¢75. This conclusion stems from the fact that the absolute alone is true, or the true
alone is absolute. The conclusion can be rejected by drawing a distinction: a cognition
that does not cognize the absolute, as science aims to, can nevertheless be true as well,
and cognition in general, though it may be incapable of grasping the absolute, can
still be capable of some other truth. But we gradually come to see that beating about
the bush in this way comes down to a murky distinction between an absolutely true
and some other kind of true, and that the absolute, cognition, etc. are words that
presuppose a meaning that first needs to be ascertained.”

976. There is an alternative to tormenting ourselves with such useless ideas and
stock phrases about cognition as an instrument for getting hold of the absolute, or as
a medium through which we catch sight of the truth—and surely all these ideas of a
cognition separated from the absolute, and an absolute separated from cognition,
amount to those relationships; there is no need to bother with excuses which derive
the incapacity of science from the presupposition of such relationships as these, in
order to free oneself of the toil of science while at the same time assuming the air of
serious and zealous endeavour; nor need we struggle for answers to all this. Instead of
that we could reject them out of hand as contingent and arbitrary representations,
and the associated use of words like the absolute, cognition, as well as the objective
and the subjective and countless others, whose meaning is presupposed as universally
familiar, could even be regarded as a fraud. For the pretence not just that their
meaning is universally familiar, but also that their concept is in one’s own possession,
looks more as if it is supposed to avoid the main Thing, namely, to provide this
concept. On the other hand, we could, with more right, spare ourselves the trouble of
taking any notice at all of such ideas and locutions, with which science itself is
supposed to be kept at bay; for they only amount to an empty appearance of
knowing, which vanishes immediately when science itself comes on the scene. But
science, in virtue of coming on the scene, is itself an appearance; its entrance is not
yet science developed and expanded in its truth. It makes no difference here whether
we suppose that science is the appearance because it comes on the scene along with
something else, or whether we call that other untrue knowledge its appearing. But
science must free itself of this semblance; and it can do this only by turning against it.
For when faced with a sort of knowledge that is not genuine, science can neither just
reject it as a common view of things, claiming that science is an entirely different sort
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of cognition for which that other knowledge is of no account whatever; nor can
science appeal to the intimation of something better within this other knowledge. By
that first claim, science would be declaring its Being to be its power; but the untrue
knowledge in turn appeals to the fact that it is, and claims that for it science is of no
account; one bare claim is worth just as much as another. Still less can science appeal
to the better intimation supposedly present in the cognition that is not genuine, to the
sign within it pointing towards science; because, for one thing, it would similarly be
appealing again to a Being; but, for another thing, it would be appealing to itself in
the mode in which it is present in the non-genuine cognition, that is, it would be
appealing to an inferior mode of its Being and to its appearance rather than to how it
is in and for itself. It is for this reason that the presentation of knowledge as it appears
is to be undertaken here.'

€77. Now because it has for its object only knowledge as it appears, this presen-
tation itself seems not to be the free science, moving in its own peculiar shape; rather,
from this standpoint it can be regarded as the path of the natural consciousness
pressing on to true knowledge, or as the way of the soul passing through the sequence
of its configurations as stations prescribed for it by its own nature, so that it may
purify itself to spirit and, through the complete experience of itself, arrive at the
awareness of what it is in itself."

€78. Natural consciousness will prove to be only the concept of knowledge, or
knowledge that is not real. But natural consciousness immediately takes itself to be
real knowledge, and so this path has a negative meaning for it, and it counts what is in
fact the realization of the concept as the loss of its own self; for on this path it loses its
truth. The path can therefore be regarded as the way of doubt, or more precisely as
the way of despair; for what happens on this path is not what is usually understood by
doubting, shaking some supposed truth or other, followed by a convenient dis-
appearance of the doubt and a return to that truth again, so that in the end the
Thing is taken as it was in the first place. On the contrary, this path is the conscious
insight into the untruth of knowledge as it appears, for which the supreme reality is
what is in truth only the unrealized concept. That is why this self-accomplishing
scepticism is also not the accoutrement with which the earnest zeal for truth and
science fancies it has prepared and equipped itself in their service: with the resolution,
namely, never in science to surrender upon authority to the thoughts of others, but to
examine everything oneself and to follow only one’s own conviction, or better still, to
produce everything oneself and to regard only one’s own deed as the true. The series
of configurations which consciousness goes through on this path is rather the
detailed history of the education of consciousness itself to science. That resolution
represents education as immediately over and done with, as a past happening, in the
simple manner of the resolution; but in contrast to this untruth, this path is the actual
performance. To follow one’s own conviction is admittedly more than submitting to
authority; but the conversion of a belief based on authority into a belief from personal
conviction does not necessarily alter the content of the belief or replace error with
truth. Involvement in a system of opinion and prejudice on the authority of others
and involvement in it from personal conviction differ only in respect of the vanity
that goes with the latter policy. By contrast, the scepticism that is directed at the
whole range of consciousness as it appears is what first gives spirit the capacity to
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investigate what the truth is. For it gives rise to a despair in the so-called natural
ideas, thoughts, and opinions—no matter whether they are called one’s own or
someone else’s—whereas the consciousness that gets down to its investigation right
away is still filled and encumbered with them, but because of that it is in fact
incapable of the task it proposes to undertake.’

€79. The completeness of the forms of the consciousness that is not real will result
from the necessity of the progression and interconnection itself. To make this
comprehensible, we can in advance make the general remark that the presentation
in its untruth of the consciousness that is not genuine is not a merely negative
movement. This is a one-sided view such as the natural consciousness generally
has of it; and a knowledge which makes this one-sidedness into its essence is one of
the shapes of unfinished consciousness; it occurs in the course of the journey itself
and will present itself there. To be precise, this is the scepticism that only ever sees
pure nothing in the result and abstracts from the fact that this nothing is determin-
ately the nothing of that from which it results. But the genuine result is in fact only the
nothing taken as the result of that from which it derives; and so the nothing is itself a
determinate nothing and has a content. The scepticism that ends up with the abstrac-
tion of nothing or with emptiness cannot go any further from there, but must wait
to see whether anything new presents itself and, if so, what it is, in order to cast it into
the same empty abyss. When, on the other hand, the result is conceived as it is in truth,
as determinate negation, then a new form has thereby immediately arisen, and in the
negation the transition is made by which the advance through the complete series of
shapes ensues of itself.'

480. But the goal is fixed for knowledge just as necessarily as the sequence of the
advance; it is situated where knowledge no longer needs to go beyond itself, where
knowledge finds itself, and the concept corresponds to the object and the object to
the concept. So the advance towards this goal is also relentless, and no satisfaction is
to be found at any earlier station. Whatever is limited to a natural life cannot of its
own accord go beyond its immediate Being-there; but it is driven beyond it by
something else, and this uprootedness is its death. But consciousness is for itself its
own concept, thereby immediately the advance beyond what is limited and, since
what is thus limited belongs to it, beyond itself; together with the singular the beyond
is also posited for consciousness, even if only alongside the limited, as in spatial
intuition. Thus consciousness suffers this violence at its own hands: it spoils its own
limited satisfaction. On feeling this violence, anxiety may well draw back before the
truth, and strive to maintain what it is in danger of losing. But this anxiety can find
no rest, unless it wishes to remain in thoughtless indolence; thought spoils thought-
lessness and its restlessness disturbs indolence; or unless it entrenches itself as
sentimentality, which claims to find everything good of its kind; this claim likewise
suffers violence at the hands of reason, which finds something no good precisely
insofar as it is a kind. Or fear of the truth may hide from itself and others behind the
illusion that its burning zeal for truth is precisely what makes it so difficult, even
impossible, for it to find any other truth but the sole truth of vanity—that one is
always even cleverer than any thoughts one draws out of oneself or from others; this
vanity which understands how to vaporize any truth, understands how to return
from it into itself and revels in its own understanding, which knows how to dissolve
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every thought and to find the barren I instead of any content, is a gratification which
must be left to itself; for it flees from the universal and seeks only Being-for-itself."

€81. After these preliminary general comments about the manner and necessity
of the progression, it may be similarly useful to add a remark about the method of
carrying it out. This exposition is presented as a response of science to knowledge as
it appears, and as an investigation and examination of the reality of cognition; and
so it seems as if it cannot take place without some presupposition which is adopted
as a standard underlying it. For an examination consists in the application of an
accepted standard, and the decision whether what is being examined is correct or
incorrect depends on the resulting agreement or disagreement of it with the standard;
and the standard in general, and science too if that happens to be the standard, is
thereby accepted as the essence or as the in-itself. But here, where science first comes
on the scene, neither science itself nor anything else has justified itself as the essence
or as the in-itself; and without something of the sort it seems that no examination can
take place.

¢82. This contradiction and its removal will emerge more determinately if we
first recall the abstract determinations of knowledge and of truth as they occur in
consciousness. To be precise, consciousness distinguishes from itself something to
which it at the same time relates itself; or, as the expression goes, there is something
for consciousness; and this determinate aspect, the relating, or the Being of something
for a consciousness, is knowing. But from this Being for another we distinguish Being-
in-itself; what is related to knowing is also distinguished from knowing and posited as
being outside this relation as well; this aspect, the in-itself, is called truth. What is
really involved in these determinations is of no further concern to us here; for as our
object is knowledge as it appears, so too its determinations are initially taken up as
they immediately present themselves; and they present themselves very much as we
have conceived them.'

€83. If we now investigate the truth of knowledge, then it seems that we are
investigating what knowledge is in itself. Yet in this investigation knowledge is our
object, it is for us; and the in-itself of knowledge that emerged from the inquiry
would thus be rather its Being for us; what we claimed to be its essence would not
be its truth but only our knowledge of it. The essence or standard would lie within
ourselves, and that which is supposed to be compared with it and about which a
decision should be taken in light of this comparison would not necessarily have to
recognize the standard."

€84. But the nature of the object we are investigating avoids this separation or this
semblance of separation and presupposition. Consciousness provides its standard
within itself, and the investigation will therefore be a comparison of consciousness
with itself; for the distinction that has just been made falls within it. In consciousness
there is one thing for another, or consciousness in general has in it the determinacy
of the moment of knowledge; at the same time, this other is to consciousness not
merely for it, but also outside this relation or in itself. the moment of truth. Thus in
what consciousness declares within itself to be the in-itself or the true we have the
standard that consciousness itself sets up by which to measure its knowledge. If we
call knowledge the concept, and call the essence or the true, on the other hand, that
which is or the object, then the examination consists in seeing whether the concept
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corresponds to the object. But if we call the essence or the in-itself of the object the
concept, and conversely understand by the object the object as object, that is, as it is
for an other, then the examination consists in seeing whether the object corres-
ponds to its concept. It is easy to see that these amount to the same thing; but the
essential point to bear in mind throughout the whole investigation is that both
these moments, concept and object, Being-for-another and Being-in-itself, them-
selves fall within the knowledge we are investigating, and consequently we do not
need to import standards, and to apply our notions and thoughts in the investiga-
tion; it is by leaving these aside that we succeed in considering the Thing as it is in
and for itself."

€85. So an intervention by us becomes superfluous in this respect, that concept
and object, the standard and what is to be assessed, are present in consciousness itself.
But not only that, we are also spared the trouble of comparing the two and really
assessing them, so that, as consciousness assesses itself, all that remains for us in this
respect too is simply to look on. For consciousness is on the one hand consciousness
of the object, on the other hand consciousness of itself; consciousness of what to it is
the true, and consciousness of its knowledge of the true. Since both are for conscious-
ness, consciousness itself is their comparison; it becomes a matter for consciousness
whether its knowledge of the object corresponds to the object or not. The object,
admittedly, seems to be for consciousness only as consciousness knows it; conscious-
ness seems unable, as it were, to get behind the scenes to see the object not as it is
for consciousness, but as it is in itself, and so unable to assess its knowledge by it.
However, the very fact that consciousness knows of an object at all already involves
this distinction: to consciousness something is the in-itself, while another moment
is the knowledge, or the Being of the object for consciousness. This differentiation
is at hand, and the assessment rests upon it. If in this comparison the two do not
correspond, then it seems that consciousness must alter its knowledge to make it
conform to the object; but in the alteration of the knowledge, the object itself alters
for it too, for the existing knowledge was essentially a knowledge of the object: along
with the knowledge the object too becomes another, for it essentially belonged to this
knowledge. Hence consciousness finds that what it previously took to be the in-itself
is not in itself, or that it was in itself only for consciousness. Since consciousness thus
finds in its object that its knowledge is at odds with the object, the object itself does
not hold out either; or the standard of the assessment alters when that of which it
was supposed to be the standard fails the test; and the assessment is not only an
assessment of the knowledge, but also of the standard of the assessment."

€86. This dialectical movement which consciousness exercises on itself, on its
knowledge as well as on its object, insofar as the new, true object emerges from it for
consciousness, is really what is called experience. In this connection there is a moment
in the process just mentioned which needs to be brought out more clearly, and this
will shed a new light on the scientific aspect of the following presentation. Con-
sciousness knows something, this object is the essence or the in-itself; but it is also the
in-itself for consciousness; with this the ambiguity of this truth comes in. We see that
consciousness now has two objects: one is the first in-itself, the second is the Being-
for-consciousness of this in-itself. The latter seems initially to be only the reflection of
consciousness into itself, a representing, not of an object, but only of its knowledge of
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that first object. But as we have shown above, consciousness thereby has its first
object altered; the object ceases to be the in-itself, and becomes to consciousness an
object that is the in-itself only for consciousness; and so this, the Being-for-conscious-
ness of this in-itself, is then the true, which means, however, that this is the essence or
the object of consciousness. This new object contains the nullity of the first, it is what
experience has made of it.!

€87. In this presentation of the course of experience there is a moment in virtue
of which it does not seem to agree with what is ordinarily understood by experi-
ence. That is, the transition from the first object and the knowledge of it, to the
other object, with which, as they say, the experience has been had, was specified to
the effect that the knowledge of the first object, or the for-consciousness of the first
in-itself, is itself supposed to become the second object. By contrast, it usually
seems that we gain the experience of the untruth of our first concept with another
object which we come across by chance and externally, so that all in all only the
pure apprehension of what is in and for itself falls to us. In the above view,
however, the new object shows itself to have come about through a reversal of
consciousness itself. This view of the Thing is our contribution, in virtue of which
the sequence of consciousness’s experiences is raised to a scientific progression and
which is not for the consciousness that we are considering. But in fact this is the
same circumstance as the one discussed above in connection with the relationship
of our presentation to scepticism, namely that in each case the result emerging in
an untruthful sort of knowledge should not be left to dwindle into an empty
nothing, but must necessarily be conceived as the nothing of that of which it is the
result; a result which contains whatever truth the preceding knowledge has in it.
This presents itself here like this: since what first appeared as the object sinks to
consciousness’s knowledge of it, and the in-itself becomes a Being-for-consciousness
of the in-itself, this is the new object, bringing on a new shape of consciousness
too, for which the essence is something different from that of the preceding shape.
It is this circumstance that guides the whole sequence of the shapes of conscious-
ness in their necessity. But it is this necessity itself, or the emergence of the new
object that presents itself to consciousness without its knowing what is happening
to it, that for us, as it were, goes on behind the back of consciousness. There thus
comes into the movement of consciousness a moment of Being-in-itself or Being-
for-us that does not present itself for the consciousness that is comprehended in
the experience itself; but the content of what we see emerge is for consciousness,
and we comprehend only its formal aspect, or its pure emergence; for consciousness
what has thus emerged is only as object, for us it is at the same time movement and
becoming.'

€88. In virtue of this necessity, the path to science is itself already science and
hence, in keeping with its content, science of the experience of consciousness."

€89. The experience which consciousness has of itself can, in accordance with the
concept of experience, comprehend within itself nothing less than the whole system
of consciousness, or the whole realm of the truth of spirit, in such a way that the
moments of this truth present themselves in this peculiar determinacy: they are not
abstract, pure moments, but as they are for consciousness, or as consciousness itself
emerges in its relation to them. This is why the moments of the whole are shapes of
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consciousness. In pressing on to its true existence, consciousness will reach a point at
which it sheds its semblance of being burdened with alien material that is only for it
and as an other, a point where the appearance becomes equal to the essence, where
consequently its presentation coincides with just this point in the authentic science of
spirit; and finally, when consciousness itself grasps this its essence, it will signify the
nature of absolute knowledge itself."



A. Consciousness

I. Sensory Certainty: The This and Meaning

€90. The knowledge that is our object at first or immediately can be nothing other
than that which is itself immediate knowledge, knowledge of the immediate or what
simply is. We have to adopt a similarly immediate or receptive approach, and thus
alter nothing in the object as it presents itself, and exclude conceptualization from
apprehension.

991. The concrete content of sensory certainty makes it immediately appear as
the richest cognition, indeed as a cognition of infinite wealth for which no limit can
be found, whether we proceed outwards in the space and time in which it extends,
or whether we take a piece of this abundance, and proceed inwards by dividing it.
Moreover, sensory certainty appears as the most genuine cognition; for it has not
as yet omitted anything from the object, but has it before itself in its entirety. But
in fact this certainty exposes itself as the most abstract and poorest truth. This is
all it says about what it knows: ‘it is’; and its truth contains only the Being of the
Thing. Consciousness, for its part, is in this certainty only as pure I; or I am in
this certainty only as pure This, and the object similarly only as pure This. I, this
I, am certain of this Thing, not because I, as consciousness, have developed myself
in the process or set thought in multifarious motion. And not because the Thing
of which I am certain, is, in virtue of a host of distinct qualities, a rich complex of
connections within itself, or a variety of relationships to other things. Neither of
these has anything to do with the truth of sensory certainty. In this case neither
I nor the Thing has the significance of a complex mediation: the I does not have
the significance of a manifold representing or thinking; nor does the Thing
have the significance of manifold qualities: no, the Thing is, and it is, only because
it is. It is—this is what is essential for sensory knowledge, and this pure Being, or
this simple immediacy, constitutes its truth. In the same way, certainty as a relation is
an immediate pure relation: consciousness is I, nothing more, a pure This; the singleton
knows the pure This, or the singular.'

€92. But in this pure Being, which constitutes the essence of this certainty, and
which this certainty claims to be its truth, much more comes into play, if we look. An
actual sensory certainty is not just this pure immediacy, but an exemplifying by-play
of it." Among the countless differences occurring here we find in every case a crucial
difference, namely that in sensory certainty the two This’s already mentioned, a This as
I, and a This as object, issue directly from the pure Being. If we reflect on this difference,
it emerges that neither the one nor the other is present in sensory certainty only
immediately; at the same time they are present as mediated: I have the certainty through
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something else, viz. the Thing; and similarly the Thing is in the certainty through
something else, viz. through the 1>

993. It is not just we who draw this distinction between the essence and the byplay,
between immediacy and mediation; we find it in sensory certainty itself, and the
distinction is to be taken up in the form it has in sensory certainty, not as we
determined it just now. One element in sensory certainty is posited as the simple,
immediate being, or as the essence, the object, while the other is posited as what is
unessential and mediated, something that in sensory certainty is through an other,
not in itself, the I, a knowledge that knows the object only because the object is, a
knowledge that may either be or not be. But the object is, it is the true and the essence;
it is, no matter whether it is known or not; it remains, even if it is not known; but the
knowledge is not if the object is not."

994. So the object needs to be considered, to see whether in sensory certainty itself
the object is in fact the kind of essence that sensory certainty presents it as; whether this
concept of it as the essence corresponds to the way in which it is present in sensory
certainty. To this end, we need not reflect on the object and ponder what it might be
in truth; we need only consider the way in which it is present in sensory certainty.

€95. So we have to put the question to sensory certainty itself: What is the This?
If we take the This in the twofold shape of its Being, as the Now and as the Here, the
dialectic it has in it will receive a form as intelligible as the This itself is. To the
question: What is the Now? we answer, for example: The Now is the night. In order to
test the truth of this sensory certainty a simple experiment suffices. We write down
this truth; a truth cannot lose anything by being written down, nor can it lose
anything through our preserving it. If now, this noon, we look again at the written
truth we shall have to say that it has become stale."

996. The Now that is night is preserved, i.e. it is treated as what it is made out to be,
as a being; but it turns out to be, on the contrary, a non-being. The Now itself does
indeed maintain itself, but as a Now that is not night; equally, it maintains itself
against the day that it now is, as a Now that is also not day, or as a negative in general.
This self-maintaining Now is, therefore, not an immediate Now but a mediated Now;
for it is determined as a permanent and self-maintaining Now by the very fact that
something else, viz. the day and the night, is not. For all that, it is still just as simple as
before, Now, and in this simplicity it is indifferent to what is still in play by its side;
the night and the day are definitely not its Being, but it is also day and night
nonetheless; it is not in the least affected by this its other-being. A simple thing of
this kind, which is through negation, neither This nor That, a not-This, and equally
indifferent to being This as well as That—we call it a universal. So in fact the universal
is the true of sensory certainty."

€97. It is also as a universal that we express the sensory. What we say is: This, i.e.
the universal This, or: it is, i.e. Being in general. Of course, in doing so we do not
represent to ourselves the universal This or Being in general, but we express the
universal; or our speech does not strictly express what we mean in this sensory
certainty. But language, as we see, is the more truthful; in it, we ourselves immediately
refute our meaning, and since the universal is the true of sensory certainty and
language expresses this true alone, it is just not possible for us ever to say a sensory
Being that we mean.'
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€98. The same will be the case with the other form of the This, with the Here. The
Here is, e.g., the tree. If I turn round, this truth has disappeared and is converted into
the opposite truth: The Here is not a tree, but a house instead. The Here itself does not
disappear; no, it is, enduring in the disappearance of the house, the tree, etc., and
indifferent to whether it is house or tree. Again, then, the This shows itself to be
mediated simplicity, or universality.'

€99. This sensory certainty shows, within its own self, the universal to be the truth
of its object. Pure being remains, then, as the essence of sensory certainty, not
however as something immediate, but as something to which negation and medi-
ation are essential; consequently, it is not what we mean by Being, but Being with the
determination that it is the abstraction, or the purely universal; and our meaning, for
which the true of sensory certainty is not the universal, is all that still remains in the
face of this empty or indifferent Now and Here."

€100. If we compare the relationship in which knowing and the object first came on
the scene, with the relationship in which they come to stand in this result, we find
that it is reversed. The object, which was supposed to be the essential element, is now
the inessential element in sensory certainty; for the universal which the object has
come to be is no longer what the object was supposed to be essentially for sensory
certainty. On the contrary, sensory certainty is now located in the opposite, viz. in
knowledge, which previously was the inessential element. Its truth is in the object as
my object, or in my meaning; it is, because I have knowledge of it. Sensory certainty,
then, is indeed expelled from the object, but it is not yet sublated by this, but only
driven back into the I. We now have to see what experience shows us about this
reality of sensory certainty.'

€101. So the force of the truth of sense certainty now lies in the I, in the immediacy
of my seeing, hearing, and so on; the disappearance of the singular Now and Here
that we mean is prevented because I hold them fast. The Now is day, because I see
daylight; the Here is a tree, for the same reason. But in this relationship sensory
certainty experiences the same dialectic within itself as in the previous relationship. I,
this I, see the tree and affirm the tree as the Here; but another I sees the house and
maintains that Here is not a tree but a house instead. Both truths have the same
authentication, viz. the immediacy of seeing, and the security and assurance of both
about their knowledge; but the one truth vanishes in the other."

€102. What does not disappear in all this is I, as universal, whose seeing is
neither a seeing of the tree nor of this house, but a simple seeing which, though
mediated by the negation of this house, etc., is equally simple and indifferent to
what is still in play beside it, to the house, the tree. I is only universal like Now,
Here, or This in general; I do indeed mean a singular I, but I can no more say what
I mean in the case of I than I can in the case of Now and Here. When I say this
Here, Now, or a singular, I am saying all This’s, all Heres, Nows, singulars. Similarly,
when I say I, this singular I, 1 say in general all I’s; what I say is everyone: I, this
singular I. When science is presented with the challenge, as if it were the acid test
it simply could not withstand—to deduce, construct, find a priori, or however it
is expressed, a so-called this thing or a this man, it is only reasonable that the
challenge should say which this thing, or which this I it means; but it is impossible
to say this."
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9103. So sensory certainty learns by experience that its essence is neither in the
object nor in the I, and that the immediacy is neither an immediacy of the one nor of
the other; for in both, what I mean is rather an inessential, and the object and I are
universals in which that Now and Here and I which I mean does not have a
continuing subsistence, or is not. In this way we come to the point where we posit
the whole of sensory certainty itself as its essence, and no longer only one of its
moments, as happened in the two cases where first the object confronting the I, and
then the I, was supposed to be its reality. Thus it is only sensory certainty as a whole
which stands firm within itself as immediacy and by so doing excludes from itself all
the opposition that occurred before.'

