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Introduction

HEGEL’S PATH TO THE PHENOMENOLOGY

The Voyage of Discovery

Hegel frequently described his 1807 Phenomenology of Spirit to his students
as his “voyage of discovery.” It was in that work, Hegel’s first published ver-
sion of his own systematic views, that Hegel, a virtually unknown, barely
employed academic figure in Jena, became Hegel, the philosopher cele-
brated all over Europe. Nonetheless, however much of a voyage the book
was for him, it was by no means an easy passage. Published in April of
1807, it was a work written hurriedly while Hegel was in extremely dire cir-
cumstances. He was thirty-seven when the Phenomenology appeared, and
during its composition he had no tenable job, no real prospects, and an
illegitimate child on the way. He did indeed have a teaching position at the
university at Jena, but the salary for that position was not merely meager,
it was nothing at all (Hegel was a private lecturer at the university). He had
been supporting himself in a condition rapidly approximating to a state of
penury on the basis of a small inheritance he had obtained when his father
died in 1799. In 1806, the minister of the government which ran the univer-
sity, Johann Wolfgang Goethe himself, managed to procure a 100 Thaler
per year salary for the beleaguered Hegel, but that really amounted to a
minor honorarium, not a sum that even the poorest student could live on.
To survive, Hegel needed some type of employment, and, if it was to be in
a university, he was going to have to produce a book of some importance.
However, not only were positions at universities few and far between, they
were becoming even scarcer because of the Napoleonic wars in Germany
at the time. The Phenomenology was a book born out of both despair and
a steadfast confidence on Hegel’s own part that his audience — whom he
envisaged to be no less than the people of modern Europe itself — needed

this book.
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Hegel did not originally set out to be a philosopher.” When he graduated
from Tiibingen’s famous Theological Seminary in 1793, his career path had
supposedly already been set for him. He was supposed, and in one sense
even obligated, to become a Lutheran pastor in the duchy of Wiirttem-
berg. He rejected that option while he was at Tiibingen, and quite fortu-
nately for him, at least as far as he was concerned, the number of positions
available for pastors were about as few as those for university professors,
ensuring that the matter would never really come to a head. At the Semi-
nary, he had struck up a close friendship and shared a room with two other
students who had equally decided against the destiny chosen for them of
becoming pastors: Friedrich Holderlin, who was to become one of Ger-
many’s greatest poets, and E W. J. Schelling, who was also to become one
of Germany’s greatest philosophers. Each of the three Tiibingen friends
had a great impact on the others, and the development of their own views
and talents after leaving the Seminary around 1793 were intertwined with
each other for a number of years. After a short stay in Bern, where Hegel
tried, unsuccessfully, to work up some more popular manuscripts for pub-
lication, he moved in 1797 to Frankfurt to be near Hélderlin, who already
had a position as a private tutor there and who had managed to procure for
Hegel a position as a private tutor at another household.> Under Holderlin’s
influence in Frankfurt, Hegel came to believe that his early conceptions of
what was needed in philosophy were severely misguided, and it was there
that he began to entertain the idea of seeking a position as a university
professor of philosophy.

After leaving the Seminary, Schelling himself had gone on to become
the boy-wonder of German philosophy. He staged a meteoric rise in Ger-
man intellectual life, and in 1798, at the age of twenty-four, he became a
professor at the celebrated university at Jena. Shortly thereafter he became
the successor there to the famous post-Kantian philosopher Johann Got-
tlieb Fichte, who was forced to leave Jena after having trumped-up charges
of atheism leveled against him. Schelling managed to arrange for Hegel to
leave Frankfurt and come to Jena in