9104. This pure immediacy therefore no longer has any concern with the
otherness of the Here as a tree which passes over into a Here that is a non-tree,
or with the otherness of the Now as day which passes over into a Now that is night,
or with another I with another object. Its truth maintains itself as a relation that
remains equal to itself, and which makes no distinction between the I and the object
with regard to what is essential and what is unessential, and so no distinction at all
can penetrate into it either. So I, this I, affirm the Here as a tree, and do not turn
round so that the Here becomes for me a non-tree; and I take no notice of the fact
that another I sees the Here as non-tree, or that I myself at another time take the
Here as non-tree, the Now as non-day. No, I am pure intuiting; I stick to my claim
that the Now is day, or alternatively that the Here is a tree; and I do not compare the
Here and Now themselves with each other, but stick firmly to one immediate relation:
the Now is day."

9105. Since, then, this certainty now refuses to come forth when we draw its
attention to a Now that is night, or to an I for whom it is night, we go up to it and let
the Now that is affirmed be pointed out to us. We must let it be pointed out to us; for
the truth of this immediate relation is the truth of this I which confines itself to one
Now or one Here. Were we to take up this truth afterwards, or stand at a distance
from it, it would have no significance at all; for we would sublate the immediacy that
is essential to it. We must therefore enter into the same point of time or space, let
them be pointed out to us, i.e. let ourselves be made into the very same this I which is
the one that knows with certainty. Let us, then, see how the immediate, that is pointed
out to us, is constituted."

€106. The Now is pointed out, this Now. Now; it has already ceased to be when it is
pointed out. The Now that is, is another Now than the one pointed out, and we see
that the Now is just this: already to be no more when it is. The Now, as it is pointed
out to us, is a Now that has been, and this is its truth; it has not the truth of Being. So
this much is true after all, that it has been. But what has been, an ex-entity, is, in fact,
no essence, no entity; it is not, and we were concerned with Being.1

9107. In this pointing-out, then, we see only a movement which takes the
following course: (1) I point out the Now, it is affirmed as the true; but I point it
out as a has-been, or as something sublated, I sublate the first truth. (2) Now I affirm
as the second truth that it has been, is sublated. (3) But what has been, is not; I sublate
the having-been-ness or sublatedness, the second truth, and thereby negate the
negation of the Now, and thus return to the first affirmation, that Now is. The
Now, and pointing out the Now, are thus so constituted that neither the Now nor
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the pointing out is immediately simple, but a movement which has various moments
in it: a This is posited, but it is rather an other that is posited, or the This is sublated:
and this otherness, or sublation of the first, is itself again sublated, and so has returned
to the first. However, this first, reflected into itself, is not exactly the same as it was to
begin with, viz. something immediate; on the contrary, it is something reflected into
itself, or simple which, in its otherness, remains what it is: a Now which is absolutely
many Nows. And this is the veritable Now, the Now as simple day which has within it
many Nows, hours. Such a Now, an hour, is similarly many minutes, and this Now is
likewise many Nows, and so on.—The pointing-out is thus itself the movement which
expresses what the Now is in truth, viz. a result, or a plurality of Nows all taken
together; and the pointing-out is the experience of learning that Now is a universal."

€108. The Here pointed out, which I hold fast, is similarly a this Here, which in fact
is not this Here, but a Before and Behind, an Above and Below, a Right and Left. The
Above is itself similarly this manifold otherness of above, below, etc. The Here, which
was supposed to be pointed out, vanishes in other Heres, but these likewise vanish.
What is pointed out, held fast, and remains, is a negative This, which is thus only
when the Heres are taken as they are supposed to be, but sublate themselves in the
process; it is a simple complex of many Heres. The Here that is meant would be the
point; but the point is not: on the contrary, when it is pointed out as something that
is, the pointing-out shows itself to be not immediate knowledge, but a movement
from the Here that is meant through many Heres into the universal Here, which is a
simple plurality of Heres, just as the day is a simple plurality of Nows."

€109. It is clear that the dialectic of sensory certainty is nothing other than the
simple history of its movement or of its experience, and sensory certainty itself is
nothing other than this history only. That is why the natural consciousness itself also
always advances to this result, which is the true in sensory certainty, and it gains
experience of it; but equally it only forgets it again and again, and begins the
movement afresh. It is therefore astonishing when, in the face of this experience,
it is proposed as universal experience, also as a philosophical assertion, and even as
the result of scepticism, that the reality or the Being of external things as these things,
or sensory things, has absolute truth for consciousness. Such an assertion does not
even know what it is talking about, does not know that it is saying the opposite of
what it wants to say. The truth for consciousness of the sensory This is supposed to be
universal experience; but the contrary is universal experience. Every consciousness
itself sublates again such a truth as e.g. the Here is a tree, or, the Now is noon, and
expresses the contrary: the Here is not a tree, but rather a house; and insofar as this
second assertion, sublating the first, again involves such an assertion of a sensory
This, it instantly sublates that too. And in all sensory certainty only what we have
seen is experienced in truth, viz. the This as a universal, the contrary of what that
assertion claims to be universal experience.—With this appeal to the universal
experience we may be permitted to anticipate its bearing on the practical sphere. In
this regard we can tell those who affirm this truth and certainty of the reality of
sensory objects that they should be sent back to the most elementary school of
wisdom, viz. the ancient Eleusinian mysteries of Ceres and Bacchus, and still have
to learn the secret of the eating of bread and the drinking of wine; for the initiate into
these secrets not only comes to doubt the Being of sensory things, but to despair of it;
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and in part he brings about the nothingness in such things himself, and in part he
sees them bring it about themselves. Even animals are not debarred from this
wisdom; on the contrary, they show themselves to be profoundly initiated into it;
for they do not just stand stock still in the presence of sensory things as if they were
beings in themselves, but, despairing of this reality and in complete certainty of their
nothingness, they help themselves without more ado and gobble them up. And all
nature, like the animals, celebrates these revealed mysteries which teach what the
truth of sensory things is.!

9110. But, in accordance with our previous remarks, those who advance such an
assertion, themselves also say immediately the contrary of what they mean:—a
phenomenon which is perhaps best calculated to induce reflection on the nature of
sensory certainty. They speak of the existence of external objects, which can be more
precisely determined as actual, absolutely singular, wholly personal, individual things,
none of them absolutely similar to anything else; this Being-there, they say, has
absolute certainty and truth. They mean this bit of paper on which I am writing—or
rather have written—this; but what they mean is not what they say. If they actually
wanted to say this bit of paper which they mean, and they wanted to say it, then this is
impossible, because the sensory This that is meant is inaccessible to language, which
belongs to consciousness, to the inherently universal. In the actual attempt to say it, it
would therefore rot away; those who started to describe it could not complete the
description, but would have to leave it to others, who in the end would themselves
admit to speaking about a thing which is not. They certainly mean, then, this bit of
paper here which is another bit entirely from the bit mentioned above; but they speak
about ‘actual things, external or sensory objects, absolutely singular entities’, and so
on; i.e. they say of them only what is universal. Consequently, what is called the
inexpressible is nothing other than the untrue, the irrational, the merely meant.—If
nothing more is said of something than that it is an actual thing, an external object,
then what is expressed is only its supreme universality and thus its equality with
everything rather than its distinctness. When I say: a singular thing, I am really saying
it as wholly universal, for everything is a singular thing; and likewise this thing is
anything you like. If we designate it more exactly as this bit of paper, then each and
every bit of paper is a this bit of paper, and I have only ever said the universal. But if
I want to help out speech—which has the divine nature of directly reversing the
meaning, of making it into something else, and thus not letting it get a word in—by
pointing out this bit of paper, experience teaches me what the truth of sensory
certainty in fact is: I point it out, as a Here, which is a Here of other Heres, or is
within itself a simple Together of many Heres, i.e. it is a universal. I take it up as it is in
truth, and instead of knowing something immediate, I perceive."

II. Perception: The Thing and Illusion

¢111. Immediate certainty does not take over the true, for its truth is the universal;
whereas it wants to take the This. Perception, on the other hand, takes its beings as
something universal. Just as universality is its principle in general, the immediately
self-differentiating moments within perception are universal: the I a universal I and
the object a universal object. That principle has emerged for us, and therefore our
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reception of perception is no longer a reception that appears, as that of sensory
certainty was; it is a necessary reception. The two moments, which in their appear-
ance just fall from nowhere, have come into being at the same time in the emergence
of the principle: one is the movement of pointing-out, the other same movement
as something simple; the former the perceiving, the latter the object." In essence the
object is the same as the movement: the movement is the unfolding and differenti-
ation of the moments, and the object is the gathered-togetherness of the moments.
For us, or in itself, the universal as principle is the essence of perception, and, in
contrast to this abstraction, both the moments differentiated—the perceiver and the
perceived—are the unessential. But in fact, because both are themselves the universal
or the essence, both are essential. Yet since they are related to each other as opposites,
only one can be the essential moment in the relation, and the distinction of the
essential and the inessential must be shared between them. One of them determined
as the simple, the object, is the essence regardless of whether it is perceived or not; but
the perceiving, as the movement, is the inconstant, which can as well be as not be, and
the inessential.®

€112. This object must now be determined more precisely, and this determination
must be developed briefly from the result that has been reached; the more detailed
development does not belong here. Since the principle of the object, the universal, is
in its simplicity a mediated universal, the object must express this within itself as its
nature; in this way it shows itself as the thing with many properties. The wealth of
sensory knowledge belongs to perception, not to immediate certainty, where it was
only what was in play beside it; for only perception has negation, difference or
manifoldness, in its essence.'

€113. So the This is posited as not this, or as sublated; and hence not as Nothing,
but as a determinate Nothing or a Nothing of a content, viz. of the This. Conse-
quently, the sensory itself is still present, but not in the way it was supposed to be in
immediate certainty, not as the singular meant, but as a universal, or as what
will determine itself as property. Sublation exhibits its veritable twofold significance
which we have seen in the negative: it is at the same time a negating and a preserving;
the Nothing, as Nothing of the This, preserves immediacy and is itself sensory, but a
universal immediacy.—But Being is a universal in virtue of its having mediation or
the negative in it; when it expresses this in its immediacy it is a distinct, determinate
property. Many such properties are thereby posited at the same time, one the
negative of the other. Since they are expressed in the simplicity of the universal,
these determinacies, which are really properties only through the addition of a further
determination, are related to themselves, are indifferent to each other, each for itself,
free from the others. But the simple universality, equal to itself, is itself in turn
distinct and free from its determinacies. It is pure relating-itself-to-itself, or the
medium in which these determinacies all are, and so they interpenetrate in it as in
a simple unity, but without touching each other; for it is just through participation in
this universality that they are indifferent to each other, each for itself. —This abstract
universal medium, which can be called thinghood in general or the pure essence, is
nothing other than the Here and Now, as they have proved to be, viz. a simple
togetherness of many; but the many are, in their determinacy, simply universals
themselves. This salt is a simple Here, and at the same time manifold; it is white
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and also tart, also cubical in shape, also of a determinate weight, etc. All these many
properties are in one simple Here, in which they therefore interpenetrate; none has a
different Here from the others, but each is everywhere, in the same Here in which the
others are. And, at the same time, without being separated by diverse Heres, they do
not affect each other in this interpenetration. The whiteness does not affect or alter
the cubical shape, and neither affects the tartness, etc.; since each is itself a simple
relating-itself-to-itself, it leaves the others alone, and is related to them only by the
indifferent Also. This Also is thus the pure universal itself, or the medium, the
thinghood that gathers them together in this way.'

9114. In the relationship which has thus emerged it is only the character of positive
universality that is at first observed and developed; but another side presents itself,
which must also be taken into consideration. That is, if the many determinate
properties were utterly indifferent to each other and were simply and solely related
to themselves, they would not be determinate; for they are determinate only insofar as
they differentiate themselves, and relate themselves to others as opposites. But in this
opposition they cannot be together in the simple unity of their medium, a unity that
is just as essential to them as negation; the differentiation of the properties, insofar as
itis not an indifferent differentiation but exclusive, negating something else, thus falls
outside this simple medium; and the medium, therefore, is not only an Also, an
indifferent unity, but a One as well, an exclusive unity.—The One is the moment of
negation; as it relates itself to itself in a simple way and excludes an other; and by this,
thinghood is determined as thing. In the property negation is as determinacy, which is
immediately one with the immediacy of Being, an immediacy which, through this
unity with negation, is universality; but the immediacy is as One, when it is set free
from this unity with the contrary and is in and for itself."

9115. In these moments taken together, the thing as the true of perception is
completed, so far as it is necessary to develop it here. It is (a) the indifferent, passive
universality, the Also of the many properties or rather matters; (b) negation, equally
simple; or the One, the exclusion of opposite properties; and (c) the many properties
themselves, the relation of the first two moments, negation as it relates to the
indifferent element, and therein expands into a host of differences; the point of
singularity radiating out into plurality in the medium of subsistence. Insofar as these
differences belong to the indifferent medium they are themselves universal, are
related only to themselves and do not affect each other; but insofar as they belong
to the negative unity they are at the same time exclusive; but they necessarily have
this relation of opposition with properties that are remote from their Also. The
sensory universality, or the immediate unity of Being and the negative, is thus a
property only insofar as the One and the pure universality are developed from it and
differentiated from each other, and when the sensory universality combines them; it
is only this relation of the universality to the pure essential moments which com-
pletes the thing.'

9116. This, then, is how the thing of perception is constituted; and conscious-
ness is determined as perceiver insofar as this thing is its object; it has only to take
it and conduct itself as pure apprehension; and what thus presents itself to it is the
true. If consciousness itself were to do anything in this taking, it would by such
adding or omission alter the truth. Since the object is the true and universal, what is
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equal-to-itself, while consciousness is the alterable and unessential, it can happen
that consciousness apprehends the object incorrectly and deceives itself. The per-
ceiver has consciousness of the possibility of illusion; for in the universality which is
the principle, otherness itself is immediately for it, though as what is null, sublated. Its
criterion of truth is therefore equality-to-itself, and its procedure is to apprehend the
object as equal to itself. Since at the same time diversity is for the perceiver, it is a
relating of the diverse moments of its apprehension to each other; but if a discrepancy
emerges in the course of this comparison, then this is not an untruth of the object—
for this is what is equal to itself—but an untruth of perceiving.'

€117. Let us see now what experience consciousness undergoes in its actual
perceiving. For us, this experience is already contained in the development of the
object, and of the attitude of consciousness towards it, given just now, and it will only
be the development of the contradictions present therein.—The object that I receive
presents itself as purely one; but I also notice in it the property, which is universal and
thereby transcends singularity. The first Being of the objective essence as a One was
therefore not its true Being; since the object is the true, the untruth falls in me, and the
apprehension was not correct. Because of the universality of the property, I must
rather take the objective essence as a community in general. I now further perceive
the property as determinate, opposed to another and excluding it. Thus I did not fact
apprehend the objective essence correctly when I determined it as a community with
others, or as continuity and, because of the determinacy of the property, I must
separate the continuity and posit the objective essence as a One that excludes. In the
separated One I find many such properties which do not affect each other but are
mutually indifferent; so I did not perceive the object correctly when I apprehended it
as exclusive but, just as previously it was only continuity in general, so now it is a
universal common medium in which many properties are present as sensory uni-
versalities, each being for itself and, as determinate, excluding the others. But because
of this the simple and the true that I perceive is also not a universal medium, but the
singular property for itself which, however, is thus neither property nor a determinate
Being; for now it is neither in a One nor in relation with others. But it is a property
only in the One, and determinate only in relation to others. As this pure relating-
of-itself-to-itself, it remains merely sensory Being in general, since it no longer has in
it the character of negativity; and consciousness, for which there is now a sensory
Being, is only a meaning," i.e. it has entirely abandoned perception and withdrawn
into itself. But sensory Being and meaning themselves pass over into perception; I am
thrown back to the beginning and drawn once again into the same cycle which
sublates itself in each moment and as a whole.

€118. So consciousness necessarily runs through this cycle again, but this time not
in the same way as it did the first time. For it has gained the experience in perception
that the outcome and the true of perception is its dissolution, or reflection out of the
true and into itself. Thus it has been determined for consciousness how its perceiving
is essentially constituted, viz. that it is not a simple pure apprehension, but in its
apprehension is at the same time reflected out of the true and into itself. This return of
consciousness into itself, which immediately mingles with the pure apprehension—
for this return into itself has shown itself to be essential to perception—, alters the
true. Consciousness at once recognizes this aspect as its own and takes it upon itself,
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and it will thereby obtain the true object in its purity.—With this, we now have in
perception the same as happened in the case of sensory certainty: the aspect in which
consciousness is driven back into itself, but not initially in the sense in which this
happened in sensory certainty, i.e. not as if the truth of perception fell in conscious-
ness. On the contrary, consciousness recognizes that what falls in it is the untruth
occurring in perception. But by this recognition it is at the same time able to sublate
this untruth; it differentiates its apprehension of the true from the untruth of its
perception, corrects this untruth, and insofar as it undertakes this correction itself,
the truth, as truth of perceiving, falls of course within consciousness. The procedure of
consciousness which we have now to consider is thus so constituted that conscious-
ness no longer merely perceives, but is also conscious of its reflection-into-itself, and
separates this from simple apprehension itself."

9119. At first, then, I become aware of the thing as One, and have to hold it fast in
this true determination; if, in the movement of perceiving, something turns up
which contradicts it, then this is to be recognized as my reflection. Now, there also
occur in the perception diverse properties which seem to be properties of the thing;
but the thing is One, and we are conscious that this diversity, by which it would
cease to be One, falls in us. So in point of fact, this thing is white only to our eyes,
also tart to our tongue, also cubical to our feeling, and so on. We get the entire
diversity of these aspects, not from the thing, but from ourselves; and they fall
asunder in this way for us, because the eye is quite distinct from the tongue, and so
on. We are thus the universal medium in which such moments are separate and are
for themselves. Through the fact, then, that we regard the determinacy of being a
universal medium as our reflection, we maintain the equality-to-itself and truth of
the thing, its being One."

€120. But, regarded as situated, each for itself, in the universal medium, these
diverse aspects which consciousness takes upon itself are determined; white is white
only in opposition to black, and so on, and the thing is One precisely by the fact that
it is opposed to others. The thing excludes others from itself, but not insofar as it is
One—for to be One is the universal relating-to-itself, and the fact that it is One rather
makes it like all the others—but through determinacy. Things themselves are there-
fore determinate in and for themselves; they have properties by which they differen-
tiate themselves from others. Since the property is the thing’s own property or a
determinacy in the thing itself, the thing has several properties. For, in the first
place, the thing is the true, it is in itself; and what is in it, is in it as its own essence,
and not because of other things. Secondly, therefore, the determinate properties are
not only on account of other things and for other things, but in the thing itself; but
they are determinate properties in it only because they are a plurality of properties
differentiating themselves from each other. And, thirdly, since they are thus in the
thinghood, they are in and for themselves and indifferent to each other. It is in
truth, then, the thing itself that is white, and also cubical, also tart, and so on. Or
the thing is the Also or the universal medium in which the many properties subsist
apart from each other, without touching or sublating each other; and taken in this
way, the thing is taken as the true.'

9121. Now, in this perceiving, consciousness is at the same time conscious that it
also reflects itself into itself, and that, in perceiving, the opposite moment to the Also
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occurs. But this moment is the unity of the thing with itself, a unity which excludes
difference from itself. Accordingly, it is this unity which consciousness has to take
upon itself; for the thing itself is the subsistence of the many diverse and independent
properties. Thus we say of the thing: it is white, also cubical, and also tart, and so on.
But insofar as it is white, it is not cubical, and insofar as it is cubical and also white, it
is not tart, and so on. The positing-into-one of these properties is due to conscious-
ness alone, which must therefore not let them fall into One in the thing. To this end it
brings in the Insofar, and thereby keeps the properties apart, and the thing as the
Also. The oneness is taken upon itself by consciousness quite strictly, at first in such a
way that what was called property is represented as free matter. The thing is in this
way raised to a veritable Also, since it becomes a collection of matters and, instead of
being One, merely an enclosing surface.'

€122. If we look back on what consciousness previously took upon itself and now
takes upon itself, on what it previously ascribed and now ascribes to the thing, it
emerges that consciousness alternately makes itself, and the thing as well, into both,
into the pure, plurality-free One, and into an Also resolved into independent matters.
Consciousness thus finds through this comparison that not only its taking of the true
has in it the diversity of apprehension and withdrawal into itself, but rather the true
itself, the thing, shows itself in this twofold way. With this the experience is at hand
that the thing displays itself for the apprehending consciousness in a determinate
manner, but at the same time is reflected out of the manner in which it presents itself
and back into itself, or it has within itself an opposite truth.'

€123. Thus consciousness has also abandoned this second type of attitude in
perceiving, viz. taking the thing as what is truly equal-to-itself, and itself for what
is unequal, for what returns back into itself out of equality; and the object is now for
consciousness this whole movement which was previously shared between the object
and consciousness. The thing is One, reflected into itself; it is for itself, but it is also for
an other; and in fact it is an other for itself, as it is for an other. Accordingly, the thing
is for itself and also for an other, a twofold diverse Being, but it is also One; but the
oneness contradicts this diversity; accordingly consciousness would again have to
take upon itself this positing-into-one and keep it away from the thing. So it would
have to say that insofar as it is for itself, the thing is not for an other. But the oneness
also belongs to the thing itself as consciousness has found by experience; the thing is
essentially reflected into itself. The Also, or the indifferent distinction, thus falls as
much within the thing as does the oneness; but since the two are diverse they do not
fall within the same thing, but in diverse things; the contradiction which is in the
objective essence in general is distributed between two objects. The thing is indeed in
and for itself, equal to itself, but this unity with itself is disturbed by other things; thus
the unity of the thing is maintained, and at the same time so is the otherness outside
the thing, as well as outside consciousness.’

€124. Now although the contradiction of the objective essence is in this way
distributed among diverse things, yet the distinction will, for that reason, attach to
the separated singular thing itself. The diverse things are thus posited for themselves;
and the conflict falls in them reciprocally, such that each is diverse, not from itself,
but only from the other. But each is thereby determined as itself a distinct entity and
has the essential distinction from the others in it, but at the same time not in such a
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way that this is an opposition in the thing itself; on the contrary, for itself it is simple
determinacy, which makes up the thing’s essential character, differentiating it from
others. In fact, since the diversity is in it, it is of course necessarily in it as actual
distinctness of a manifold constitution. But because the determinacy makes up the
essence of the thing, by which it differentiates itself from other things and is for itself,
this further manifold constitution is the unessential. Consequently, the thing does
indeed have the twofold Insofar within its unity, but with unequal value; as a result,
this state of opposition does not become an actual opposition in the thing itself; but
insofar as the thing through its absolute distinction comes into opposition, it has
opposition to another thing outside it. Of course, the further manifoldness is
necessarily in the thing too, so that it cannot be left out, but it is unessential to it."

€125. This determinacy, which makes up the essential character of the thing and
differentiates it from all others, is now determined in such a way that the thing is
thereby in opposition to other things, but is supposed to maintain itself for itself in
this opposition. But it is only a thing, or a One that is for itself, insofar as it does not
stand in this relation to others; for in this relation rather its connection with the other
is posited, and connection with other is the cessation of Being-for-itself. It is just
through the absolute character and its opposition that it enters into relationship with
others, and is essentially only this relating; the relationship, however, is the negation
of its independence, and it is really through its essential property that the thing goes
to ruin.'

€126. The necessity for consciousness of the experience that the thing goes to ruin
through the very determinacy that makes up its essence and its Being-for-itself, can
be briefly considered in terms of the simple concept. The thing is posited as Being-
for-itself, or as absolute negation of all otherness, therefore as absolute negation,
relating only to itself; but self-related negation is the sublation of itself, or having its
essence in an Other."

€127. In fact, the determination of the object, as it has emerged, contains nothing
else; the object is supposed to have within it an essential property which makes up its
simple Being-for-itself, but along with this simplicity also diversity, which is sup-
posed to be necessary, but not to make up the essential determinacy. This, however, is
a distinction that still only lies in the words; the unessential, which at the same time is
nonetheless supposed to be necessary, sublates itself, or is what has just been called
the negation of itself."

9128. With this, the last Insofar, which separated Being-for-itself from Being for
another, falls away; rather, the object is in one and the same respect the contrary of
itself. for itself, insofar as it is for another, and for another, insofar as it is for itself. It is
Sfor itself, reflected into itself, One; but, reflected into itself, this being One for itself,
is posited in a unity with its contrary, with Being for an Other, and hence only as
sublated; or this Being-for-itself is just as unessential as what was supposed to be the
only unessential, viz. the relationship to another."

€129. The object in its pure determinacies, or in the determinacies which were
supposed to make up its essentiality, is thereby sublated, just as it became something
sublated in its sensory Being. From sensory Being it becomes a universal; but this
universal, since it derives from the sensory, is essentially conditioned by it, and hence
is not veritably equal-to-itself at all, but universality affected with an opposite, and
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because of this it separates into the extremes of singularity and universality, of the
One of the properties and the Also of the free matters. These pure determinacies
seem to express the essentiality itself, but they are only a Being-for-Self that is
burdened with Being for an Other; since, however, the two are essentially in a
unity, the unconditioned absolute universality is now present, and consciousness
here first really enters the realm of the understanding.'

€130. Thus sensory singularity does indeed vanish in the dialectical movement
of immediate certainty and becomes universality, but only sensory universality.
Meaning has vanished, and perceiving takes the object as it is in itself, or as a
universal in general; singularity therefore emerges in the object as true singularity,
as Being-in-itself of the One, or as reflectedness-into-itself. But it is still a condi-
tioned Being-for-itself, alongside which another Being-for-itself occurs, the uni-
versality opposed to singularity and conditioned by it; but these two contradictory
extremes are not merely alongside each other but in one unity; or what is the same, the
factor common to both, the Being-for-itself, is burdened with opposition generally,
i.e. it is at the same time not a Being-for-itself. The sophistry of perceiving seeks to save
these moments from their contradiction, and to hold onto them by differentiating
respects, by the Also and Insofar, and finally to grasp the true by differentiating the
unessential from an essence opposed to it. But these expedients, instead of warding off
illusion in the apprehension, prove rather to be futile, and the true, which is supposed
to be won by this logic of perceiving, proves to be in one and the same respect the
contrary and thus to have as its essence the universality devoid of distinctions and
determinations.’

€131. These empty abstractions of singularity and the universality opposed to it, and
of the essence linked with something unessential, an unessential which is yet
necessary all the same, are the powers whose play is the perceptual understanding,
often so-called sound common sense; it takes itself to be solid, real consciousness,
but is, in perceiving, only the play of these abstractions; generally, it is always at its
poorest where it fancies itself to be the richest. Because it is driven about by these
futile essences, thrown from one into the arms of the other and, in its endeavour by
its sophistry to hold fast and affirm alternately first one essence and then the direct
opposite, resists the truth, it supposes that philosophy has to do only with things-of-
thought. In fact, philosophy does have to do with them too and recognizes them as
the pure essences, as the absolute elements and powers; but in doing so, it recog-
nizes them in their determinacy too, and is therefore master over them, whereas this
perceptual understanding takes them for the true and is led on by them from one
error to another. It does not itself arrive at the consciousness that it is such simple
essentialities that hold sway in it, but fancies that it always has to do with wholly
solid material and content, just as sensory certainty is unaware that the empty
abstraction of pure Being is its essence; whereas it is, in fact, these essentialities in
which perceptual understanding runs to and fro through all material and content;
they are the adhesive and the mastery of that content and they alone are what the
sensory as essence is for consciousness, what determines the relationships of the
sensory to it, and it is in them that the movement of perceiving and of its true runs
its course. This course, a perpetual alternation of determining the true and sublat-
ing this determining, really makes up the constant everyday life and activity of
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perceptual consciousness, a consciousness which supposes it moves in the truth. It
thus advances irresistibly to the outcome in which all these essential essentialities or
determinations are equally sublated, but in each single moment it is conscious
only of this one determinacy as the true, and then in turn of the opposite deter-
minacy. It does indeed sense their unessentiality; to save them from the threatening
danger, it resorts to the sophistry of now affirming as the true what it has itself just
affirmed as the non-true. What the nature of these untrue essences is trying to get
this understanding to do is to bring together, and thereby sublate, the thoughts of
these non-essences, the thoughts of that universality and singularity, of the Also and
One, of the essentiality that is necessarily linked to an unessentiality, and of an
unessentiality that is nevertheless necessary. Yet the understanding resists this with
the support of the Insofar and of the diverse respects, or by taking upon itself
the one thought in order to keep the other quarantined as the true thought. But the
nature of these abstractions brings them together in and for themselves; sound
common sense is the prey of these abstractions, which spin it round and round in
their whirling circle. Common sense tries to bestow truth on them by at one time
taking their untruth upon itself, while at another time it calls illusion a semblance
of the unreliable things, and by separating the essential from what is necessary to
them yet supposedly unessential, and hanging on to the former as their truth as
against the latter; but when it does this, it does not secure them their truth, it
convicts itself of untruth.'

III. Force and Understanding: Appearance
and Supersensible World

9132. In the dialectic of sensory certainty, hearing and seeing, etc., have been lost to
consciousness, and, as perceiving, consciousness has arrived at thoughts, which it
first brings together, however, in the unconditioned universal. This unconditioned
would now itself in turn be nothing other than the one-sided extreme of Being-for-
itself, if it were taken as inert simple essence, for it would then be confronted by non-
essence; but, if it were related to this, it would itself be unessential, and consciousness
would not have escaped from the illusion of perception; however, it has proved to be
the sort of universal that has returned into itself out of such a conditioned Being-for-
itself. —This unconditioned universal, which is now the true object of consciousness,
is still as object of it; consciousness has not yet grasped its concept as concept. It is
essential to distinguish the two: for consciousness, the object has returned into itself
from its relationship to an other and has thus become concept in itself; but con-
sciousness is not yet for itself the concept, and consequently does not recognize itself
in that reflected object. For us, this object has emerged through the movement of
consciousness in such a way that consciousness is involved in the emergence of it,
and the reflection on both sides is the same or only one reflection. But since in this
movement consciousness had for its content only the objective essence, not con-
sciousness as such, for consciousness the result is to be posited in objective signifi-
cance and consciousness is still drawing back from what has emerged, so that to
consciousness it is the essence as objective."
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€133. With this, the understanding has indeed sublated its own untruth and the
untruth of the object; and what has thereby emerged for it is the concept of the true,
as a true that is in itself, which is not yet concept, or which lacks the Being-for-itself
of consciousness, and which the understanding, without knowing itself therein, lets
go its own way. The true goes about its essential business for itself, so that conscious-
ness plays no part in its free realization, but merely looks on and simply apprehends
it. To begin with, therefore, we have to step into its place and be the concept which
develops what is contained in the result; in this developed object, which presents itself
to consciousness as something that simply is, consciousness first becomes explicitly a
comprehending consciousness."

€134. The result was the unconditioned universal, initially in the negative and
abstract sense that consciousness negated its one-sided concepts and abstracted them,
that is, gave them up. But the result has, in itself, a positive significance: in it, the unity
of Being-for-itself and Being for an other is posited or the absolute opposition is
immediately posited as the same essence. It initially seems to concern only the
form of the moments in reciprocal relation; but Being-for-itself and Being-for-
other are the content itself as well, since the opposition in its truth can have no
other nature than the one that emerged in the result, viz. that the content taken in
perception to be true, belongs in fact only to the form and dissolves in the unity of
the form. This content is at the same time universal; there can be no other content
which by its particular constitution would resist integration in this unconditioned
universality. A content of this kind would be some determinate way of being for itself
and of relating to another. But fo be for itself and to relate to another in general makes
up the nature and essence of the content, and their truth is to be an unconditioned
universal; and the result is purely and simply universal."

€135. But because this unconditioned universal is object for consciousness, there
emerges in it the distinction of form and content, and in the shape of content the
moments look like they did when they first presented themselves: on one side, a
universal medium of many subsistent matters, and on the other side, a One reflected
into itself, in which their independence is extinguished. The former is the dissolution
of the thing’s independence, or the passivity that is a Being for an Other, while the
latter is Being-for-itself. We have to see how these moments exhibit themselves in the
unconditioned universality which is their essence. It is clear at the outset that, since
they are only in this universality, they are no longer detached from each other at all
but are within themselves essentially self-sublating sides, and what is posited is only
their transition into each other."

€136. So one of the moments appears as the essence that has stepped to one side, as
universal medium, or as the subsistence of independent matters. But the independ-
ence of these matters is nothing other than this medium; or this universal is simply
and solely the plurality of the diverse universals of this kind. That within itself the
universal is in undivided unity with this plurality means, however, that these matters
are each where the other is; they mutually interpenetrate,—but without coming into
contact with each other, because conversely the differentiated plurality is equally
independent. At the same time their pure porosity or their sublatedness is thereby
posited. This sublatedness or the reduction of this diversity to a pure Being-for-itself,
is in turn nothing other than the medium itself, and this is the independence of



58 A. CONSCIOUSNESS

the differences. Or the matters posited as independent immediately pass over into
their unity, and their unity immediately passes over into unfolding, and this again
goes back into reduction. But this movement is what is called force: one of its
moments, namely the force as expansion of the independent matters in their
Being, is the expression of force; but the force as the disappearance of the matters
is the force driven back into itself out of its expression or the force proper. First,
however, the force driven back into itself must express itself; and, secondly, in the
expression it is force that is within itself, just as much as it is expression in this
Being-within-itself. —When we thus keep the two moments in their immediate
unity, the understanding, to which the concept of force belongs, is strictly
speaking the concept which sustains the different moments as different; for within
themselves, they are not supposed to be different; the difference is thus only in
thought.—Or what has been posited in the foregoing is at first only the concept of
force, not its reality. In fact, however, force is the unconditioned universal which
is equally in itself what it is for an Other; or which contains the difference within
itself—for difference is nothing other than the Being for an Other. So for force to
be in its truth, it must be completely set free from thought and posited as the
substance of these differences, i.e. first: substance, as this whole force, remaining
essentially in and for itself, and then: its differences as substantial, or as moments
subsisting for themselves. Force as such, or as driven back into itself, is thus for
itself as an exclusive One, for which the unfolding of the matters is another
subsisting essence; and thus two distinct independent sides are posited. But the
force is also the whole, or it remains what it is according to its concept, that is,
these differences remain pure forms, superficial vanishing moments. At the same
time there would be no difference at all between the force proper driven back into
itself and the unfolding of the independent matters, if they did not have a
subsistence, or there would be no force if it did not exist in these opposite ways;
but that it does exist in these opposite ways means nothing other than: the two
moments are at the same time themselves independent.—It is therefore this
movement in which the two moments perpetually acquire independence and
then sublate themselves again that we are to consider.—It is clear in general
that this movement is nothing other than the movement of perceiving, in which
the two sides, the perceiver and the perceived, are on the one hand one and
undifferentiated as the apprehension of the true, and yet each side is at the same
time equally reflected into itself or is for itself. These two sides are here moments
of force; they are in a unity, but equally this unity, which appears as the middle
term over against the extremes that are for themselves, perpetually disintegrates
into just these extremes, which only are because of this.—Thus the movement,
which previously displayed itself as the self-annihilation of contradictory con-
cepts, here has the objective form and is movement of force, as a result of which
the unconditioned universal emerges as something non-objective, or as the inter-
ior of things."

9137. Force, as thus determined, is one side of its concept, since it is represented
as such or as reflected into itself; but as a substantialized extreme and, in fact, the
extreme posited under the determinacy of the One. The subsistence of the unfolded
matters is thereby excluded from force and is an other than force. Since it is necessary
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that force itself be this subsistence, or that force express itself, its expression presents
itself like this: this other approaches the force and solicits it. But in fact, since it
necessarily expresses itself, what was posited as another essence is in the force itself.
Force was posited as a One, and its essence, self-expression, was posited as an Other,
approaching it from outside. But this must be retracted: force is rather itself this
universal medium of the subsistence of the moments as matters; or force has
expressed itself, and what was supposed to be the other soliciting it is really force
itself. So now it exists as the medium of the unfolded matters. But equally essentially
it has the form of the sublatedness of the subsisting matters, or is essentially One;
this oneness, since force is posited as the medium of matters, is thus now something
other than force, and force has this its essence outside it. But since force must
necessarily be this oneness, but is not yet posited as oneness, this other approaches
it and solicits it to reflection into itself or sublates its expression. But in fact force itself
is this reflectedness-into-itself, or this sublatedness of the expression; the oneness, in
the way in which it appeared, viz. as an Other, vanishes; force is this other itself, it is
force driven back into itself."

€138. What turns up as other and solicits force, both to expression and to return
into itself, immediately proves to be itself force; for the other shows up both as
universal medium and as One, and in such a way that each of these shapes at the
same time turns up only as a vanishing moment. Consequently, force, by the fact that
an other is for it and it is for an Other, has not yet emerged from its concept at all.
But there are at the same time two forces present; the concept of both is no doubt
the same, but it has emerged from its unity into duality. Instead of remaining
entirely and essentially only a moment, the opposition seems, by the bifurcation
into wholly independent forces, to have withdrawn from the dominion of unity. We
have now to see more closely what the situation is with this independence. Initially
the second force turns up as the one that solicits and moreover, in its content, as
the universal medium in contrast to the force determined as solicited; but since the
second force is essentially an alternation of these two moments and is itself force,
in fact it is similarly the universal medium only when it is solicited to be so, and
similarly, too, it is a negative unity, or solicits the withdrawal of force, only because
it is solicited. Consequently, this distinction, too, which obtained between the two
forces, that one was supposed to be the soliciting force, the other the solicited, is
transformed into the same reciprocal exchange of the determinacies.

€139. The play of the two forces thus consists in their being determined in
opposite ways, their Being-for-one-another in this determination, and the absolute,
immediate alternation of the determinations,—a transition through which alone
these determinations are, in which the forces seem to turn up independently. The
soliciting force, e.g., is posited as universal medium, and the solicited, by contrast, as
repressed force; but the former is itself universal medium only through the other’s
being repressed force; or the latter is really the soliciting force for the former and is
what first makes it a medium. The first force has its determinacy only through the
other and is soliciting only insofar as it is solicited by the other to be soliciting; and
just as immediately, it loses the determinacy given to it; for this passes over, or rather
has already passed over, to the other; the external soliciting force turns up as a universal
medium, but only through its having been solicited by the other force to do so; but
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this means that the latter posits the soliciting force in this way and is really itself
essentially a universal medium; it posits the soliciting force in this way just because
this other determination is essential to it, i.e. because this is really its own self."

9140. For the completion of insight into the concept of this movement attention
may be drawn to a further point, that the differences themselves show up in a twofold
difference: once as a difference of content, in that one extreme is force reflected into
itself, while the other is a medium of the matters; and again as a difference of form, in
that one is soliciting, the other solicited, the former active, the latter passive. By the
difference of content they are differentiated in general or for us; but by the difference
of form they are independent, separating from each other in their relation and
opposed. The extremes on both these sides are thus nothing in themselves; these
sides in which their different essence was supposed to consist are only vanishing
moments, are an immediate transition of each side into the opposite side; and this
fact comes to be for consciousness in its perception of the movement of force. But for
us, as we remarked already, there was also something more, viz. that in themselves
the differences, as differences of content and of form, vanished; and on the side of
form, the active, soliciting factor or that-which-is-for-itself, was in essence the same
as that which, on the side of content, presented itself as force driven back into itself;
the passive, solicited factor or that which is for an other on the side of form, was in
essence the same as that which, on the side of content, presented itself as the universal
medium of the many matters."

€141. It results from this that the concept of force becomes actual through dupli-
cation into two forces, and how it comes to do so. These two forces exist as essences
that are for themselves; but their existence is a movement of each towards the other,
such that their Being is rather a pure positedness through an Other, i.e. their Being has
really the pure significance of vanishing. They are not the sort of extremes that retain
for themselves something firm, transmitting towards each other into the middle
term and into their contact only an external property; on the contrary, what they
are, they are only in this middle term and contact. In this there is immediately both
the repression of force into itself, or its Being-for-itself, and its expression, both
soliciting and being solicited; consequently, these moments are not distributed to
two independent extremes offering each other only an opposed extremity, but their
essence is purely and simply this: each is solely through the other, and what each
force thus is through the other, it immediately no longer is, while it is it. They have
thus, in fact, no substances of their own to support and maintain them. The concept
of force rather maintains itself as the essence in its very actuality; force as actual is
simply and solely in the expression, which at the same time is nothing other than a
sublation of itself. This actual force, represented as being free from its expression and
as being for itself, it is the force driven back into itself; but in fact this determinacy, as
we have found, is itself only a moment of the expression. Thus the truth of force
remains only the thought of force; the moments of its actuality, its substances and
its movement, collapse unresistingly into an undifferentiated unity, a unity which is
not force driven back into itself (for this is itself only such a moment), but this
unity is its concept as concept. Thus the realization of force is at the same time
loss of reality; in that realization it has really become something quite different, viz.
this universality, which the understanding recognizes at the outset or immediately
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as its essence and which also proves to be its essence in the supposed reality of
force, in the actual substances.!

€142. Insofar as we regard the first universal as the understanding’s concept in
which force is not yet for itself, the second is now the essence of force as it exhibits
itself in and for itself. Or, conversely, if we regard the first universal as the immediate,
which was supposed to be an actual object for consciousness, then this second is
determined as the negative of the sensorily objective force; it is force as it is, in its true
essence, only as object of the understanding; the first universal would be force driven
back into itself, or force as substance; while the second is the interior of things, as
interior, which is the same as the concept as concept.'

€143. This veritable essence of things has now determined itself in such a way that
it is not immediately for consciousness; on the contrary, consciousness has a medi-
ated relationship to the interior and, as understanding, looks through this intermedi-
ary play of forces into the true background of things. The middle term which unites the
two extremes, the understanding and the interior, is the developed Being of force
which, for the understanding itself, is henceforth a vanishing. This Being is therefore
called appearance; for semblance is what we call Being that is a non-Being within
itself.! But it is not only a semblance; it is appearance, a whole of semblance. This
whole, as whole or as a universal, is what constitutes the interior, the play of forces
as reflection of the interior into itself. In it, the essences of perception are posited
for consciousness in an objective way, as they are in themselves, viz. as moments
immediately turning into the opposite without rest or Being, the One immediately
into the universal, the essential immediately into the unessential, and vice versa. This
play of forces is consequently the developed negative; but the truth of this negative is
the positive, viz. the universal, the object that is in itself—The Being of this object for
consciousness is mediated through the movement of appearance, in which the Being
of perception and the sensorily objective in general has only negative significance, and
so consciousness reflects itself out of this movement back into itself as the true; but, as
consciousness, it makes this truth again into an objective interior, and differenti-
ates this reflection of things from its own reflection into itself; just as the media-
ting movement is likewise still an objective movement for it. For consciousness this
interior is therefore an extreme over against it; but it is for consciousness the true,
because in the interior, as the in-itself, it has at the same time the certainty of itself, or
the moment of its Being-for-itself; but it is not yet conscious of this ground, for
the Being-for-itself which the interior was supposed to have in its own self would be
nothing other than the negative movement; but for consciousness this is still the
objective vanishing appearance, not yet its own Being-for-itself; therefore the interior
is for it certainly concept, but it does not yet know the nature of the concept.”

€144. Within this interior truth, as the absolute universal which has been purged
of the opposition of the universal and singular and has come to be for the understand-
ing, for the first time there now opens up above the sensory world, as the apparent
world, a supersensible world as the true world, above the vanishing Hither there opens
up the enduring Beyond; an in-itself which is the first, and therefore imperfect,
appearance of reason, or only the pure element in which the truth has its essence."

€145. Our object is thus from now on the syllogism which has for its extremes the
interior of things and the understanding, and for its middle term, appearance; but the
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movement of this syllogism gives the further determination of what the understand-
ing discerns in the interior through the middle term, and provides the experience that
the understanding gains of this relationship of syllogistic interconnectedness."

9146. For consciousness the interior is still pure Beyond, because consciousness
does not yet find itself in it; the interior is empty, for it is merely the nothing of
appearance, and positively the simple universal. This mode of being of the interior
immediately accords with those who say that the interior of things is not cognizable;
but the ground for this would have to be conceived otherwise. Certainly, no know-
ledge of this interior is forthcoming as it is here in its immediacy, but not because
reason is too short-sighted or limited, or however else one likes to call it—on this
question nothing is known yet, because we have not yet penetrated that deeply—but
owing to the simple nature of the Thing itself, that is to say, because in the void
nothing is cognized, or, expressed from the other side, just because this interior is
determined as the Beyond of consciousness.—The result is, of course, the same if a
blind person is placed amid the wealth of the supersensible world (assuming it has
such wealth, whether it be its own specific content, or whether consciousness itself be
this content), and if a sighted person is placed in pure darkness, or if you like, in pure
light, if the supersensible world is just this; the sighted person sees as little in its pure
light as in its pure darkness, and just as much as the blind person, in the abundance
of the wealth that lies before him. If that were all there was to the interior and to our
unification with it through appearance, then nothing would remain but to stick
to appearance, ie. to take something as true which we know is not true; or, in
order that there may after all be something in the void—which of course first came
about as emptiness of objective things, but must, as emptiness in itself, be taken also
as emptiness of all spiritual relationships and of the distinctions of consciousness as
consciousness—in order, then, that in this complete void, which is even called the
holy, there may be something after all, we would have to fill it up with reveries,
appearances, which consciousness engenders by itself; it would have to put up with
being treated so badly, for it would not deserve anything better, since even reveries
are better than its emptiness."

9147. The interior or the supersensible Beyond has, however, arisen, it comes from
appearance, and appearance is its mediation; or appearance is its essence and, in fact,
its filling. The supersensible is the sensory and the perceived posited as it is in truth;
but the truth of the sensory and the perceived is to be appearance. The supersensible
is therefore appearance as appearance.—If this leads us to think that the super-
sensible is therefore the sensory world, or the world as it is for immediate sensory
certainty and perception, then our understanding is topsy-turvy; for appearance is not
the world of sensory knowledge and perception as a world that simply is, but this
world posited as sublated, or in truth as inner. It is often said that the supersensible is
not appearance; but what is here understood by appearance is not appearance, but
rather the sensory world as itself real actuality.'

9148. The understanding, which is our object, finds itself in just this position, that
the interior has come about for it, to begin with, only as the universal, still unfilled in-
itself; the play of forces has just this sole negative significance of not being in itself,
and this sole positive significance of being the intermediary, but outside the under-
standing. The relation of the understanding to the interior through the mediation is,
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however, its movement, through which the interior will fill itself out for the under-
standing.—The play of forces is immediately for the understanding; but the true for it
is the simple interior; the movement of force is therefore likewise the true only as
something altogether simple. We have seen, however, that this play of forces is so
constituted that the force which is solicited by another force is equally the soliciting
force for this other force, which becomes itself a soliciting force only in virtue of this.
What is present in this interplay is likewise merely the immediate alternation, or the
absolute interchange, of the determinacy which constitutes the sole content of what
emerges: to be either universal medium or negative unity. In its determinate emer-
gence itself, it immediately ceases to be what it is on emerging; by its determinate
emergence, it solicits the other side, which thereby expresses itself; that is, the latter is
now immediately what the first was supposed to be. These two sides, the relationship
of soliciting and the relationship of the opposed determinate content, are each for
itself the absolute reversal and interchange. But these two relationships themselves
are again one and the same; and the difference of form, of being the solicited and the
soliciting, is the same as the difference of content, the solicited as such, viz. the passive
medium, on the other hand the soliciting, the active, the negative unity or the One. In
this way there vanishes all difference of particular forces which were supposed to be
present in this movement, confronting each other in general, for they rested solely
on those differences; and the difference between the forces, along with both those
differences, likewise collapses into only one difference. Thus there is neither force,
nor soliciting and being solicited, nor the determinacy of being a subsistent medium
and a unity reflected into itself, there is neither something singly for itself, nor diverse
oppositions; but what there is in this absolute exchange is only difference as universal,
or as difference to which the many oppositions have been reduced. This difference as
universal is consequently the simplicity in the play of force itself and the truth of this
play; it is the law of force.!

€149. The absolutely changing appearance becomes the simple difference through
its relation to the simplicity of the interior or of the understanding. The interior is
initially only the universal in itself; but this in itself simple universal is essentially no
less absolutely the universal difference: for it is the result of the exchange itself, or the
exchange is its essence; but the exchange, since it is posited in the interior as it is in
truth, is herewith received in that interior as likewise absolutely universal difference,
becalmed and remaining equal to itself. Or negation is essential moment of the
universal, and negation, or mediation, is therefore, in the universal, universal differ-
ence. This difference is expressed in the law, as the stable image of restless appear-
ance. Thus the supersensible world is a calm realm of laws which, though beyond the
perceived world—for this exhibits the law only through incessant change—is equally
present in it and is its immediate tranquil image."

€150. This realm of laws is indeed the truth of the understanding, and this truth
has the content in the difference that is in the law; but at the same time this realm is
only its initial truth and does not fill out appearance completely. The law is present in
appearance, but is not the whole presence of appearance; with every change of
circumstance the law has a different actuality. Thus appearance retains for itself
an aspect that is not in the interior; or appearance is in truth not yet posited as
appearance, as sublated Being-for-itself. This deficiency of the law must equally
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reveal itself in the law itself. What seems to be defective in it is that while it does have
difference in it, the difference is universal, indeterminate. However, insofar as it is not
the law in general, but a law, it does have determinacy in it; consequently, there are
indefinitely many laws. But this multiplicity is itself rather a defect; that is, it
contradicts the principle of the understanding for which, as consciousness of the
simple interior, the true is the in itself universal unity. The understanding must
therefore let the many laws coincide in one law, just as, e.g., the law by which a stone
falls, and the law by which the heavenly spheres move, have been comprehended as
one law. But with this convergence the laws lose their determinacy; the law becomes
more and more superficial, and as a result what is found is, in fact, not the unity of
these determinate laws, but a law which leaves out their determinacy; as, e.g., the one
law which combines in itself the laws of the fall of bodies to the earth and the law
of heavenly motion, in fact expresses neither law. The unification of all laws in
universal attraction expresses no more content than just the mere concept of law
itself, which is posited in that law as simply being. Universal attraction merely says
that everything has a constant difference in relation to other things. The under-
standing supposes that it has thereby found a universal law which expresses the
universal actuality as such; but in fact it has only found the concept of law itself;
although in such a way that at the same time it thereby declares: all actuality is in its
own self conformable to law. The expression of universal attraction is therefore of
great importance insofar as it is directed against the thoughtless representation to
which everything presents itself in the shape of contingency and for which deter-
minacy has the form of sensory independence.’

9151. Thus universal attraction, or the pure concept of law, stands in contrast to
determinate laws. Insofar as this pure concept is regarded as the essence, or as the
true interior, the determinacy of the determinate law itself still belongs to appearance,
or rather to sensory Being. But the pure concept of law does not merely go beyond the
law which, itself a determinate law, stands in contrast to other determinate laws, but
also goes beyond law as such. The determinacy of which we spoke is itself really only a
vanishing moment which can no longer occur here as essentiality; for only the law is
present as the true; but the concept of law is turned against the law itself. That is to
say, in the law the difference itself is apprehended immediately and taken up into the
universal, but, along with that, a subsistence of the moments, whose relation the
universal expresses, as essentialities that are indifferent and in-themselves. But these
parts of the difference in the law are at the same time themselves determinate sides; in
its true meaning, the pure concept of law as universal attraction must be conceived in
such a way that in this concept, as something absolutely simple, the differences, that
are present in the law as such, themselves return again into the interior as simple
unity; this unity is the inner necessity of the law.'

9152. The law is thereby present in a twofold manner: once, as law in which the
differences are expressed as independent moments; and, secondly, in the form of
simple Being-withdrawn-into-itself which again can be called force, but in such a way
that it is not repressed force, but force in general, or as the concept of force, an
abstraction which absorbs into itself the very differences of what attracts and what is
attracted. Thus simple electricity, e.g., is the force; but the expression of difference
falls within the law; this difference is positive and negative electricity. In the case of
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the motion of falling, the force is the simple factor, gravity, which has the law that
the magnitudes of the different moments of the motion, the time elapsed and the
space traversed, are related to each other as root and square. Electricity itself is
not difference in itself, or in its essence the dual essence of positive and negative
electricity; hence, it is usually said that it has the law to be in this way, and also that it
has the property of expressing itself thus. It is true that this property is the essential
and unique property of this force, or that it is necessary to it. But necessity here is an
empty word; force must duplicate itself in this way, just because it must. Of course, if
positive electricity is posited, negative electricity too is necessary in itself; for the
positive is only as relation to a negative, or the positive is in its own self the difference
from itself, as similarly the negative. But that electricity as such should divide itself in
this way is not in itself the necessity; electricity, as simple force, is indifferent to its
law—to be as positive and negative; and if we call the former its concept but the latter
its Being, then its concept is indifferent to its Being; it merely has this property; that
is, precisely, it is not in itself necessary to it.—This indifference takes another shape
when it is said that to be as positive and negative belongs to the definition of
electricity, or that this is simply its concept and essence. In that case, its Being
would mean its existence in general; but the necessity of its existence is not involved
in that definition; its existence is there, either because we find it, i.e. it is not necessary
at all, or by means of other forces, i.e. its necessity is an external necessity. But in
locating the necessity in the determinacy of Being through something else, we relapse
again into the multiplicity of determinate laws which we have just left behind in order
to consider the law as law; it is only with this law as law that we should compare its
concept as concept, or its necessity, but in all these forms, necessity has shown itself to
be still only an empty word.'

€153. There is still another way than that just indicated in which the indifference
of law and force, or of concept and Being, is present. In the law of motion, e.g., it is
necessary that motion be divided into time and space, or then also into distance and
velocity. Since motion is only the relationship of these moments, motion (the
universal) is here certainly divided in its own self; but now these parts, time and
space, or distance and velocity, do not express in themselves this origin from one
thing; they are indifferent to each other, space is represented as able to be without
time, time without space, and distance at least without velocity,—just as their
magnitudes are indifferent to each other; since they do not stand in relationship as
positive and negative, and thus are not related to each other through their essence. The
necessity of the division is thus certainly present here, but not the necessity of the
parts as such for each other. But because of this that first necessity, too, is itself only a
sham, false necessity; that is, motion is not itself represented as something simple, or
as pure essence, but already as divided; time and space are its independent parts or
essences in themselves, or distance and velocity are modes of Being or of representa-
tion, one of which can well be without the other, and motion is therefore only their
superficial relation, not their essence. Represented as simple essence or as force,
motion is indeed gravity, but gravity does not contain these differences in it at all."

€154. The difference, then, in both cases is no difference in its own self: either the
universal, the force, is indifferent to the division which is in the law, or the differ-
ences, the parts, of the law are indifferent to each other. The understanding, however,
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has the concept of this difference in itself just because the law is, on the one hand, the
interior, what-is-in-itself, but is, at the same time, internally differentiated; that this
difference is thus inner difference is implied in the fact that the law is simple force or
as concept of the difference, and therefore a difference of the concept. But at first this
inner difference still falls only within the understanding, and is not yet posited in the
Thing itself. It is therefore only its own necessity that the understanding announces; a
difference that it therefore establishes only by declaring at the same time that the
difference is not a difference of the Thing itself. This necessity, which is merely verbal,
is thus a recital of the moments that constitute the cycle of the necessity; these
moments are indeed differentiated, but at the same time their difference is expressly
said to be not a difference of the Thing itself, and consequently is itself at once
sublated again; this movement is called explanation. So a law is enunciated; from this
law, its universal in itself, or the ground, is differentiated as the force; but it is said that
this difference is no difference, rather that the ground is constituted exactly like the
law. The single occurrence of lightning, e.g., is apprehended as a universal, and this
universal is enunciated as the law of electricity; the explanation then condenses the
law into the force as the essence of the law. This force is then so constituted that when
it expresses itself, opposite electricities emerge, which disappear again into each
other; that is, the force is constituted exactly like the law; there is said to be no
difference whatever between them. The differences are the pure, universal expression
or the law, and the pure force; but both have the same content, the same constitution:
so the difference as difference of content, i.e. of the Thing, is also again withdrawn."

€155. In this tautological movement, the understanding, as it turns out, sticks to
the inert unity of its object, and the movement falls only in the understanding itself,
not in the object; it is an explanation that not only explains nothing, but is so plain
that, while it prepares to say something different from what has already been said, it
really says nothing but only repeats the same thing. In the Thing itself this movement
gives rise to nothing new; it comes into consideration only as a movement of the
understanding. In it, however, we now recognize the very thing that was missing in
the law, viz. the absolute exchange itself; for this movement, when we look at it more
closely, is immediately the opposite of itself. That is to say, it posits a difference which
is not only not a difference for us, but a difference that the movement itself sublates as
a difference. This is the same exchange that presented itself as the play of forces; this
involved the difference of the soliciting and the solicited, of force expressing itself and
force repressed into itself; but these were differences which in truth were no differ-
ences, and therefore also immediately sublated themselves again. What is present
here is not merely bare unity, such that no difference would be posited, but rather this
movement in which a difference is certainly established, but, because it is no differ-
ence, is sublated again. With explanation, then, the change and exchange which just
now was outside the interior and only in the appearance, has penetrated into the
supersensible itself; but our consciousness has passed over from the interior as object
to the other side, into the understanding, and there it has the exchange."

9156. Thus this exchange is not yet an exchange of the Thing itself, but rather
presents itself as pure exchange by the very fact that the content of the moments of the
exchange remains the same. But since the concept, as concept of the understanding, is
the same as the interior of things, this exchange becomes as law of the interior for the
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understanding. The understanding thus undergoes the experience that it is a law of
appearance itself that differences arise which are no differences, or that the like-
named repels itself from itself; and similarly, that the differences are only such as are
in truth no differences and sublate themselves; or that the unlike-named attracts
itself. —A second law whose content is opposed to what was just now called law, viz.
the difference remaining constantly like itself; for this new law expresses rather the
becoming-unlike of the like and the becoming-like of the unlike. The concept expects
thoughtlessness to bring both laws together and to become conscious of their
opposition.—The second is certainly also a law or an inner Being that is like itself,
but a self-likeness rather of unlikeness; a constancy of inconstancy.—In the play of
forces this law emerged precisely as this absolute passing-over and pure exchange; the
like-named, the force, decomposes into an opposition which at first appears as an
independent difference, but which in fact proves to be no difference; for it is the like-
named which repels itself from itself, and therefore what is thus repelled essentially
attracts itself, for it is the same; the difference established, since it is no difference,
therefore sublates itself again. Consequently, the difference displays itself as differ-
ence of the Thing itself or as absolute difference, and this difference of the Thing is
thus nothing other than the like-named that has repelled itself from itself, and
therefore merely posits an opposition which is no opposition.

€157. Through this principle, the first supersensible, the tranquil kingdom of laws,
the immediate copy of the perceived world, is turned round into its contrary; the law
in general was that which remains like itself, along with its differences; now, however,
it is posited that each of the two is really the contrary of itself; what is like itself really
repels itself from itself, and what is unlike itself really posits itself as what is like itself.
In fact, it is only when thus determined that the difference is the inner difference, or
difference in its own self, when the like is unlike itself, and the unlike like itself.— This
second supersensible world is in this way the inverted world; and indeed, since one
side is already present in the first supersensible world, the inversion of this first world.
With this, the interior is completed as appearance. For the first supersensible world
was only the immediate elevation of the perceived world into the universal element; it
had its necessary counterpart in the perceived world which still retained for itself the
principle of exchange and alteration; the first realm of laws lacked that principle, but
acquires it as inverted world."

€158. So by the law of this inverted world, the like-named in the first world is the
unlike of itself, and what is unlike in the first world is equally unlike itself, or it
becomes like itself. In determinate moments, the result will be this: what in the law of
the first world is sweet, in this inverted in-itself is sour, what in the former is black is,
in the other, white. What in the law of the first is the north pole of the magnet is, in its
other, supersensible in-itself (viz. in the earth), the south pole; but what is there south
pole is here north pole." Similarly, what in the first law of electricity is the oxygen pole
becomes in its other, supersensible essence, hydrogen pole; and conversely, what is
there the hydrogen pole becomes here the oxygen pole. In another sphere, revenge on
an enemy is, by the immediate law, the supreme satisfaction of the injured individu-
ality. This law, however, that I should display myself as essence in the face of one who
does not treat me as an independent essence, and rather sublate him as essence,
inverts itself by the principle of the other world into the opposite law: the restoration
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of myself as the essence by the sublation of the alien essence inverts itself into self-
destruction. If, now, this inversion, which is displayed in the punishment of crime, is
made into a law, it, too, is again only the law of the one world, which has confronting
it an inverted supersensible world, in which what is contemned in the former meets
with honour, and what in the former is held in honour, falls into contempt. The
punishment which by the law of the first world disgraces and annihilates a man, is
transformed in its inverted world into the pardon which preserves his essence and
brings him to honour.?

9159. Looked at superficially, this inverted world is the contrary of the first in the
sense that it has the first world outside it and repels it from itself as an inverted
actuality, that the one is appearance, while the other is the in-itself, that the one is the
world as it is for an Other, whereas the other by contrast is the world as it is for itself;
so that, to use the previous examples, what tastes sweet would be really, or internally
in the thing, sour; or what is north pole in the actual magnet of appearance, would be
south pole in the inner or essential Being; what presents itself as oxygen pole in
apparent electricity would be hydrogen pole in unapparent electricity. Or an action,
which in appearance is a crime, should, in the interior, be capable of really being good
(a bad action may have a good intention), punishment should be punishment only in
appearance, but in itself, or in another world, a benefit for the criminal. But such
oppositions of inner and outer, of appearance and supersensible, as of two kinds of
actuality, are no longer present here. The repelled differences are not distributed
anew among two substances such as would support them and lend them a separate
subsistence, whereby the understanding would withdraw from the interior and
relapse again into its previous position. The one side, or substance, would again be
the world of perception in which one of the two laws would go about its essential
business, and confronting it would be an inner world, just such a sensory world as the
first, only in representation; it could not be exhibited as a sensory world, could not be
seen, heard, tasted, and yet it would be represented as such a sensory world. But in
fact, if the one posit is something perceived, and its in-itself, as its inversion, is equally
something represented, then the sour which would be the in-itself of the sweet thing is
a thing just as actual as the sweet thing, viz. a sour thing; the black, which would be
the in-itself of the white, is an actual black; the north pole which is the in-itself of the
south pole is the north pole present in the same magnet; the oxygen pole which is the
in-itself of the hydrogen pole is the oxygen pole present in the same pile. The actual
crime, however, has its inversion and its in-itself as possibility, in the intention as
such, but not in a good intention; for the truth of the intention is only the deed itself.
But as regards its content, the crime has its reflection into itself, or its inversion, in the
actual punishment; this is the reconciliation of the law with the actuality opposed to
it in the crime. Finally, the actual punishment has its inverted actuality in it in such a
way that the punishment is an actualization of the law, whereby the activity exercised
by the law as punishment sublates itself, and, from being active, the law becomes
again quiescent and valid, and the movement of individuality against the law, and the
movement of the law against individuality, are extinguished."

9160. So from the representation of inversion, which constitutes the essence of one
side of the supersensible world, we must remove the sensory representation of the
consolidation of the differences in a distinct element of subsistence, and this absolute
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concept of the difference must be presented and conceived purely, as inner differ-
ence, as repulsion of the like-named, as like-named, from itself, and the being like
of the unlike as unlike. We have to think the pure exchange, or the opposition
within itself, the contradiction. For in the difference which is an inner difference,
the opposite is not merely one of two;—if it were, it would be just a being, not an
opposite;—but it is the opposite of an opposite, or the other is itself immediately
present in it. Certainly, I put the contrary here, and the other of which it is the
contrary, there; so I put the contrary on one side, in and for itself without the other.
But just because I have here the contrary in and for itself, it is the contrary of itself, or
it has in fact the other immediately within itself. Thus the supersensible world, which
is the inverted world, has at the same time encroached upon the other world and has
it within itself; it is for itself the inverted world, i.e. the inversion of itself; it is itself
and its opposite in one unity. Only thus is this world the difference as inner
difference, or difference in its own self, or difference as infinity."

9161. Through infinity we see the law completed to necessity within itself, and all
moments of appearance taken up into the interior. That the simplicity of the law is
infinity means, according to what has emerged: (a) it is something like-itself, which is,
however, the difference in itself; or it is a like-named which repels itself from itself or
divides in two. What was called the simple force duplicates itself and through its
infinity is the law. (8) The division, which constitutes the parts represented in the
law, presents itself as something subsistent; and considered without the concept
of the inner difference, then these parts, space and time, or distance and velocity,
which emerge as moments of gravity, are indifferent and without necessity for each
other, as well as for gravity itself, just as this simple gravity is indifferent to them, or
simple electricity is indifferent to positive and negative electricity. (y) But through the
concept of the inner difference, this unlike and indifferent part, space and time, etc.,
is a difference which is no difference, or only a difference of the like-named, and its
essence is unity; as positive and negative they are inspired with regard to each other
into activity, and their Being is rather to posit themselves as not-being and to sublate
themselves in the unity. There subsist two differentiated items, they are in themselves,
they are in themselves as opposites, i.e. the opposite of themselves, they have their
other in them and are only one unity."

€162. This simple infinity, or the absolute concept, may be called the simple
essence of life, the soul of the world, the universal blood, whose omnipresence is
neither disturbed nor interrupted by any difference, but rather is itself all differences,
as also their sublatedness; so it pulsates within itself but does not move, vibrates
within itself, yet is at rest. It is like-itself, for the differences are tautological; they are
differences that are no differences. This essence like-itself is therefore related only to
its own self; to its own self, so this is an other to which the relation proceeds, and the
relating-to-itself is rather a division; or that very likeness-to-itself is inner difference.
These divided fragments are thus in and for themselves each a contrary—of an other;
so the other is at the same time announced therein together with itself. Or it is not the
contrary of an other but only the pure contrary; and so it is therefore in its own self
the contrary of itself. Or it is not a contrary at all, but purely for itself, a pure, self-like
essence that has no difference in it; so we do not need to ask the question, still less to
regard fretting over such a question as philosophy, nor even to consider it a question
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philosophy cannot answer—the question, how from this pure essence, how does
difference or otherness issue forth from it? For the division has already taken place,
the difference is excluded from the like-itself and set apart from it; what was
supposed to be the like-itself is thus already one of the divided fragments instead of
being the absolute essence. The like-itself divides itself, means, therefore, just as well:
it sublates itself as already divided, it sublates itself as otherness. The unity, of which it
is usually said that difference cannot issue from it, is in fact itself only one moment of
the division; it is the abstraction of the simplicity which confronts the difference. But
because the unity is an abstraction, only one of the opposites, it is already said that it
is the act of dividing; for if the unity is a negative, an opposite, then it is just posited as
that which has opposition in it. The differences of dividing and of becoming-like-itself
are therefore equally only this movement of self-sublation; for since the like-itself,
which is supposed first to divide itself or become its contrary, is an abstraction or is
already itself a divided fragment, its dividing is thereby a sublation of what it is, and
therefore the sublation of its dividedness. Becoming-like-itself is equally an act of
dividing; what becomes like itself thereby confronts the division; i.e. it thereby puts
itself on one side, or rather it becomes a divided fragment.'

9163. Infinity, or this absolute unrest of pure self-movement, in which whatever is
determined in any way, e.g. as Being, is rather the contrary of this determinacy, has
certainly already been the soul of all that has gone before; but it is in the interior that
it has itself first come forth freely. Appearance, or the play of forces, already presents
it, but it is as explanation that it first of all steps forth freely; and since infinitude
is finally object for consciousness, as that which it is, consciousness is thus self-
consciousness. The understanding’s explanation initially gives only the description of
what self-consciousness is. The understanding sublates the differences present in the
law, differences which have already become pure differences but are still indifferent,
and posits them in one unity, the force. But this becoming-like is just as immediately
a division, for the understanding sublates the differences and posits the unit of force
only by establishing a new difference, that of law and force, which, however, at the
same time is no difference; and besides the fact that this difference is likewise no
difference, the understanding itself goes on to sublate this difference again, in that it
lets the force be constituted just as the law is.—However, this movement, or necessity,
is thus still a necessity and a movement of the understanding, or the movement as
such is not its object, but in this movement the understanding has as objects positive
and negative electricity, distance, velocity, force of attraction, and a thousand other
things that constitute the content of the moments of the movement. The reason why
explaining involves so much self-satisfaction is just because in it consciousness,
engaged, as one might express it, in immediate monologue with itself, enjoys only
itself; although it seems to be occupied with something else, it is in fact preoccupied
only with itself."

9164. In the opposite law, as the inversion of the first law, or in the inner
difference, infinity itself does indeed become object of the understanding; but once
again the understanding falls short of infinity as such, since it again apportions to two
worlds, or to two substantial elements, the difference in itself, the self-repulsion of
the like-named, and the unlikes that attract each other; to the understanding, the
movement, as it is in experience, is here a happening, and the like-named and the
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unlike are predicates, whose essence is a substrate that simply is. What is, for the
understanding, an object in a sensory covering, is for us in its essential form as a pure
concept. This apprehension of the difference as it is in truth, or the apprehension of
infinity as such, is for us, or in itself. The exposition of the concept of infinity belongs
to science; but consciousness, now that it has this concept immediately, comes on
the scene again as a form of its own, or as a new shape of consciousness, which does
not recognize its essence in what has gone before, but regards it as another thing
altogether.—Since this concept of infinity is an object for it, consciousness is thus
consciousness of the difference as something that is also immediately sublated;
consciousness is for its own self, it is a differentiating of the undifferentiated, or
self-consciousness. 1 differentiate myself from myself, and in this it is immediately for
me that what is differentiated is not differentiated. 1, the like-named, repel myself
from myself; but what is differentiated, posited as unlike, is immediately, now that
it is differentiated, no difference for me. Consciousness of an Other, of an object
in general, is of course itself necessarily self-consciousness, reflectedness into itself,
consciousness of itself in its otherness. The necessary advance from the previous
shapes of consciousness for which their true was a thing, an other than themselves,
expresses just this, that not only is consciousness of the thing possible only for a self-
consciousness, but that self-consciousness alone is the truth of those shapes. But it is
only for us that this truth is present, not yet for consciousness. But self-consciousness
has become only for itself, not yet as unity with consciousness in general.'

9165. We see that in the interior of appearance what the understanding in truth
gets to experience is nothing other than appearance itself, only not appearance as it
is as the play of forces, but rather that play of forces in its absolutely-universal
moments and in their movement, and in fact the understanding experiences only
itself. Elevated above perception, consciousness presents itself joined together with
the supersensible through the middle term of appearance, a middle term through
which it gazes into this background. The two extremes, the one, that of the pure
interior, the other, that of the interior gazing into this pure interior, have now
coincided, and just as they, as extremes, have vanished, so too the middle term, as
something other than these extremes, has also vanished. This screen in front of the
interior has therefore been drawn away, and the gaze of the interior into the interior
is at hand: the gaze of the undifferentiated like-named, which repels itself, posits itself
as differentiated interior, but for which just as immediately there is the undifferen-
tiatedness, self-consciousness. It turns out that behind the so-called screen which is
supposed to conceal the interior, there is nothing to be seen unless we go behind it
ourselves, not only in order that we may see, but also that there may be something
behind there that can be seen. But at the same time it emerges that we cannot go
directly behind without ceremony; for this knowledge of what is the truth of the
representation of appearance and its interior, is itself only the result of a complex
movement whereby the modes of consciousness, meaning, perceiving, and the under-
standing, vanish; and it will likewise emerge that the cognition of what consciousness
knows when it knows itself, requires still further circumstances, the exposition of which
is what follows."



B. Self-Consciousness

IV. The Truth of Certainty of Oneself

9166. In the previous modes of certainty the true for consciousness is something
other than itself. But the concept of this true vanishes in the experience of it; the
object was immediately of a certain sort in itself, the being of sensory certainty, the
concrete thing of perception, the force of the understanding; but the object proves
rather not to be like that in truth; instead, this in-itself turns out to be a mode in
which the object is only for an other; the concept of the object sublates itself in the
actual object or the first, immediate representation of the object sublates itself in
experience, and certainty got lost in the truth. But from now on something has arisen
that did not emerge in these previous relationships, viz. a certainty which is equal to
its truth; for the certainty is to itself its own object, and consciousness is to itself the
true. In this there is indeed an otherness too; that is to say, consciousness draws a
distinction, but one which at the same time is for consciousness a non-distinction. If
we give the name concept to the movement of knowing, and the name object to
knowing as tranquil unity, or as I, then we see that not only for us, but for knowing
itself, the object corresponds to the concept.—Or put in the other way, if what the
object is in itself is called the concept, but what it is as object or for an other is called
the object, then it is clear that Being-in-itself and Being-for-an-other are the same; for
the in-itself is consciousness; but equally it is that for which an other (the in-itself) is;
and it is for consciousness that the in-itself of the object, and the Being of the object
for an Other, are the same; I is the content of the relation and the relating itself;
Lis Litself in contrast to an other, and at the same time it overarches this other, which,
for the I, is equally only the I itself.!

€167. With self-consciousness, then, we have now entered the native realm of truth.
We have to see how the shape of self-consciousness first emerges. If we consider this
new shape of knowing, the knowing of oneself, in its relationship to the foregoing,
the knowing of an Other, then this other has indeed vanished; but its moments have
at the same time also been preserved, and the loss consists in this, that here they
are present as they are in themselves. The Being of meaning, the singularity and the
universality opposed to it of perception, as also the empty interior of the understanding,
are no longer as essences, but as moments of self-consciousness, i.e. as abstractions or
distinctions which at the same time are null for consciousness itself, or not distinctions
atall and purely vanishing essences. Thus it seems that only the principal moment itself
has been lost, viz. the simple independent subsistence for consciousness. But in fact self-
consciousness is the reflection out of the Being of the sensory and perceived world, and
essentially the return from otherness. As self-consciousness, it is movement; but since
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it distinguishes only itself as itself from itself, the difference, as an otherness, is
immediately sublated for it; the difference is not, and self-consciousness is only the
motionless tautology of: I am I; but since for it the difference does not have even
the shape of Being, it is not self-consciousness. Hence otherness is for it as a Being, or as
a distinct moment; but there is also for consciousness the unity of itself with this
difference as a second distinct moment. With that first moment, self-consciousness is
as consciousness, and the whole expanse of the sensory world is preserved for it, but at
the same time only as related to the second moment, the unity of self-consciousness
with itself; and herewith the sensory world is for it a subsistence which, however, is
only appearance, or a difference which, in itself, has no Being. This opposition of
its appearance and its truth has, however, for its essence only the truth, viz. the unity
of self-consciousness with itself; this unity must become essential to self-consciousness,
i.e. self-consciousness is desire in general. From now on, consciousness, as self-
consciousness, has a double object: one is the immediate object, that of sense-certainty
and perception, which however is marked for it with the character of the negative; and
the second, viz. itself, which is the true essence, and is present initially only in the
opposition of the first object. In this, self-consciousness presents itself as the movement
in which this opposition is sublated and the equality of itself with itself arises for it."

€168. But for us or in itself, the object which for self-consciousness is the negative
has, on its side, returned into itself, just as consciousness has done on the other side.
Through this reflection-into-itself the object has become life. What self-consciousness
distinguishes from itself as being, also has in it, insofar as it is posited as being, not
merely the mode of sensory certainty and perception, but it is Being reflected into
itself, and the object of immediate desire is a living creature. For the in-itself, or the
universal result of the relationship of the understanding to the interior of things,
is the distinguishing of what is not to be distinguished, or the unity of what is
distinguished. But this unity is, as we have seen, just as much its repulsion from
itself; and this concept divides itself into the opposition of self-consciousness and
life: the former is the unity for which the infinite unity of the differences is; the
latter, however, is only this unity itself, so that it is not at the same time for itself. To
the extent, then, that consciousness is independent, so too is its object independent
in itself. Self-consciousness which is simply for itself and immediately marks its
object with the character of the negative, or is initially desire, will therefore rather
undergo the experience of the object’s independence.’

€169. The determination of life as it emerges from the concept or from the uni-
versal result with which we enter this sphere, is sufficient to characterize it without
developing its nature from that any further; the circle of this determination completes
itself in the following moments. The essence is infinity as the sublatedness of all
differences, the pure movement of axial rotation, the repose of this infinity as abso-
lutely restless infinity; independence itself, in which the differences of the movement are
resolved; the simple essence of time which, in this equality-with-itself, has the solid
shape of space. But in this simple universal medium, the differences are just as much
differences, for this universal fluidity has its negative nature only in being a sublation of
these differences; but it cannot sublate the items differentiated if they do not have a
subsistence. It is just this fluidity, as independence equal-to-itself, which is itself
the subsistence or the substance of these differences, in which they are therefore as
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differentiated members and parts that are for-themselves. Being no longer has the
significance of the abstraction of Being, nor has their pure essentiality the significance
of the abstraction of universality; rather, their Being is just that simple fluid substance
of pure movement within itself. The difference, however, of these members with respect
to one another, as difference, consists in general in no other determinacy than the
determinacy of the moments of infinity or of the pure movement itself."

€170. The independent members are for themselves; but this Being-for-self is really
just as immediately their reflection into the unity as this unity is the division into
independent shapes. The unity is divided because it is absolutely negative or infinite
unity; and because this unity is the subsistence, the difference, too, has independence
only in it. This independence of the shape appears as something determinate, for
another, for the shape is a product of division; and the sublation of the division
accordingly takes place through an other. But this sublation is just as much within the
shape itself, for it is just that fluidity that is the substance of the independent shapes;
but this substance is infinite, and so the shape in its very subsistence is division, or the
sublation of its Being-for-itself."

€171. If we distinguish more exactly the moments contained here, we see that we
have, as the first moment, the subsistence of the independent shapes, or the suppres-
sion of what the differentiating is in itself, namely, not to be in itself and to have no
subsistence. The second moment, however, is the subjugation of that subsistence to
the infinity of the difference. In the first moment there is the subsistent shape; as
being-for-itself, or in its determinacy infinite substance, it emerges in opposition to
the universal substance, disowns this fluidity and continuity with it and asserts itself
as not dissolved in this universal, but rather as preserving itself by separation from
this its inorganic nature, and by consuming it. Life in the universal fluid medium, a
calm deployment of the shapes, becomes, just by so doing, the movement of those
shapes or becomes life as process. The simple universal fluidity is the in-itself, and
the difference of the shapes is the Other. But this fluidity itself becomes the other
through this difference; for now it is for the difference, which is in and for itself, and
consequently is the infinite movement by which this calm medium is consumed: life
as a living thing.—This inversion, however, is for that reason again an invertedness in
its own self; what is consumed is the essence; the individuality which maintains itself
at the expense of the universal and gives itself the feeling of its unity with itself, just by
so doing sublates its opposition with the Other, the opposition through which it is for
itself; the unity with itself that it gives to itself is just the fluidity of the differences or
the universal dissolution. But conversely, the sublation of the individual subsistence is
equally the generation of it. For since the essence of the individual shape is universal
life, and what is-for-itself is in itself simple substance, when what is-for-itself posits
the other within itself it sublates this its simplicity or its essence, i.e. it divides it,
and this division of the undifferentiated fluidity is just the positing of individuality.
Thus the simple substance of life is the division of itself into shapes and at the same
time the dissolution of these subsistent differences; and the dissolution of the division
is just as much division or an articulation of members. With this, the two sides of the
whole movement which were distinguished, viz. the calmly deployed shaping in
the universal medium of independence, and the process of life, collapse into one
another; the latter is just as much a shaping as it is the sublation of shape; and the
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former, the shaping, is just as much a sublation as it is shaping. The fluid element
is itself only the abstraction of the essence, or it is actual only as shape; and its
articulation of itself into members is again a division of what is articulated or a
dissolution of it. It is this whole cycle that constitutes life: not what was expressed at
the outset, the immediate continuity and solidity of its essence, nor the subsistent
shape and the discrete being for itself, nor the pure process of these, nor even the
simple combination of these moments, but rather the whole that develops itself and
dissolves its development and in this movement simply maintains itself.!

€172. Since we start from the first immediate unity and return through the
moments of shaping and of process to the unity of these two moments, and thus
back again to the first simple substance, this reflected unity is different from the first
unity. In contrast to that immediate unity, or unity expressed as a Being, this second
unity is the universal unity which has in it all these moments as sublated. It is the
simple genus which, in the movement of life itself, does not exist for itself as this simple;
rather, in this result, life points to something other than itself, viz. to consciousness,
for which life is as this unity, or as genus.'

9173. This other life, however, for which the genus as such is, and which is genus
for its own self, self-consciousness, is initially to itself only as this simple essence, and
has itself as pure I for object; in its experience, which we are now to consider, this
abstract object will enrich itself for self-consciousness and undergo the unfolding
which we have seen in life."

9174. The simple I is this genus or the simple universal, for which the differences
are no differences, but only by its being the negative essence of the shaped independ-
ent moments; and self-consciousness is thus certain of itself only by sublating this
other that presents itself to self-consciousness as independent life; self-consciousness
is desire. Certain of the nothingness of this other, it posits this nothingness for itself
as its truth, annihilates the independent object and thereby gives itself the certainty
of itself as true certainty, as the sort of certainty that has arisen for it in an objective
manner."

€175. In this satisfaction, however, self-consciousness undergoes the experience
of the independence of its object. Desire and the self-certainty obtained in the
satisfaction of desire are conditioned by the object, for self-certainty comes from
sublating this other; for there to be this sublation, there must be this Other. Thus self-
consciousness cannot sublate the object by its negative relation to it; because of that it
instead generates the object again, and the desire as well. It is in fact something other
than self-consciousness that is the essence of desire; and through this experience this
truth has dawned on self-consciousness itself. But at the same time self-consciousness
is no less absolutely for itself, and it is so only by sublating the object; and it must get
its satisfaction, for it is the truth. Owing to the independence of the object, therefore,
self-consciousness can achieve satisfaction only when the object itself effects the
negation within itself; and it must effect this negation of itself in itself, for it is in itself
the negative, and must be for the other what it is. Since the object is negation in its
own self, and yet is at the same time independent, it is consciousness. In life, which is
the object of desire, negation is either in an other, viz. in desire, or as a determinacy
confronting another indifferent shape, or as life’s inorganic universal nature. But this
universal independent nature in which negation is as absolute negation, is the genus
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as such, or as self-consciousness. Self-consciousness achieves its satisfaction only in
another self-consciousness."

9176. The concept of self-consciousness is only completed in these three
moments: (a) the pure undifferentiated I is its first immediate object; (b) but this
immediacy is itself an absolute mediation, it is only as a sublation of the independ-
ent object, or it is desire. The satisfaction of desire is of course the reflection of self-
consciousness into itself, or the certainty that has become truth; and (c) but the truth
of this certainty is really a double reflection, the duplication of self-consciousness.
There is for consciousness an object which, in its own Self, posits its otherness or
posits the difference as a null difference, and in so doing is independent. The
differentiated, merely living, shape does indeed also sublate its independence in
the process of life itself, but it ceases with its difference to be what it is; but the object
of self-consciousness is just as independent in this negativity of itself; and thus it is
for itself genus, universal fluidity in the peculiarity of its isolation; it is living self-
consciousness.'

9177. There is a self-consciousness for a self-consciousness. Only so is it in fact
self-consciousness; for only in this way does the unity of itself in its otherness come
to be for it; I, which is the object of its concept, is in fact not object; the object of
desire, however, is only independent, for it is the universal indestructible substance,
the fluid essence equal-to-its-own-self. When a self-consciousness is the object, the
object is just as much I as object.—With this, we already have before us the concept of
spirit. What still lies ahead for consciousness is the experience of what spirit is, this
absolute substance which, in the perfect freedom and independence of its opposition,
viz. of diverse self-consciousnesses that are for themselves, is the unity of these self-
consciousnesses: I thatis We, and We that is I. It is in self-consciousness, as the concept
of spirit, that consciousness first has its turning-point, where it leaves behind the
colourful semblance of the sensory here-and-now and the empty night of the super-
sensible Beyond, and steps out into the spiritual day of presence.'

A. Independence and dependence of self-consciousness:
lordship and bondage

9178. Self-consciousness is in and for itself, when, and by the fact that, it is in and for
itself for another self-consciousness; that is, it is only as something recognized. The
concept of this its unity in its duplication, of the infinity realizing itself in self-
consciousness, is a many-sided and ambiguous interlacing, so that the moments of
this unity must on the one hand be kept strictly apart, and on the other hand must in
this differentiation at the same time also be taken and cognized as not distinct, or
always in their opposite significance. The twofold sense of the distinct moments lies
in the essence of self-consciousness, which is to be infinite, or immediately the
contrary of the determinacy in which it is posited. The explication of the concept
of this spiritual unity in its duplication presents to us the movement of recognition."

€179. There is for self-consciousness another self-consciousness; it has come out of
itself. This has a twofold significance: first, it has lost itself, for it finds itself as an other
essence; secondly, in doing so it has sublated the other, for it does not see the other as
an essence either, but in the other sees its own self.!
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€180. It must sublate this otherness of itself; this is the sublation of the first double
sense, and is therefore itself a second double sense; first, it must proceed to sublate the
other independent essence in order thereby to become certain of itself as the essence;
secondly, in so doing it proceeds to sublate its own self, for this other is itself.'

€181. This ambiguous sublation of its ambiguous otherness is equally an ambigu-
ous return into itself; for first, through the sublation, it receives back its own self, for
by sublating its otherness it again becomes equal to itself; but secondly, it equally gives
the other self-consciousness back to it again, for it found itself in the other, it sublates
this Being of itself in the other, thus lets the other again go free.

€182. But this movement of self-consciousness in relation to another self-consciousness
has in this way been represented as the doing of one of the self-consciousnesses;
but this doing of the one has itself the double significance of being both its own
doing and the doing of the other as well; for the other is equally independent, closed
within itself, and there is nothing in it of which it is not itself the origin. The first self-
consciousness does not have the object before it as the object initially is only for
desire, but an independent object that is for itself, to which, therefore, it can do
nothing for itself, if that object does not do in its own self what the first does to it.
Thus the movement is simply the double movement of the two self-consciousnesses.
Each sees the other do the same as it does; each does itself what it requires of the
other, and therefore also does what it does only insofar as the other does the same;
one-sided doing would be useless because what is supposed to happen can only come
about through both.

€183. Thus the doing has a double sense not only because it is directed on itself
as well as on the other, but also because it is inseparably the doing of the one as well as
of the other."

€184. In this movement we see repeated the process which presented itself as a
play of forces, but repeated in consciousness. What, in that play, was for us, is here for
the extremes themselves. The middle term is self-consciousness which splits into the
extremes; and each extreme is this exchanging of its determinacy and absolute
transition into the opposite determinacy. But, as consciousness, it does indeed
come outside itself, yet, in its Being-outside-itself, it is at the same time kept back
within itself, for itself, and its outside-itself is for it. It is for it that it immediately is,
and is not, another consciousness; and equally that this other is for itself only when it
sublates itself as a being-for-itself, and is for itself only in the Being-for-itself of the
other. Each is to the other the middle term, through which each mediates itself with
itself and joins together with itself, and each is to itself, and to the other, an
immediate essence that is for itself, which at the same time is for itself only through
this mediation. They recognize themselves as mutually recognizing one another.

€185. This pure concept of recognition, of the duplicating of self-consciousness
in its unity, now has to be considered, to see how its process appears for self-
consciousness. At first, the process will present the side of the inequality of the
two, or the bifurcation of the middle term into the extremes which, as extremes, are
opposed to one another, one being only recognized, the other only recognizing."

€186. Self-consciousness is initially simple Being-for-itself, equal-to-its-own-self
through the exclusion from itself of everything else; its essence and absolute object s,
to it, I; and in this immediacy or in this Being of its Being-for-itself, it is a singleton.
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What is other for it is as an unessential object, marked with the character of the
negative. But the other is also a self-consciousness; an individual comes face to
face with an individual. Entering the scene immediately in this way, they are for
one another in the manner of ordinary objects; independent shapes, consciousnesses
submerged in the Being of life—for here the object that is determines itself as life—,
consciousnesses that have not yet accomplished for each other the movement of
absolute abstraction, of eradicating all immediate Being, and of being merely the
purely negative Being of consciousness equal-to-itself, or have not as yet presented
themselves to each other as pure Being-for-itself, that is, as self-consciousnesses. Each
is indeed certain of its own self, but not of the other, and therefore its own certainty of
itself still has no truth; for its truth would be only that its own Being-for-itself had
presented itself to it as an independent object, or, what is the same thing, that the
object had presented itself as this pure certainty of itself. But according to the concept
of recognition this is not possible, unless each of these objects accomplishes this pure
abstraction of Being-for-itself, the one for the other, just as the other for the one, each
in itself by its own doing and again by the doing of the other."

9187. But the presentation of itself as the pure abstraction of self-consciousness
consists in showing itself as the pure negation of its objective mode, or in showing
that it is not attached to any determinate Being-there, not to the universal singularity
of Being-there in general, not attached to life. This presentation is the twofold doing:
doing of the other, and doing through its own self. Insofar as it is the doing of the
other, so each aims at the death of the other. But in this the second doing is also
present, the doing through its own self; for the former involves the staking of its own
life. Thus the relationship of the two self-consciousnesses is determined in such a way
that they prove themselves and each other through a life-and-death combat.—They
must engage in this combat, for they must elevate their certainty of themselves,
certainty of being for themselves, to the truth, in the other and in themselves. And it is
only through staking one’s life that freedom is established, that it is proved that to
self-consciousness the essence is not Being, not the immediate mode in which it
comes on the scene, not its submergence in the expansion of life,—but rather that
there is nothing present in it which would not be a vanishing moment for it, that it is
only pure Being-for-itself. The individual who has not risked his life may well be
recognized as a person; but it has not attained to the truth of this recognition as
recognition of an independent self-consciousness. Similarly, as each stakes its life, so
each must aim at the other’s death; for it values the other no more than itself; its
essence presents itself to it as an other, it is outside itself and must sublate its Being-
outside-itself; the other is a manifoldly entangled consciousness that simply is; it
must intuit its otherness as pure Being-for-itself or as absolute negation.

€188. However, this trial by death sublates the truth which was supposed to issue
from it, just as it thereby also sublates the certainty of itself in general; for as life is the
natural position of consciousness, independence without absolute negativity, so
death is the natural negation of consciousness, negation without independence,
which thus remains without the required significance of recognition. Death has
indeed given rise to the certainty that both of them staked their life and scorned
it, in themselves and in the other; but not for those who endured this combat.
They sublate their consciousness posited in this alien essentiality, which is natural
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Being-there, or they sublate themselves, and are sublated as extremes wanting to be
for themselves. But with this there vanishes from the play of exchange the essential
moment, that of decomposing into extremes with opposite determinacies; and the
middle term collapses into a dead unity which is decomposed into dead, unopposed
extremes that simply are; and the two do not reciprocally give and receive themselves
back from each other through consciousness, but leave each other free only indiffer-
ently, as things. Their deed is abstract negation, not the negation of consciousness,
which sublates in such a way as to preserve and maintain what is sublated, and thereby
survives its being sublated."

€189. In this experience, it dawns on self-consciousness that life is as essential to it
as pure self-consciousness. In immediate self-consciousness the simple I is the absolute
object, which, however, is for us or in itself the absolute mediation and has as its
essential moment subsistent independence. The dissolution of that simple unity is the
result of the first experience; through this there is posited a pure self-consciousness,
and a consciousness which is not purely for itself but for another, i.e. is as conscious-
ness that is, or consciousness in the shape of thinghood. The two moments are
essential;—since initially they are unequal and opposed, and their reflection into
unity has not yet ensued, they are as two opposed shapes of consciousness; one is
the independent consciousness for which the essence is Being-for-itself, the other is the
dependent consciousness for which the essence is life or Being for another; the former
is the lord, the latter is the bondsman."

€190. The lord is the consciousness that is for itself, no longer merely the concept
of such a consciousness. Rather, it is a consciousness that is for itself, which is
mediated with itself through another consciousness, namely, through a conscious-
ness to whose essence it belongs to be synthesized with independent Being or
thinghood in general. The lord gets into relation with these two moments, to a
thing as such, the object of desire, and to the consciousness for which thinghood is
what is essential; and since he is (a) as concept of self-consciousness, immediate
relation of Being-for-itself, but (b) from now on, at the same time, as mediation, or as
a Being-for-itself which is for itself only through another, he is related (a) immedi-
ately to both, and (b) mediately to each through the other. The lord relates himself
mediately to the bondsman through independent Being, for it is just this which holds
the bondsmany; it is his chain from which he could not abstract in the combat, thus
proving to be dependent, to have his independence in thinghood. But the lord is the
power over this Being, for he proved in the combat that it counts for him only as
something negative; since he is the power over this, while this Being is the power
over the other, in this syllogism he thus has the other under him. Equally, the lord
relates himself mediately to the thing through the bondsman; the bondsman, as self-
consciousness in general, also relates himself negatively to the thing, and sublates it;
but at the same time the thing is independent for the bondsman, and he therefore
cannot through his negating have done with it to the point of annihilation, or he only
works on it. For the lord, by contrast, there comes about through this mediation the
immediate relation as the sheer negation of the thing, or enjoyment; he succeeds in
doing, what desire failed to do: in having done with it, and satisfying himself in
enjoyment. Desire failed in this because of the thing’s independence; but the lord,
who has interposed the bondsman between it and himself, thereby joins together
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only with the dependence of the thing and enjoys it purely; as for the side of
independence he leaves that to the bondsman, who works on the thing.’

9191. In these two moments recognition comes about for the lord through
another consciousness; for this other consciousness posits itself in these moments
as something unessential, first in working on the thing, and secondly in depend-
ency on a determinate Being-there; in neither moment can it become master over
Being and attain to absolute negation. Thus there is present here this moment of
recognition, in which the other consciousness sublates itself as Being-for-itself, and
thereby itself does what the first does to it. Likewise the other moment, that this
doing of the second is the first’s own doing; for what the bondsman does is really
the doing of the lord; to the lord alone belongs Being-for-itself, the essence; he is
the pure negative power for which the thing is nothing, and thus the pure, essential
doing in this relationship; to the bondsman belongs a doing that is not pure, but
unessential. But for recognition proper the moment is lacking, that what the lord
does to the other he should also do to himself, and what the bondsman does to
himself he should also do to the other. What has thereby arisen is a recognition
that is one-sided and unequal.'

€192. In this, the unessential consciousness is for the lord the object, which
constitutes the truth of certainty of himself. But it is clear that this object does not
correspond to its concept, but rather that there, where the lord has fulfilled himself,
he finds something quite other than an independent consciousness. What is for him
is not an independent consciousness, but a dependent one; therefore, he is not certain
of Being-for-itself as the truth, but his truth is rather the unessential consciousness
and its unessential doing."

9193. The truth of the independent consciousness is accordingly the servile
consciousness. This servile consciousness does indeed appear initially outside of itself
and not as the truth of self-consciousness. But just as lordship showed that its essence
is the inverse of what it wants to be, so too servitude in its consummation will really
turn into the contrary of what it immediately is; as a consciousness driven back into
itself, it will withdraw into itself and be converted into true independence."

9194. We have seen what servitude is only in relationship to lordship. But it is self-
consciousness, and accordingly we have now to consider what it is in and for itself.
Initially, for servitude the lord is the essence; hence the independent consciousness
that is for itself is its truth, a truth, however, that for it is not yet within it. But it does
in fact have within itself this truth of pure negativity and Being-for-itself, for it has
experienced this essence within it. That is to say, this consciousness has had anxiety,
not about this or that and not just at odd moments, but anxiety for its whole essence;
for it has felt the fear of death, of the absolute lord. In this it has been internally
dissolved, has trembled through and through within itself, and everything fixed has
quaked in it. But this pure universal movement, the absolute liquidization of all
subsistence, is the simple essence of self-consciousness, absolute negativity, pure
Being-for-itself, which is thus within this consciousness. This moment of pure
Being-for-itself is also for it, for in the lord this moment is its object. Furthermore,
this consciousness is not only this universal dissolution in general, but in its service it
accomplishes it actually; in serving it sublates its attachment to natural Being-there in
all singular moments; and gets rid of this Being-there by working on it."
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9195. However, the feeling of absolute power in general, and in the singularity of
service, is only dissolution in itself, and although the fear of the lord is indeed
the beginning of wisdom, in this the consciousness is for it itself, not Being-for-itself.
Through work, however, it comes to its own self. In the moment which corresponds to
desire in the lord’s consciousness, the side of unessential relation to the thing did seem
to have fallen to the lot of the serving consciousness, since in that relation the thing
retains its independence. Desire has reserved to itself the pure negating of the object
and thereby unalloyed self-feeling. But for that reason this satisfaction is itself only a
disappearance, for it lacks the objective side or subsistence. Work, by contrast, is desire
held in check, fleetingness staved off, or work cultivates. The negative relation to the
object becomes its form and something permanent, because it is precisely for the
worker that the object has independence. This negative middle term or the formative
doing is at the same time the singularity or the pure Being-for-itself of consciousness,
which now, in working, steps outside itself into the element of permanence; in this way,
therefore, the working consciousness arrives at the intuition of independent Being as
of its own self!

€196. However, the forming does not only have this positive significance that in it
the serving consciousness, as pure Being-for-itself, becomes a being in its own eyes;
the forming also has a negative significance in the face of its first moment, fear. For,
in cultivating the thing, the serving consciousness’s own negativity, its Being-for-
itself, becomes an object for it only through its sublating the being, the form, opposed
to it. But this objective negative is just the alien essence before which it has trembled.
Now, however, it destroys this alien negative, posits itself as such a negative in the
element of permanence, and thereby becomes for itself a being-for-itself. In the lord,
the Being-for-itself is an other to it, or only for it; in fear, the Being-for-itself is within
it itself; in its cultivating, the Being-for-itself becomes for it as its own Being-for-itself,
and it arrives at the consciousness that it itself is in and for itself. The form is posited
outside, but is not regarded as thereby becoming something other than serving
consciousness; for it is precisely this form that is its pure Being-for-itself, which in
this externality is seen by it to be the truth. Through this rediscovery of itself by itself,
the serving consciousness realizes that it is precisely in its labour, wherein it seemed
to have only an alienated mind, that it acquires a mind of its own.—For this reflection,
the two moments of fear and of service in general, as also that of cultivating, are
necessary, and both at the same time in a universal mode. Without the discipline of
service and obedience, fear remains a formality and does not extend to the conscious
actuality of Being-there. Without the cultivating, fear remains inward and mute,
and consciousness does not become for it itself. If consciousness forms the thing
without that initial absolute fear, it is only a vain mind of its own; for its form or
negativity is not negativity in itself; and therefore its forming cannot give it the
consciousness of itself as the essence. If it has not endured absolute fear but only
some anxiety, the negative essence has remained for it something external, its
substance has not been infected by it through and through. Since not all acquisi-
tions of its natural consciousness have been shaken, it still belongs in itself to
determinate Being; a mind of one’s own is self-will, a freedom that is still enmeshed
in servitude. As little as the pure form can become the essence for it, just as little is
that form, regarded as expansion over the singular, a universal forming, an absolute
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concept; rather it is a skill that is master over a few things, but not over the
universal power and the whole objective essence.’

B. Freedom of self-consciousness: stoicism, scepticism, and the
unhappy consciousness

9197. For the independent self-consciousness, on the one hand its essence is only
the pure abstraction of the I, and on the other hand, when this abstraction develops
and acquires differences, this differentiation does not become an objective essence
that is in itself; so this self-consciousness does not become an I that in its simplicity
is genuinely self-differentiating, or that in this absolute differentiation remains
identical with itself. By contrast, the consciousness that is driven back into itself
becomes, in the act of forming, its own object as form of the thing it has cultivated,
and in the lord it intuits at the same time Being-for-itself as consciousness. But for
the subservient consciousness as such, these two moments—that of itself as inde-
pendent object, and that of this object as a consciousness, and hence its own
essence—fall apart. Since, however, the form and the Being-for-itself are for us, or
in themselves, the same, and since in the concept of the independent consciousness
the Being-in-itself is consciousness, the side of Being-in-itself or thinghood, which
received the form in the labour, is no other substance than consciousness, and a
new shape of self-consciousness has arisen for us; a consciousness which, as the
infinitude or the pure movement of consciousness, is aware of itself as the essence;
a consciousness that thinks or is free self-consciousness. For to think means to
be one’s own object not as abstract I, but as an I that has at the same time the
significance of Being-in-itself, of having itself for object, or of relating itself to the
objective essence in such a way that it has the significance of the Being-for-itself of
the consciousness for which it is.—For thinking, the object does not move in
representations or shapes, but in concepts, i.e. in a distinct Being-in-itself, which
immediately, for consciousness, is not at all distinct from it. What is represented,
shaped, a being, has, as such, the form of being something other than conscious-
ness; but a concept is at the same time a being, and this difference, insofar as it is
in the concept itself, is its determinate content,—but since this content is at the
same time a content conceptualized, consciousness remains immediately con-
scious of its unity with this determinate and differentiated being, not, as in the
case of representation, where consciousness still has specifically to remind itself
that this is its representation; whereas the concept is for me immediately my
concept. In thinking, I am free, because I am not in an other, but remain simply
together with myself, and the object, which is for me the essence, is in undivided
unity my Being-for-myself; and my movement in concepts is a movement within
myself.—But in this determination of this shape of self-consciousness it is
essential to keep in mind that this shape is thinking consciousness in general,
or its object is immediate unity of Being-in-itself and Being-for-itself. The con-
sciousness homonymous with itself that repels itself from itself becomes to itself
an element that is in-itself; but at first it is to itself this element only as universal
essence in general, not as this objective essence in the development and move-
ment of its manifold Being.'
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€198. This freedom of self-consciousness, when it emerged as its conscious
appearance in the history of spirit, was, as we know, called Stoicism. Its principle is
that consciousness is thinking essence, and that something has essentiality for
consciousness, or is true and good for it, only as consciousness comports itself therein
as thinking essence."

€199. The manifold expansion of life, differentiating itself within itself, the singu-
larization and complication of life, is the object on which desire and labour are active.
This manifold doing has now contracted into the simple differentiating which occurs
in the pure movement of thinking. What has more essentiality is not the difference
that presents itself as determinate thing, or as consciousness of a determinate natural
Being-there, as a feeling, or as desire and purpose for this desire, whether this purpose
is set by one’s own consciousness or by an alien consciousness, but only the difference
that is a thought difference, or is immediately not distinct from me. This conscious-
ness is consequently negative towards the relationship of lordship and bondage; its
doing is, in lordship, not to have its truth in the bondsman, nor, as bondsman, to
have its truth in the will of the lord and in his service, but to be free, whether on the
throne or in chains, in all the dependency of its singular Being-there, and to maintain
for itself the lifelessness that constantly withdraws from the movement of Being-
there, from activity as well as from suffering, into the simple essentiality of thought.
Self-will is the freedom that fastens onto a singularity and stands within bondage,
while Stoicism is the freedom that always comes immediately out of bondage and
back into the pure universality of thought. As universal form of the world-spirit,
Stoicism could only emerge in a time of universal fear and bondage, but also in the
time of a universal culture that had elevated cultivation up to thinking.'

€200. Now, it is true that for this self-consciousness the essence is neither an other
than itself, nor the pure abstraction of the I; the essence is I, which has otherness in it,
but as a difference in thought, so that in its otherness the I has immediately returned
into itself. Yet at the same time this essence of self-consciousness is only an abstract
essence. The freedom of self-consciousness is indifferent to natural Being-there, has
therefore likewise let this Being-there go free, and the reflection is a double reflection.
Freedom in thought has only pure thought as its truth, a truth without the fullness of
life; and so it is also only the concept of freedom, not living freedom itself; for the
essence of that freedom is at first only thinking in general, the form as such, which has
turned away from the independence of things and returned into itself. But since the
singularity, as acting, should present itself as full of life or, as thinking, should grasp
the living world as a system of thought, there would have to reside in thought itself a
content, for the expansion of action a content of what is good, for the expansion of
thinking a content of what is true, in order that in what is for consciousness there
should be no other ingredient whatsoever except the concept which is the essence.
But here the concept as abstraction cuts itself off from the multiplicity of things, and
so it has no content in itself but a content given to it. Consciousness does indeed
eliminate the content as an alien Being, when it thinks it; but the concept is a
determinate concept, and this determinacy of the concept is the alien element that
it has in it. Stoicism therefore got into difficulties when it was asked, as they expressed
it, for the criterion of truth in general, i.e. strictly speaking, for a content of thought
itself. To the question put to it, what is good and true, it again gave in answer the
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contentless thinking itself: the true and the good shall consist in rationality. But this
equality of thinking with itself is again only the pure form in which nothing is
determined; the true and the good, wisdom and virtue, the universal words at
which Stoicism has to come to a standstill, are therefore no doubt uplifting in general,
but since they cannot in fact come to any expansion of the content, they soon begin to
generate boredom.'

€201. This thinking consciousness, in the way in which it has determined itself as
abstract freedom, is thus only the incomplete negation of otherness; withdrawn from
Being-there only into itself, it has not accomplished itself as absolute negation of
Being-there in it. The content, it is true, for it counts only as thought, but also as
determinate thought, and at the same time as determinacy as such.'

9202. Scepticism is the realization of that of which Stoicism is only the concept,—
and the actual experience of what freedom of thought is; this freedom is in itself the
negative and must display itself as such. With the reflection of self-consciousness into
the simple thought of itself, the independent Being-there or the permanent deter-
minacy has, vis-a-vis that reflection, in fact fallen outside of the infinitude [of
thought]; in Scepticism the entire inessentiality and dependence of this other
now comes before consciousness; thought becomes the complete thinking that anni-
hilates the Being of the multiply determined world, and the negativity of free self-
consciousness becomes for itself real negativity in this manifold configuration of
life.—It is clear that just as Stoicism corresponds to the concept of the independent
consciousness, which appeared as the relationship of mastery and bondage, so
Scepticism corresponds to the realization of this concept as the negative attitude
towards otherness, as desire and labour. But if desire and labour were unable to effect
the negation for self-consciousness, this polemical attitude towards the multiple
independence of things will, by contrast, meet with success, because it turns against
them as free self-consciousness that is already complete within itself; more specific-
ally, because this attitude has, within its own self, thinking or infinitude, and in this
the independencies in their difference are for it only vanishing magnitudes. The
differences, which in the pure thinking of itself are only the abstraction of differences,
here become all the differences, and all differentiated Being becomes a difference of
self-consciousness."

9203. In this way what scepticism does in general, and the manner in which it does
it, has determined itself. Scepticism exhibits the dialectical movement which sensory
certainty, perception, and the understanding are; it also exhibits the unessentiality of
what counts, in the relationship of lordship and service, and what counts for abstract
thinking itself, as something determinate. This relationship at the same time com-
prises within itself a determinate mode in which ethical laws, too, are present as
commands of mastery; but the determinations in abstract thinking are concepts of
science into which contentless thinking spreads itself, attaching the concept in a way
that is in fact merely external to the Being that is independent for it and constitutes its
content, and regards as valid only determinate concepts, even though they are also
pure abstractions."

€204. The dialectical as negative movement, in the way it immediately is, initially
appears to consciousness as something to which it is surrendered, and which is not
engendered by consciousness itself. As Scepticism, on the other hand, this movement
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is a moment of self-consciousness, to which it does not happen that what is for it the
true and the real vanish without its knowing how, but which, in the certainty of its
freedom, itself makes this other ostensible reality vanish. Self-consciousness causes
to vanish not only the objective as such, but its own attitude to it, in which it counts
as objective and is made valid, hence, too, its perceiving is made to vanish, along with
its reinforcement of what it is in danger of losing, sophistry, and the truth it has
determined and established from its own resources. Through this self-conscious
negation self-consciousness procures for itself the certainty of its freedom, produces
the experience of that certitude, and thereby elevates it to truth. What vanishes is the
determinate, or the difference, which, in whatever way and whatever its source,
establishes itself as fixed and immutable. This difference has nothing permanent in
it, and must vanish for thinking, because the different is just this, not to be self-
contained, but to have its essentiality only in an other; but thinking is the insight into
this nature of the different, it is the negative essence, as simple."

€205. In the variability of all that would stabilize itself before it, the sceptical self-
consciousness thus experiences its own freedom as given to it by itself and preserved
by itself. It is for itself this ataraxia of thinking that thinks itself, the unchanging and
genuine certainty of itself. This certainty does not issue from something alien,
compressing its complex development within itself, as a result which would leave
its coming-to-be behind it; no, consciousness itself is the absolute dialectical unrest,
this melange of sensory and thought representations whose differences coincide, and
whose equality likewise dissolves in turn—for equality is itself the determinacy in
contrast to the unequal. But it is precisely here that this consciousness, instead of
being consciousness equal-to-itself, is in fact just an utterly contingent confusion, the
vertigo of a perpetually self-engendering disorder. It is this for itself; for consciousness
itself maintains and produces this confusion in motion. That is why it also confesses
to it, it confesses to being a wholly contingent, singular consciousness,—a conscious-
ness which is empirical, takes its guidance from what has no reality for it, obeys what
is for it no essence, does and brings to actuality what has no truth for it. But equally,
while it evaluates itself in this way as singular, contingent and, in fact, animal life, and
lost self-consciousness, it also, on the contrary, makes itself again into a conscious-
ness that is universal and equal to itself; for it is the negativity of all singularity and all
difference. From this equality-to-itself, or rather within this equality-to-itself, it falls
back again into this contingency and confusion, for this self-moving negativity has to
do solely with what is singular, and gallivants with the contingent. This conscious-
ness is therefore the unconscious rambling, passing back and forth from the one
extreme of self-consciousness, equal-to-itself, to the other extreme of the contingent
consciousness that is confused and confusing. It does not itself bring these two
thoughts of itself together; at one time it recognizes its freedom as elevation above
all the confusion and all the contingency of Being-there, and at another time likewise
confesses to a relapse into inessentiality and to gallivanting in it. It lets the unessential
content in its thinking vanish, but in this very act it is the consciousness of something
unessential; it pronounces absolute vanishing, but the pronouncement is, and this
consciousness is the vanishing pronounced; it pronounces the nullity of seeing,
hearing, etc., and it itself sees, hears, etc; it pronounces the nullity of ethical essenti-
alities, and makes these same essentialities the powers of its action. Its doings and its
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words always contradict each other, and likewise it itself has the double contradictory
consciousness of unchangeableness and equality, and of utter contingency and
inequality with itself. But it keeps the poles of this contradiction of itself apart, and
adopts the same attitude to it as it does in its purely negative movement in general.
Point out equality to it, and it points out inequality; and when it is now confronted
with the inequality it has just pronounced, it switches to pointing out equality; its
chatter is in fact a squabble of self-willed children, one of whom says A if the other
says B, and in turn says B if the other says A, and who by contradicting themselves
purchase the pleasure of remaining in contradiction with each other."

9206. In Scepticism, consciousness experiences itself in truth as a consciousness
contradictory within itself; from this experience emerges a new shape, which brings
together the two thoughts which Scepticism holds apart. Scepticism’s thoughtlessness
about itself must vanish, because it is in fact one consciousness which has these two
modes in it. This new shape is thereby one which is for itself the double conscious-
ness, of itself as self-liberating, unchangeable, and equal to itself, and of itself as
self-confusing and self-inverting, and the consciousness of this its contradiction.—
In Stoicism, self-consciousness is the simple freedom of itself; in Scepticism, this
freedom realizes itself, annihilates the other side of determinate Being-there, but
more exactly duplicates itself, and is now to itself something twofold. In this way
the duplication which earlier was divided between two singletons, the lord and the
bondsman, has now settled in one; with this, the duplication of self-consciousness
within itself, which is essential in the concept of spirit, is present, but not yet its unity,
and the unhappy consciousness is the consciousness of itself as the double, merely
contradictory essence."

9207. This unhappy, internally split consciousness, since this contradiction of its
essence is to itself one consciousness, must always have in the one consciousness the
other consciousness too, and so it must immediately be driven out of each of them
again, as soon as it thinks it has arrived at victory and the repose of unity. But its true
return into itself, or its reconciliation with itself, will display the concept of spirit, the
spirit that has become alive and entered into existence, because this is already in it—
that as one undivided consciousness it is a duplicated consciousness: it itself is the
gazing of one self-consciousness into another, and it itself is both, and the unity of
both is also to it the essence; but for itself it is not yet this essence itself, not yet the
unity of the two self-consciousnesses.

9208. Since it is initially only the immediate unity of the two, but for it the two are
not the same, but opposed, one of them, namely the simple unchangeable, is to it as
the essence; but the other, the multiple changeable, is as the unessential. The two are,
for it, essences that are alien to one another; and because it is itself the consciousness
of this contradiction, it ranges itself on the side of the changeable consciousness,
and is to itself the unessential; but as consciousness of unchangeableness, or of the
simple essence, it must at the same time set about freeing itself from the unessential,
i.e. freeing itself from itself. For though it is for itself only the changeable, and the
unchangeable is, for it, something alien, yet it is itself simple, and hence unchange-
able, consciousness, a consciousness of which it is thus conscious as its essence, but
in such a way that for itself again it itself is not this essence. The position it assigns to
the two cannot therefore be an indifference of them towards each other, i.e. not an
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indifference of itself towards the unchangeable; rather, it is itself immediately
both of them, and the relation of the two is for it as a relation of the essence to the
non-essence, so that this latter is to be sublated; but since for it both are equally
essential and contradictory, it is merely the contradictory movement in which the
contrary does not come to rest in its contrary, but within it only generates itself
anew as a contrary.'

€209. Here, then, we have a struggle against an enemy, victory over whom is rather a
defeat, where attainment of the one is rather the loss of it in its contrary. Consciousness
of life, of its Being-there and activity, is only grief over this Being-there and activity, for
it has in this only the consciousness of its contrary as the essence and of its own
nothingness. It passes over out of this into an ascent to the unchangeable. But this
ascent is itself this consciousness; so the ascent is the consciousness of the contrary,
namely of itself as singularity. The unchangeable that enters into consciousness is
by this very fact at the same time affected by singularity, and is only present with the
latter; far from having destroyed singularity in the consciousness of the unchangeable,
singularity only emerges constantly in it."

€210. But in this movement consciousness experiences just this emergence of
singularity in the unchangeable, and of the unchangeable in singularity. There comes
to be for consciousness singularity in general in the unchangeable essence, and at the
same time its own singularity in it. For the truth of this movement is just the oneness
of this double consciousness. This unity becomes for it, but is initially a unity in which
the diversity of the two is still the dominant feature. Thus there is present for con-
sciousness the threefold way in which singularity is linked with the unchangeable:
first, consciousness again emerges for itself as opposed to the unchangeable; and it
is thrown back to the beginning of the struggle which remains the element of the
whole relationship. But secondly, the unchangeable itself has singularity in it for
consciousness, so that singularity is the shape of the unchangeable and with this
the entire mode of existence passes over into the unchangeable. Thirdly, conscious-
ness finds its own self as this singular in the unchangeable. The first unchangeable
is to consciousness only the alien essence condemning singularity; since the second
unchangeable is a shape of singularity as consciousness itself is, consciousness, thirdly,
comes to be spirit, it has the joy of finding itself in it, and becomes conscious that its
singularity is reconciled with the universal.!

€211. What presents itself here as mode and relationship of the unchangeable
arose as the experience which the divided self-consciousness undergoes in its unhap-
piness. Now this experience is, of course, not its own one-sided movement, for this
self-consciousness is itself unchangeable consciousness, accordingly the latter is at
the same time singular consciousness too, and the movement is just as much a
movement of the unchangeable consciousness, which takes part in the movement
as much as the other; for the movement runs through these moments: first, the
unchangeable is opposed to the singular in general; then, itself singular, it is opposed
to the other singular; and finally, it is one with this singular. But this consideration,
insofar as it belongs to us, is here untimely, for what has arisen for us up to now is
only unchangeableness as unchangeableness of consciousness, which is therefore not
true unchangeableness, but still burdened with an opposition, not the unchangeable
in and for itself, we do not know, therefore, how the latter will behave. What has
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emerged here is only this: that to consciousness, which is our object here, the
determinations indicated appear in the unchangeable.'

9212. For this reason therefore the unchangeable consciousness also retains in its
very shaping the character and foundation of dividedness and Being-for-itself with
regard to the singular consciousness. Consequently, for the latter, the unchange-
able’s acquisition of the shape of singularity is altogether a happening; just as it also
merely finds itself opposed to it and thus has this relationship by nature; that,
finally, it does find itself in the unchangeable, appears to it to be brought about
partly, no doubt, by itself, or to take place because it is itself singular; but a part of
this unity, both as regards its origin and insofar as it is, appears as belonging to the
unchangeable; and the opposition persists within this unity itself. In fact, through
the shaping of the unchangeable, the moment of the beyond has not only remained,
but is rather still established; for if the beyond seems, on the one hand, to have been
brought closer to consciousness through the shape of singular actuality, on the
other hand from now on it confronts it as an opaque sensory one, with all the
rigidity of something actual; the hope of becoming one with it must remain a hope,
i.e. without fulfilment and presence, for between the hope and the fulfilment stands
precisely the absolute contingency or immobile indifference which lies in the
shaping itself, the shaping that grounds the hope. Through the nature of this one
that simply is, through the actuality that it has assumed, it necessarily happens that
it has vanished in time, and that it has been in space and far away, and remains
utterly far away.'

9213. If at first the mere concept of the divided consciousness determined itself to
set about sublating itself as singular and becoming the unchangeable consciousness,
from now on its endeavour has this determination: rather to sublate its relationship
to the pure unshaped unchangeable, and to acquire a relation only with the shaped
unchangeable. For the oneness of the singular with the unchangeable is henceforth
essence and object for consciousness, just as in the concept the shapeless abstract
unchangeable was the essential object; and the relationship of this absolute divided-
ness of the concept is now what it has to turn away from. But as for the initially
external relation to the shaped unchangeable as an alien actuality, it has to elevate this
to absolute unification.'

9214. The movement in which the unessential consciousness strives to attain this
oneness is itself the threefold movement corresponding to the threefold relationship
that this consciousness will have with its shaped Beyond: first, as pure consciousness;
secondly, as singular essence that comports itself towards actuality as desire and work;
and thirdly, as consciousness of its Being-for-itself.—We now have to see how these
three modes of its Being are present and determined in that universal relationship."

9215. First, then, when consciousness is considered as pure consciousness, the
shaped unchangeable, when he is for the pure consciousness, seems to be posited
as he is in and for himself. But how he is in and for himself, this, as we have already
mentioned, has not yet arisen. For him to be in consciousness as he is in and for
himself, this would certainly have to proceed from him rather than from the con-
sciousness; but his presence here is thus at first only one-sidedly at hand through
consciousness, and for that very reason not perfect and genuine, but remains burdened
with imperfection or an opposition.'
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€216. But although the unhappy consciousness therefore does not possess this
presence, it is at the same time beyond pure thinking insofar as this is the abstract
thinking of Stoicism which averts its eyes from singularity altogether, and the merely
agitated thinking of Scepticism,—which is in fact only singularity as unconscious
contradiction and restless movement; it is beyond both of these, it brings and keeps
together pure thinking and singularity, but has not yet risen to that thinking for
which the singularity of consciousness is reconciled with pure thinking itself. It
stands rather in the middle, where abstract thinking comes into contact with the
singularity of consciousness as singularity. Consciousness itself is this contact; it is
the unity of pure thinking and singularity; this is also for consciousness, this thinking
singularity or pure thinking, and the unchangeable itself essentially as singularity. But
what is not for it is that this, its object, the unchangeable, which essentially presents
itself to it in the shape of singularity, is consciousness itself, itself, which is singularity
of consciousness."

€217. In this first mode therefore, where we consider it as pure consciousness, it
does not comport itself to its object thinkingly, but, since it is indeed in itself pure
thinking singularity, and its object is just this pure thinking, though the relation of
one to the other is not itself pure thinking, it only goes, so to speak, towards thinking,
and is devotion. As such, its thinking remains the amorphous peal of bell-ringing, or a
warm cloud of mist, a musical thinking that does not get as far as the concept, which
would be the only immanent objective mode. This infinite pure inner feeling will
indeed find its object, but the object will make its entrance not as a conceptualized
object, and will therefore enter as something alien. What we have here therefore is the
inward movement of the pure heart which feels itself, but feels itself painfully as
division; the movement of an infinite yearning that has the certainty that its essence
is such a pure heart, pure thinking that thinks itself as singularity; certainty that it is
known and recognized by this object, precisely because the object thinks itself as
singularity. At the same time, however, this essence is the unattainable Beyond which
flees as we grasp at it, or rather has already fled. It has already flown; for it is on the
one hand the unchangeable that thinks itself as singularity, and consciousness
therefore immediately attains its own self in it, its own self, but as the consciousness
opposed to the unchangeable; instead of grasping the essence, it only feels it and has
fallen back into itself; since in the attainment it cannot keep itself as this opposed
consciousness at bay, it has, instead of grasping the essence, only grasped the
inessentiality. Just as on one side, in striving to attain itself in the essence, it grasps
only its own separated actuality, so on the other side it cannot grasp the other as a
singular, or as actual. Where the other is sought, it cannot be found, for it is supposed
to be precisely a Beyond, the sort of thing that cannot be found. When sought as a
singular, it is not a universal singularity in thought, not a concept, but a singular as
object, or something actual; an object of immediate sensory certainty, and for that
very reason only the sort of thing that has vanished. For consciousness therefore only
the grave of its life can come to presence. But because this grave is itself an actuality
and it goes against the nature of actuality to grant a lasting possession, this presence
of the grave, too, is merely the struggle of an endeavour that is bound to be lost. But
having learned from experience that the grave of its actual unchangeable essence has
no actuality, that the vanished singularity, as vanished, is not the true singularity,
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consciousness will give up looking for the unchangeable singularity as actual, or
holding on to it as vanished, and only in this way is it able to find singularity as
genuine or as universal.'

9218. But initially the return of the heart into its own self is to be taken to signify
that it has its actuality as a singular. It is the pure heart which for us or in itself has
found itself and is satiated within itself, for although for it in its feeling the essence
separates itself from it, yet in itself this feeling is self-feeling, it has felt the object of its
pure feeling, and this object is itself; from this it thus emerges as self-feeling, or as
something that is actual for itself. In this return into itself its second relationship has
emerged for us, the relationship of desire and work, which confirm for consciousness
the inner certainty of itself (which it has attained for us), by sublation and enjoyment
of the alien essence, namely the essence in the form of independent things. But the
unhappy consciousness finds itself only as desiring and working; it is not on hand for
consciousness that the inner certainty of itself lies at the basis of its finding itself thus,
and that its feeling of the essence is this self-feeling. Since it does not have this
certainty for its own self, its interior rather still remains the broken certainty of itself;
the confirmation that it would obtain through work and enjoyment is therefore just
such a broken confirmation; or rather it must for itself nullify this confirmation so
that it does find confirmation in it, but only confirmation of what it is for itself,
namely confirmation of its dividedness."

9219. The actuality against which desire and work are directed is no longer for
this consciousness a nullity in itself, something merely to be sublated and consumed
by it, but something like that consciousness itself, an actuality broken in two, which
is only on one side null in itself, but on the other side is also a sanctified world; it is
a shape of the unchangeable, for this has received in itself singularity, and because,
as the unchangeable, it is a universal, its singularity has in general the significance of
all actuality.'

9220. If consciousness were for itself independent consciousness, and actuality
were to it null in and for itself, then in the labour and in the enjoyment it would
attain to the feeling of its independence, in virtue of the fact that it would be
consciousness itself that sublated actuality. But since this actuality is to conscious-
ness a shape of the unchangeable, it is unable of itself to sublate it. But when it does
succeed in nullifying actuality and enjoying it, this essentially happens for con-
sciousness in virtue of the fact that the unchangeable itself surrenders its shape, and
hands it over to consciousness for enjoyment.—Consciousness, for its part, likewise
emerges here as something actual, but equally as internally broken, and in its labour
and enjoyment this dividedness displays itself as breaking up into a relationship to
actuality or Being-for-itself, and a Being-in-itself. This relationship to actuality is
altering or activity, the Being-for-itself that belongs to the singular consciousness as
such. But in this, consciousness is also in itself: this side belongs to the unchange-
able Beyond; it is the faculties and forces, an alien gift, which the unchangeable also
hands over to consciousness for it to use."

9221. Accordingly, in its activity, consciousness is initially in the relationship of
two extremes; on one side it stands as active worldliness, and confronting it is passive
actuality: the two sides are in relation with one another, but both have also with-
drawn into the unchangeable and keep to themselves. From each side therefore only a
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surface detaches itself in response to the other, and this enters the play of movement
with regard to the other.—The extreme of actuality is sublated by the active extreme;
but actuality, on its side, can be sublated only for the reason that its unchangeable
essence sublates it itself, repels itself from itself, and hands over what is repelled to the
activity. The active force appears as the power in which actuality is dissolved; but
because of this, for this consciousness, to which the in-itself or the essence is something
other than itself, this power, in the form of which it enters the lists in its activity, is
the beyond of consciousness itself. So instead of returning from its activity back into
itself and having proved itself for its own self, consciousness rather reflects this
movement of activity back into the other extreme, which is thereby displayed as a
pure universal, as the absolute power from which the movement proceeded in all
directions, and which is the essence both of the self-disintegrating extremes as they at
first emerged, and of the exchange itself."

€222. By the fact that the unchangeable consciousness renounces its shape and
surrenders it, by the fact that by contrast the singular consciousness gives thanks,
i.e. denies itself the satisfaction of the consciousness of its independence, and assigns
the essence of the activity not to itself but to the beyond, by these two moments of
reciprocal self-renunciation of both parties there certainly arises for consciousness
its unity with the unchangeable. But this unity is at the same time affected with
separation, is again broken within itself, and from it the opposition of the universal
and singular emerges again. For consciousness does make a show of renouncing the
satisfaction of its self-feeling, but it obtains the actual satisfaction of it; for it has been
desire, work, and enjoyment; as consciousness it has willed, acted, and enjoyed.
Likewise its thanks-giving, in which it recognizes the other extreme as the essence
and sublates itself, is itself its own activity which counterbalances the activity of the
other extreme, and opposes an equal activity to the self-sacrificing benefaction; if the
other extreme delivers over to consciousness its surface, consciousness gives thanks
all the same, and in surrendering its activity, i.e. its esserce, it really does more than the
other which only discards a surface from itself. Thus not only in the actual desiring,
working, and enjoying, but even in the thanks-giving itself where the contrary seems
to happen, the entire movement is reflected into the extreme of singularity. Con-
sciousness feels itself therein as this singular consciousness, and does not let itself be
deceived by the semblance of its renunciation, for the truth of this consciousness is
that it has not surrendered itself; what has come about is only the double reflection
into the two extremes; and the result is the renewed splitting into the opposed
consciousness of the unchangeable, and the consciousness of the willing, accomplish-
ing, and enjoying confronting it, and of the self-renunciation itself, or in general of the
singularity that is for itself.

€223. This has introduced the third relationship of the movement of this con-
sciousness, a relationship which proceeds from the second as a consciousness that
has in truth proved itself as independent by its willing and accomplishing. In the first
relationship it was only concept of actual consciousness, or the inner heart that is not
yet actual in its doing and enjoyment; the second is this actualization as external
doing and enjoying; but on its return from this, it is the sort of consciousness that has
experienced itself as actual and activating consciousness, or for which it is true to be in
and for itself. But in this the enemy is now discovered in his ownmost shape. In the
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struggle of the heart the singular consciousness is only as musical, abstract moment;
in work and enjoyment, as the realization of this essence-bereft Being, consciousness
can immediately forget itself, and the conscious stake in this actuality is cancelled out
by the thankful recognition. But this cancellation is in truth a return of consciousness
into itself, and into itself as the actuality that is genuine for it."

€224. This third relationship, in which this genuine actuality is one of the
extremes, is the relation of that actuality, as nullity, to the universal essence; and the
movement of this relation is still to be considered.

9225. Concerning first the opposed relation of consciousness where its reality is
to it immediately the null, its actual doing thus becomes a doing of nothing, its
enjoyment a feeling of its unhappiness. Activity and enjoyment thereby lose all
universal content and significance, for this would give them a Being-in-itself and
Being-for-itself, and both withdraw into singularity, on which consciousness is
directed in order to sublate it. Consciousness is conscious of itself as this actual
singleton in the animal functions. These functions are no longer performed ingenu-
ously, as something that is null in and for itself and which cannot acquire any
importance or essentiality for the spirit; instead, since it is in them that the enemy
reveals himself in his characteristic shape, they are rather the object of serious
endeavour, and come precisely to be of supreme importance. This enemy, however,
generates himself in his defeat, and consciousness, in fixing its attention on him,
far from freeing itself from him, rather always dwells on him, and always sees itself
as defiled; and since at the same time this content of its efforts, instead of being
something essential, is the most base, instead of being a universal, is the most
singular, we see only a personality confined to its own self and its petty doings, a
personality afflicting itself, as unhappy as it is impoverished."

9226. But to these two, the feeling of its unhappiness and the poverty of its activity,
is linked also the consciousness of its unity with the unchangeable. For the attempted
immediate annihilation of its actual Being is mediated by the thought of the unchange-
able, and happens in this relation. The mediate relation constitutes the essence of
the negative movement in which consciousness is directed against its singularity,
but which, as a relation, is in itself positive as well and will produce this its unity for
consciousness itself."

€227. This mediate relation is thus a syllogism in which singularity, initially fixing
itself in opposition to the in-itself, is joined together with this other extreme only
through a third term. Through this middle term the extreme of the unchangeable
is for the unessential consciousness, which at the same time also involves this: it is
likewise for the unchangeable consciousness only through this middle term, and thus
this middle term is one which represents the two extremes to one another, and is the
reciprocal minister of each one with the other. This middle term is itself a conscious
essence, for it is an activity mediating consciousness as such; the content of this
activity is the extinction that consciousness undertakes with its singularity."

9228. In the middle term then, consciousness frees itself from activity and enjoy-
ment as its own; it throws off the essence of its will from itself as an extreme that is for
itself, and casts upon the middle term or minister the ownership and freedom of the
decision, and herewith the guilt of its activity. This mediator, being in immediate
relation with the unchangeable essence, ministers with its advice on what is right. The
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action, since it is compliance with an alien resolution, ceases, as regards the doing or
the willing, to be its own. But there is still left to the unessential consciousness the
objective aspect, viz. the fruit of its labour, and the enjoyment. This too it likewise
casts off from itself, and just as it renounces its will, so it renounces the actuality it
received in work and in enjoyment; it renounces them partly as the attained truth of
its self-conscious independence—when it sets about representing and speaking some-
thing entirely alien, something that makes no sense to it;—it renounces them partly
as external property,—when it forgoes part of the possession it has acquired through
work; partly it renounces the enjoyment it has had—when, in fasting and mortifica-
tions, it once more completely denies itself enjoyment as well."

€229. Through these moments of relinquishment, of its own decision, then of
property and enjoyment, and finally through the positive moment of engaging in an
enterprise it does not understand, it deprives itself in truth and completely of the
consciousness of inner and outer freedom, of actuality as its Being-for-itself; it has the
certainty of having in truth estranged its I, and of having made its immediate self-
consciousness into a thing, into an objective Being.—Only through this actual
sacrifice could it confirm the self-renunciation; for only in the sacrifice does the
deception vanish which lies in the inner recognition by giving thanks through heart,
sentiment, and tongue, a recognition which indeed discards from itself all power of
Being-for-itself and ascribes it to a gift from above, but which in this very discarding
retains its outer stake in the possession it does not give up, and its inner stake in the
consciousness of the decision it has itself made, and in the consciousness of its
content determined by itself, which it has not exchanged for an alien content, filling
it up senselessly."

€230. But in the sacrifice actually carried out, just as consciousness has sublated
the activity as its own, so in itself its unhappiness has also withdrawn from it. That
this withdrawal has happened in itself is however the doing of the other extreme of
the syllogism, of the essence being-in-itself. But the sacrifice of the unessential
extreme was at the same time not a one-sided doing, but contained within itself
the doing of the other. For the surrender of its own will is negative only on one side,
by its concept or in itself, but it is at the same time positive, viz. the positing of will as
the will of an other, and specifically of the will, not as a singular will, but as universal
will. For this consciousness this positive significance of the negatively posited singu-
lar will is the will of the other extreme, a will which, just because it is an other for
consciousness, comes about for it not through itself, but through the third party, the
mediator as counsellor. Hence, for consciousness, its will does indeed become uni-
versal will that is in itself, but to itself consciousness is not this in-itself; for it, the
surrender of its own will, as singular, is not in its concept the positive aspect of
universal will. Similarly, its surrender of possession and enjoyment has only the same
negative significance, and the universal that thereby comes about for it, is not for it its
own doing. This unity of the objective and Being-for-itself, which is in the concept of
activity, and which therefore becomes the essence and object for consciousness—just
as this unity is not the concept of its activity, so too it is not given to consciousness
that the unity comes about for it as an object, immediately and through itself; instead,
it lets the mediating minister express this certainty, itself still broken, the certainty
that only in itself is its unhappiness the reverse, viz. an activity that satisfies itself in
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the activity or blissful enjoyment, that its impoverished activity likewise is in itself the
reverse, viz. an absolute activity; that by the concept activity is only activity at all as
activity of the singular. But for consciousness itself activity and its actual activity
remain an impoverished activity, and its enjoyment remains pain, and the sublation
of them in its positive significance remains a beyond. But in this object, in which its
doing and Being, as the doing and Being of this singular consciousness, are to it Being
and doing in themselves, there has come about for consciousness the representation
of reason, of the certainty of consciousness that, in its singularity, it is absolutely in
itself, or all reality."



C. (AA.) Reason

V. Certainty and Truth of Reason

9231. In the thought it has grasped, that the singular consciousness is in itself
absolute essence, consciousness returns into itself. For the unhappy consciousness
the Being-in-itself is the beyond of itself. But its movement has accomplished this in it:
it has posited singularity in its complete development, or it has posited the singularity
that is actual consciousness, as the negative of itself, namely, as the objective extreme,
or it has wrested its Being-for-itself away from itself and has turned it into Being;
in this movement its unity with this universal has also come to be for consciousness,
a unity which, for us, no longer falls outside it, since the sublated singular is the
universal; and which, since consciousness maintains itself in this its negativity, is, in
consciousness as such, its essence. Its truth is that which appears in the syllogism,
whose extremes were held absolutely asunder when they entered the scene, as the
middle term which proclaims to the unchangeable consciousness that the singular
has renounced itself, and, to the singular, that the unchangeable is for it no longer an
extreme, but is reconciled with it. This middle term is the unity immediately aware of,
and relating, both, and is the consciousness of their unity, which it proclaims to
consciousness and thereby fo itself; it is the certainty of being all truth.

€232. Now that self-consciousness is reason, its hitherto negative relationship to
otherness turns round into a positive relationship. So far it has been concerned only
with its independence and freedom, with a view to saving and maintaining itself
for itself at the expense of the world or of its own actuality, both of which appeared to
it as the negative of its essence. But as reason, assured of itself, it has made its peace
with them, and can endure them; for it is certain of itself as actuality, or certain that
actuality is none other than itself; its thinking is itself immediately actuality; and thus
it adopts towards actuality the attitude of idealism. Conceiving itself in this way, it is
for it as if the world had now arisen for it for the first time; previously it does not
understand the world; it desires it and works on it, withdraws from it into itself and
demolishes it for itself, and demolishes its own self as consciousness—both as
consciousness of the world as the essence and as consciousness of the nullity of the
world. It is only after the grave of its truth has been lost, after the demolition of its
actuality has itself been demolished, and after the singularity of consciousness is in
itself absolute essence for it, it is then that it discovers the world as its new actual
world, which in its permanence holds an interest for it which previously lay only in
its disappearance; for the subsistence of the world becomes for consciousness its own
truth and presence; it is certain of experiencing only itself therein.

€233. Reason is the certainty of consciousness that it is all reality; this is how
idealism expresses its concept. Just as the consciousness, that comes on the scene as
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reason, immediately has that certainty in itself, so too idealism expresses that certainty
immediately: I am [, in the sense that I, which is an object for me, is not merely an
empty object in general, as in self-consciousness in general, nor is it merely an object
that withdraws from the others, leaving them in force alongside it, as in the case of free
self-consciousness; instead, it is an object with the consciousness of the non-Being of
any other object, it is the sole object, all reality and all presence. But self-consciousness
is all reality not merely for itself but also in itself, only through becoming this reality, or
rather through demonstrating itself to be such. It demonstrates itself thus on the path
on which first, in the dialectical movement of meaning, perceiving and the under-
standing, otherness vanishes as in itself, and then, in the movement through the
independence of consciousness in lordship and bondage, through the thought of
freedom, the sceptical liberation and the combat of absolute liberation of the con-
sciousness divided within itself, otherness, insofar as it is only for consciousness,
vanishes for consciousness itself. Two sides entered the scene, one after the other:
one in which the essence or the true had for consciousness the determinacy of Being,
the other in which it had the determinacy of being only for consciousness. But the two
reduced themselves to one truth, that what is, or the in-itself, only is insofar as it is for
consciousness, and what is for consciousness is also in itself. The consciousness which
is this truth has this path behind it and has forgotten it, when it comes on the scene
immediately as reason, or this reason which comes immediately on the scene enters
the scene only as the certainty of that truth. Thus reason merely affirms that it is all
reality, but does not itself comprehend this; for that forgotten path is the comprehen-
sion of this immediately expressed assertion. And equally, to anyone who has not
traversed that path this assertion is incomprehensible when he hears it in this pure
form,—for in a concrete shape he does indeed make the assertion himself."

9234. Idealism, which does not present that path but begins with this assertion,
is therefore also pure affirmation, which does not comprehend its own self, nor can
it make itself comprehensible to others. It expresses an immediate certainty which
is confronted by other immediate certainties, which have, however, got lost on that
path. With equal right, therefore, the affirmations of these other certainties, too, take
their place alongside the affirmation of that certainty. Reason appeals to the self-
consciousness of each and every consciousness: I am I, my object and essence is I; and
no consciousness will deny reason this truth. But in basing the truth on this appeal,
reason sanctions the truth of the other certainty, namely: there is for me an other; an
other than I is object and essence for me, or, in that I am object and essence to myself,
I am so only by drawing back from the other in general, and taking my place as
an actuality alongside it—Only when reason comes on the scene as a reflection from
this opposite certainty does its assertion about itself enter the scene not merely as
certainty and affirmation, but as truth; and not alongside other truths but as the sole
truth. Its immediate entry on the scene is the abstraction of its sheer presence, whose
essence and Being-in-itself is absolute concept, i.e. the movement of its having-come-
about—Consciousness will determine its relationship to otherness or its object in
diverse ways, according to the precise stage it occupies of the world-spirit becoming
conscious of itself. How it immediately finds and determines itself and its object at
any time, or how it is for itself, depends on what it has already become, or what it
already is in itself."
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9235. Reason is the certainty of being all reality. This in-itself or this reality is,
however, still a universal pure and simple, the pure abstraction of reality. It is the first
positivity, which self-consciousness is, in its own self, for itself, and I is therefore only
the pure essentiality of beings or is the simple category. The category, which formerly
had the significance of being the essentiality of beings, indeterminately of beings in
general or of beings facing consciousness, is now essentiality or simple unity of beings
only as actuality that thinks; or the category is this, that self-consciousness and Being
are the same essence; the same, not in comparison, but in and for themselves. It is
only the one-sided, bad idealism that lets this unity again plant itself on one side as
consciousness, and confronting it an in-itself—But now this category or simple unity
of self-consciousness and Being has difference in itself; for its essence is just this: in
otherness, or in absolute difference, to be immediately equal to itself. The difference
therefore is, but is perfectly transparent, and as a difference that is at the same
time no difference. It appears as a plurality of categories. Since idealism proclaims
the simple unity of self-consciousness to be all reality, and immediately makes it the
essence without having comprehended it as absolutely negative essence—only this
has negation, determinacy, or difference within itself—this second point, that in the
category there are differences or species, is even more incomprehensible than the first.
This affirmation in general, as well as the affirmation of a determinate number of
species of categories, is a new affirmation, which, however, itself implies that we no
longer have to accept it as affirmation. For since the difference originates in the pure I,
in the pure understanding itself, it is thereby posited that the immediacy, the
affirming and finding, are here abandoned and comprehension begins. But to take
the plurality of categories again in some way or other as a find, e.g., from judgements,
and accepting them like that, should in fact be regarded as an outrage on science;
where else should the understanding be able to show a necessity, if it is unable to do
50 in its own self, which is pure necessity?'

9236. Now because the pure essentiality of things, like their difference, belongs
thus to reason, we can, strictly speaking, no longer talk of things at all, i.e. of something
which would be for consciousness merely the negative of itself. For to say that the
many categories are species of the pure category means that this latter is still their
genus or essence, not opposed to them. But they are already something ambiguous,
which at the same time has in itself otherness in its plurality in contrast to the pure
category. In fact, they contradict the pure category by this plurality, and the pure
unity must sublate them in itself, thereby constituting itself as negative unity of the
differences. But, as negative unity, it excludes from itself the differences as such, as
well as that first immediate pure unity as such, and is singularity; a new category
which is consciousness as excluding, i.e. consciousness for which there is an other.
Singularity is the transition of the category from its concept to an external reality, the
pure schema which is both consciousness and, since it is singularity and exclusive
unit, the pointing to an other. But this other of this category is merely the other first
categories, viz. pure essentiality and pure difference; and in this category, i.e. just in the
positedness of the other, or in this other itself, consciousness is equally itself. Each of
these diverse moments refers to another moment; but at the same time in them we do
not get to any otherness. The pure category refers to the species, which pass over into
the negative category or singularity; this latter, however, refers back to them; it is
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itself pure consciousness which in each species remains to itself this clear unity with
itself, but a unity which equally is referred to an other, which, when it is, has
vanished, and when it has vanished, also regenerates itself.'

9237. Here we see pure consciousness posited in a twofold manner: once as the
restless movement to and fro that runs through all its moments, having in them
before its eyes an otherness that sublates itself in the act of grasping it; and again,
rather as the tranquil unity certain of its own truth. For this unity that movement is
the other, while for this movement that tranquil unity is the other; and consciousness
and object alternate in these reciprocal determinations. Thus at one time conscious-
ness is to itself a search moving hither and thither, and its object is the pure in-itself
and essence; at another time, it is to itself the simple category, and the object is the
movement of the differences. But consciousness as essence is this whole course itself,
of passing out of itself as simple category into singularity and the object, and of
intuiting this course in the object, sublating it as a distinct object, appropriating it,
and proclaiming itself as this certainty of being all reality, of being both itself and
its object."

€238. Its first proclamation is only this abstract empty word that everything is its
own. For the certainty of being all reality is at first only the pure category. This reason
which first recognizes itself in the object finds expression in the empty idealism which
grasps reason only as it is initially, and fancies that by indicating this pure Mine of
consciousness in all Being,' and by declaring things to be sensations or representa-
tions, it has indicated this pure Mine as completed reality. It therefore must at the
same time be absolute empiricism, since for the filling of the empty Mine, i.e. for the
difference and all development and shaping of the difference, its reason requires an
alien impulse, in which the variety of sensation or representation is first to be found.
This idealism therefore becomes the same kind of self-contradictory equivocation as
scepticism, except that, while scepticism expresses itself negatively, this idealism
expresses itself positively; but it fails as much as scepticism to bring together its
contradictory thoughts, the thought of pure consciousness as all reality, and likewise
the thought of the alien impulse or of sensation and representation as an equal
reality; instead it rushes to and fro from one to the other, and has ended up by falling
into bad infinity, namely sensory infinity. Since reason is all reality in the sense of the
abstract Mine, and the other is to it an indifferent alien, what is here posited is
precisely the same knowing of an other by reason, which we met with as meaning,
perceiving, and as the understanding that apprehends what is meant and what is
perceived. Such a knowing is at the same time asserted by the concept of this idealism
itself not to be a true knowing, for only the unity of apperception is the truth of
knowing. The pure reason of this idealism, in order to reach this other which is
essential to it, i.e. which is thus the in-itself, but which it does not have within it, is
therefore thrown back by its own self onto that knowing which is not a knowing of
the true; in this way, it condemns itself of its own knowledge and volition to an
untrue knowing, and cannot get away from meaning and perceiving, which for it
have no truth. It is involved in immediate contradiction, affirming as the essence a
duet of utter opposites, the unity of apperception and equally the thing, which,
whether it is called alien impulse, or empirical essence, or sensibility, or the thing in
itself, remains in its concept the same alien adjunct to that unity.>
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€239. This idealism is involved in this contradiction because it affirms the abstract
concept of reason as the true; consequently, reality immediately arises for it equally as
the sort of reality that is not the reality of reason, while at the same time reason is
supposed to be all reality; reason remains a restless searching, which in its very
searching declares the satisfaction of finding to be utterly impossible.—Actual reason,
however, is not so inconsistent; on the contrary, at first only the certainty of
being all reality, it is conscious in this concept, as certainty, as I, of not yet being
reality in truth, and is impelled to raise its certainty to truth and to fill up the
empty Mine.'

A. Observing reason

9240. In fact, we now see this consciousness, for which Being has the significance of
its own," revert to meaning and perceiving, though not to certainty of a mere other,
but with the certainty of being this other itself. Previously, its perception and
experience of various sides of the thing just happened to consciousness, while here
consciousness arranges the observations and the experience itself. Meaning and
perceiving, which previously were sublated for us, are now sublated by and for
consciousness itself. Reason sets out to know the truth; to find as concept that
which, for meaning and perceiving, is a thing, i.e. to have in thinghood the conscious-
ness only of itself. Reason now has, therefore, a universal interest in the world, because
it is the certainty of having presence in the world, or that the presence is rational. It
seeks its other, knowing that therein it possesses nothing other than itself: it seeks only
its own infinitude.”

€241. At first only glimpsing itself in actuality, or knowing actuality only as its own
in general, with a sense of this it advances to take universal possession of its assured
property, and plants the sign of its sovereignty on every height and in every depth.
But this superficial Mine is not its ultimate interest; the joy of this universal seizure of
possession still finds in its property the alien other which abstract reason does not
have within itself. Reason glimpses itself as a deeper essence than the pure I is, and
must demand that difference, manifold Being, become the I’s very own, that the
I intuit itself as actuality and find itself present as shape and thing. But if reason
excavates all the entrails of things and opens every vein in them so that it may gush
forth to meet itself, it will not attain this joy; it must have completed itself within itself
before it can experience the completion of itself."

€242. Consciousness observes; i.e. reason wants to find and to have itself as an
object that is, as an actual, sensorily-present mode. The consciousness of this observ-
ing indeed opines and says that it wants to undergo experience, not of itself but, on
the contrary, of the essence of things as things. That this consciousness opines and says
this, is implied in the fact that it is reason; but reason as such is not as yet object for
this consciousness. If it knew that reason is equally the essence of things and of
consciousness itself, and that only in consciousness can reason be present in its own
proper shape, it would descend into its own depths, and seek reason there rather than
in things. If it had found it within, reason would be directed from there outside to
actuality again, in order to intuit therein its sensory expression, but at once to take it
essentially as concept. Reason, as it immediately arises as consciousness’s certainty of
being all reality, takes its reality in the sense of the immediacy of Being, and similarly
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it takes the unity of the I with this objective essence in the sense of an immediate
unity, a unity in which reason has not yet separated and reunited again the moments
of Being and the I, or a unity which reason has not yet cognized. Reason, therefore, as
observing consciousness, approaches things in the opinion that it takes them in truth
as sensory things opposed to the I; but its actual doing contradicts this opinion, for it
cognizes things, it transforms their sensuality into concepts, i.e. into just a Being which
is at the same time I, consequently transforms thinking into a thinking that is, or
Being into a thought Being, and it asserts, in fact, that it is only as concepts that things
have truth. For observing consciousness, all that emerges from this is what the things
are, but for us, what consciousness itself is; but the result of its movement will be that
consciousness will become for itself what it is in itself."

€243. We have to consider the doing of observing reason in the moments of its
movement, how it apprehends nature and spirit, and, finally, the relation of both, as
sensory Being, and how it seeks itself as actuality that is.!

A. OBSERVATION OF NATURE

9244. When thoughtless consciousness affirms observation and experience as the
source of truth, its words may well sound as if only tasting, smelling, feeling, hearing,
and seeing were involved; in the zeal with which it recommends tasting, smelling,
etc., it forgets to say that in fact it has also just as essentially already determined the
object of its sensation, and this determination is worth at least as much to conscious-
ness as that sensation. It will also readily admit that in general its concern here is not
solely with perceiving, and will not let, e.g., the perception that this penknife lies
alongside this snuff-box, pass for an observation. What is perceived should at least
have the significance of a universal, not of a sensory This."

9245. This universal is thus at first only what remains-equal-to-itself; its movement
is only the uniform recurrence of the same doing. Consciousness, which to that
extent finds in the object only universality or the abstract Mine, must take upon itself
the movement proper to the object and, since it is not yet the understanding of the
object, must at least be the remembrance of it, which expresses in a universal way
what in actuality is present only in a singular way. This superficial elevation out of
singularity, and the equally superficial form of universality into which the sensory is
merely taken up, without having become in its own self a universal, the describing of
things, does not yet have the movement in the object itself; the movement is really
only in the describing. The object, as soon as it is described, has therefore lost its
interest; if the one has been described, then another must be dealt with, and
continually sought, in order that the describing does not give out. If it is no longer
so easy to find new whole things, then we must go back to those already found, divide
them further, analyse them, and bring to light fresh sides of thinghood in them. This
restless, insatiable instinct can never run out of material; to discover a distinctive new
genus, or even a new planet which, although it is an individual, possesses the nature
of a universal, can be the lot of only a lucky few. But the limit of what, like the
elephant, the oak, gold, is distinctive, of what is genus and species, passes through
many stages into the infinite particularization of the chaos of animals and plants, of
mountain-types, or the metals, earths, etc., that only force and skill can bring to
view. In this realm of the indeterminacy of the universal, where particularization
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approximates again to singularization, and again, here and there, descends to it
entirely, an inexhaustible fund is opened up for observation and description. But
here, where an immense field opens up for that instinct, at the limit of the universal, it
can have found not an immeasurable wealth, but instead merely the boundary of
nature and of its own doing: it can no longer know whether what seems to be in itself
is not a contingency; what bears in itself the stamp of a confused or immature
structure, feeble and barely developing out of rudimentary indeterminacy, can lay
no claim even to be only described.’

€246. If this searching and describing seems to be concerned only with things, we
see that in fact it does not continue indefinitely in sensory perceiving; on the contrary,
that by which things are cognized is more important to it than the remaining complex
of sensory properties which, of course, the thing itself cannot dispense with, but
which consciousness does without. Through this distinction between the essential
and the unessential, the concept rises up out of sensory dispersion, and cognition
thereby declares that it is just as essentially concerned with its own self as with things.
With this double essentiality cognition lapses into vacillation as to whether what is
essential and necessary for cognition is so also in respect of things. On the one hand,
the differentiae are supposed to serve only cognition, enabling it to distinguish things
from one another; but, on the other hand, it is not the unessential side of things that
is supposed to be cognized, but that side whereby the things themselves break loose
from the universal continuity of Being in general, separate themselves from the other,
and are for themselves. Differentiae are supposed, not merely to have an essential
relation to cognition, but also the essential determinacies of things, and the artificial
system is supposed to conform to the system of nature itself and to express only this.
This is necessary from the concept of reason, and the instinct of reason—for, in this
observing, reason behaves only as instinct—has also in its systems achieved this
unity, where, namely, its objects are themselves so constituted that they have in them
an essentiality or a Being-for-itself, and are not merely accident of this instant or this
Here. The distinguishing marks of animals, e.g., are taken from their claws and teeth;
for in fact it is not only cognition that thereby distinguishes one animal from another;
but the animal itself separates itself thereby; by means of these weapons it maintains
itself for itself and detached from the universal. The plant, by contrast, does not attain
to Being-for-itself, but merely touches the limit of individuality; it is at this limit,
therefore, where the plant displays the semblance of division into sexes, that the plant
has been catalogued and differentiated." What, however, stands on a lower level
cannot itself any longer distinguish itself from another, but gets lost when it enters
into opposition. Being at rest and Being in relationship come into conflict with each
other, the thing in the latter is something other than it is according to the former,
whereas the individual consists in maintaining itself in relationship to something
else.> What, however, is unable to do this and chemically becomes something other
than it is empirically, confuses cognition and embroils it in the same conflict as to
whether it ought to keep to the one side or the other, since the thing itself is nothing
stable’ and in it the two sides fall apart.

€247. In such systems of universal stability, the stability therefore has the signifi-
cance of being the stability both of cognition and of the things themselves. But this
expansion of the stable determinacies, each of which calmly describes the course of
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its progression and gets room to go its own way, quite as much passes over
essentially into its contrary, into the confusion of these determinacies; for the
differentia, the universal determinacy, is the unity of opposites, of the determinate
and the universal in itself; it must therefore split up into this opposition. If, now, on
one side, the determinacy gains the ascendancy over the universal in which it has its
essence, then on the other side again, the universal in turn establishes its own
domination over the determinacy, pushes the determinacy to its limit and there
mixes up its distinctions and essentialities. Observation, which kept them properly
apart and believed that in them it had something firm, sees principles encroaching
on one another, transitions and confusions forming, and what it at first took to be
just separate, it sees in this combined, and what it reckoned to be together, it sees
separated; and so this adherence to tranquil, stable Being inevitably sees itself
tormented just in its most universal determinations—e.g. what are the essential
differentiae of the animal, the plant—by instances which rob it of every determin-
ation, render mute the universality to which it had risen, and reduce it to an
observation and description devoid of thought.

€248. This observing which confines itself to the simple, or curbs the sensory
dispersion by the universal, thus finds in its object the confusion of its principle,
because the determinate must, by its nature, lose itself in its contrary; reason must
therefore advance from the inert determinacy which had the semblance of perman-
ence, to observing determinacy as it is in truth, viz. as relating itself to its contrary.
What are called essential differentiae are passive determinacies which, when expressed
and apprehended as simple, do not present what constitutes their nature, which is to
be vanishing moments of the movement which withdraws back into itself. Since the
reason-instinct now reaches the point of looking for the determinacy in accordance
with its nature, which is essentially to be not for itself but to pass over into the
opposite, it searches for the law and for the concept of the law; indeed, it searches
for them equally as actuality that is, but this actuality will in fact vanish for it, and the
sides of the law become pure moments or abstractions, so that the law comes to light in
the nature of the concept, which has eliminated in itself the indifferent subsistence
of sensory actuality.’

9249. To the observing consciousness, the truth of the law is in experience, in the
same way that sensory Being is for consciousness; not in and for itself. But if the law
does not have its truth in the concept, then it is a contingency, not a necessity, or not
in fact a law. But the fact that the law is essentially as concept, not only does not
conflict with its presence for observation, but is rather the very reason why it has
necessary Being-there and is for observation. The universal, in the sense of the
universality of reason, is also universal in the sense involved in the concept, viz.
that the universal is for consciousness, that it presents itself as what is present and
actual, or that the concept presents itself in the mode of thinghood and sensory
Being;—but without thereby losing its nature and lapsing into inert subsistence or
indifferent succession. What is universally valid is also universally effective; what
ought to be, in fact also is, and what only ought to be without being so, has no truth.
The instinct of reason, for its part, rightly holds firmly to this, and refuses to be led
astray by figments of thought which only ought to be and, as Oughts, are supposed to
have truth, although they are nowhere met with in experience,—refuses to be led astray
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by hypotheses any more than by all the other invisibilities of a perennial Ought; for
reason is just this certainty of having reality, and what is not for consciousness as a self-
essence, i.e. what does not appear, is for consciousness nothing at all."

€250. That the truth of law is essentially reality, no doubt again becomes, for this
consciousness which sticks to observation, an opposition to the concept and to the
universal in itself; or a thing such as its law is, is to it not an essence of reason; it
opines that it obtains in it something alien. But it refutes its own opinion by its deed,
in which it does not itself take its universality in the sense that all singular sensory
things would have to have shown to it the appearance of the law, in order to be able to
assert the truth of the law. That stones fall when raised above the Earth and let go, for
this it does not at all require this experiment to be made with every stone; it does
perhaps say that it must have been conducted with at least a great number, then from
this we can by analogy draw an inference about the rest with the greatest probability
or with perfect right. But analogy not only does not give a perfect right, but on
account of its nature refutes itself so often that the inference to be drawn from
analogy itself is rather that analogy does not permit any inference to be made. The
probability, which the result of analogy would come down to, loses, in face of truth,
every distinction of lesser and greater probability; let it be as great as it likes, it is
nothing as against truth. But the instinct of reason does in fact accept such laws as
truth, and it is only in relation to their necessity, which it does not recognize, that it
resorts to this distinction, and reduces the truth of the Thing itself to probability, in
order to indicate the imperfect way in which the truth is present for the conscious-
ness which has not yet attained to insight into the pure concept; for universality is
present only as simple immediate universality. But, at the same time, on account of
this universality, the law has truth for consciousness; that the stone falls, is true for
consciousness because for it the stone is heavy, that is, because in heaviness the stone
has in and for itself the essential relation to the Earth which expresses itself as fall.
Consciousness thus has in experience the Being of the law, but it likewise has the law
as concept; and it is only because of both circumstances together that the law is true for
consciousness; it is valid as law because it presents itself in appearance, and is also
in its own self concept.'

€251. Because the law is at the same time in itself concept, the reason-instinct of this
consciousness itself proceeds, necessarily, but without knowing that this is its aim, to
purify the law and its moments into the concept. It sets up experiments concerning the
law. On its first appearance the law presents itself impurely, enveloped in singular,
sensory Being, the concept constituting its nature immersed in empirical material. In
its experiments the reason-instinct sets out to find out what happens in such and such
circumstances. By this the law seems only to be all the more plunged in sensory Being;
but really this sensory Being gets lost in the process. The inner significance of this
investigation is to find pure conditions of the law; and this means nothing else (even if
the consciousness expressing itself in this way should opine that it means something
different by it) than to raise the law entirely into the shape of the concept, and to
eliminate all subjugation of its moments to determinate Being. For example, negative
electricity, which at first announces itself, say, as resin-electricity, and positive
electricity as glass-electricity, these, as a result of experiments, lose altogether this
significance and become purely positive and negative electricity, neither of which is
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any longer attached to a particular kind of thing; and we can no longer say that there
are bodies which are positively electrical and others which are negatively electrical. In
the same way, the relationship of acid and base and their reciprocal movement
constitute a law in which these opposites appear as bodies. But these isolated things
have no actuality; the power which forces them apart cannot prevent them from at
once entering again into a process; for they are only this relation. They cannot, like a
tooth or a claw, remain for themselves and as such be pointed out. That this is their
essence, to pass over immediately into a neutral product, makes their Being into a
Being which is in itself sublated or into a universal Being; and acid and base have truth
only as universals. Therefore, just as glass and resin can just as well be positively as
negatively electrical, so acid and base are not bound as properties to this or that
actuality; each thing is only relatively acid or base; what seems to be a decided base or
acid gets in the so-called synsomaties the opposite significance in relation to some-
thing else.—In this way the result of the experiments sublates the moments or energies
as properties of determinate things, and frees the predicates from their subjects. These
predicates, as they are in truth, are found only as universals; because of this inde-
pendence they therefore get the name of matters, which are neither bodies nor
properties, and certainly we are on our guard against calling oxygen, etc., positive
and negative electricity, heat, etc., bodies.!

9252. The matter, by contrast, is not a thing that is, but Being as universal, or in the
mode of the concept. Reason, which is still instinct, makes this correct distinction,
without being conscious that just by testing the law in all sensory Being, it thereby
sublates the merely sensory Being of the law, and that when it conceives the moments of
the law as matters, their essentiality has become for the law a universal, and in this
expression is marked as an unsensory sensory, as an incorporeal and yet objective Being."

€253. We have now to see what turn its result takes for the reason-instinct, and what
new shape of observing emerges therewith. We see, as the truth of this experimenting
consciousness, the pure law, which liberates itself from sensory Being, we see it as
concept which, while present in sensory Being, moves in it independently and unre-
strained, and, while immersed in it, is free of it and simple concept. This, which is in
truth the result and essence, now emerges for this consciousness itself, but as object, and
indeed, since for it the object is precisely not a result and is without relation to the
preceding movement, as a particular kind of object, and the relationship of conscious-
ness to it as another kind of observing.!

9254. Such an object, which has the process in it in the simplicity of the concept, is
the organic. It is this absolute fluidity in which the determinacy, through which it
would be only for another, is dissolved. If the inorganic thing has the determinacy for
its essence, and for that reason constitutes the completeness of the moments of the
concept only together with another thing, and therefore gets lost when it enters into
the movement: then in the organic essence, by contrast, all determinacies through
which it is open to an other are subjugated under the organic simple unity; none of
them emerges as essential, as free to enter into relation with an other, and conse-
quently the organic maintains itself in its relation itself."

9255. The sides of the law which the reason-instinct here proceeds to observe are,
as follows from this determination, initially organic nature and inorganic nature in
their relation to one another. The latter is, for organic nature, just the freedom—a
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freedom opposed to the simple concept of organic nature—of the detached determin-
acies in which the individual nature is at the same time dissolved, and from the
continuity of which it at the same time breaks away and is for itself. Air, water, earth,
zones, and climate are such universal elements, which constitute the indeterminate
simple essence of individualities, and in which these individualities are at the same
time reflected into themselves. Neither the individuality, nor the elemental, is simply
in and for itself; on the contrary, in the independent freedom in which for observa-
tion they enter the lists against each other, they behave at the same time as essential
relations, but in such a way that the independence and mutual indifference of the two
are the predominant feature, and only in part pass into abstraction. Here, then, the
law is present as the relation of an element to the formation of the organic which, at
one time, has the elemental Being over against it, and, at another time, exhibits it
within its organic reflection. But laws of this kind—that animals belonging to the air
have the constitution of birds, those belonging to water have the constitution of fish,
that nordic animals have thick, hairy pelts, and so on—such laws at once display a
poverty which does not correspond to the organic manifold variety. Besides the fact
that organic freedom knows how to withdraw its forms from these determinations
again, and everywhere necessarily presents exceptions to such laws, or rules as we
might like to call them, this remains, even for the creatures which these laws do apply
to, such a superficial determination that even the expression of the necessity of the
laws cannot be other than superficial and does not get any further than great
influence; and this does not tell us what strictly belongs to this influence and what
does not. Such relations of the organic to the elemental cannot therefore in fact be
called laws; for, first, as we mentioned, such a relation, in its content, does not
exhaust the range of the organic in the least, but secondly, even the moments of
the relation itself remain mutually indifferent and express no necessity. In the concept
of acid lies the concept of base, just as negative electricity lies in the concept of positive
electricity; but however often the thick, hairy pelt is encountered together with the
north, or the structure of fish together with water, the structure of birds together
with air, still the concept of thick hair does not lie in the concept of north, the concept
of the structure of fish does not lie in the concept of sea, the concept of the structure of
birds does not lie in the concept of air. Because of this freedom of the two sides
with respect to each other, there are also land animals which have the essential
characteristics of a bird, of the fish, and so on. The necessity, because it cannot be
comprehended as an inner necessity of the essence, also ceases to have sensory Being-
there, and can no longer be observed in actuality, but has withdrawn from it. Having
thus no place in the real essence itself, the necessity is what is called a teleological
relation, a relation which is external to the related terms, and therefore really the
contrary of a law. It is the thought completely liberated from necessary nature, a
thought which abandons this necessary nature and moves above it for itself."

€256. If the above-mentioned relation of the organic to elemental nature does
not express the essence of the organic, the organic is, by contrast, contained in the
purpose-concept. It is true that, for this observing consciousness, this concept is not
the organic’s own essence, but falls outside it, and is then only that external teleo-
logical relation. Yet the organic, as it has been determined above, is, in fact, the real
purpose itself; for since the organic itself preserves itself in the relation to another, it is
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just that natural essence in which nature reflects itself into the concept, and the
moments, separated from each other in necessity, of a cause and an effect, of an agent
and a patient, are brought together into unity, so that here something emerges not
merely as a result of necessity; but, because it has returned into itself, the last, or the
result, is just as much the first, which begins the movement, and is to itself the
purpose, which it actualizes. The organic does not produce something but only
preserves itself, or what is produced, is as much already present as it is produced.'

9257. We must examine more closely this determination, as it is in itself and as it is
for the reason-instinct, in order to see how the latter finds itself therein, but does not
recognize itself in what it finds. The purpose-concept, then, to which observing
reason ascends, is reason’s conscious concept, but it is also no less present as an
actuality, and is not just an external relation of this actuality, but its essence. This
actuality, which is itself a purpose, is related purposively to another, which means: its
relation is a contingent relation with respect to what both immediately are; immedi-
ately, both are independent and mutually indifferent. But the essence of their relation
is something other than what they thus seem to be, and their doing has another sense
than what it is immediately for sense-perception; the necessity is hidden in what
happens, and shows itself only in the end, but in such a way that just this end shows
that the necessity has also been what is first. The end, however, shows this priority of
itself by the fact that through the alteration that the doing has undertaken, nothing
else emerges than what was already there. Or if we start from what is first, then this in
its end or in the result of its doing, returns only to itself; and through this very fact it
demonstrates itself to be something that has its own self for its end, and thus, as first,
has already returned to itself or is in and for itself. Therefore, what it arrives at
through the movement of its doing is itself; and that it arrives only at itself, is its self-
feeling. With this there is certainly present the distinction between what it is and what
it seeks, but this is merely the semblance of a distinction, and it is thereby concept
within its own self."

9258. But this is just how self-consciousness is constituted: it distinguishes itself
from itself in such a manner that at the same time no distinction emerges in it. Hence
it finds in the observation of organic nature nothing else than this essence, it finds
itself as a thing, as a life, but still makes a distinction between what it is itself and what
it has found, a distinction, however, which is no distinction. Just as the instinct of the
animal seeks and consumes food, but thereby brings forth nothing other than itself,
so too the instinct of reason in its quest finds only reason itself. The animal finishes
up with self-feeling. The reason-instinct, on the other hand, is at the same time self-
consciousness; but because it is only instinct it is put on one side over against
consciousness, and has its opposition in it. Its satisfaction is therefore divided by
this opposition, it does indeed find itself, viz. the purpose, and likewise this purpose
as thing. But first, for the instinct the purpose falls outside the thing, which presents
itself as purpose. Secondly, this purpose as purpose is at the same time objective, and
for the instinct therefore it does not fall within itself as consciousness either, but in
another understanding.'

9259. Examined more closely, this determination lies just as much in the concept
of the thing, that of being in its own self a purpose. That is to say, it preserves itself; i.e.
it is at one and the same time its nature to conceal the necessity, and to exhibit it in
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the form of a contingent relation; for its freedom or its Being-for-itself is just this, to
treat its necessity as a matter of indifference; thus it presents itself as something
whose concept falls outside its Being. Similarly, reason has the necessity of intuiting
its own concept as falling outside it, hence as a thing, as something towards which it is
indifferent and which is therefore reciprocally indifferent towards reason and towards
its concept. As instinct, reason also remains inside this Being or indifference, and the
thing that expresses the concept remains for it something other than this concept,
and the concept other than the thing. Thus, for reason, the organic thing is in its own
self a purpose only in the sense that the necessity which presents itself as hidden in the
doing of the thing, since the doer behaves in it as an indifferent being-for-itself, falls
outside the organic itself.—Since, however, the organic as a purpose in its own self
cannot behave in any other way than as such a thing, it is apparent and sensorily
present that it is a purpose in its own self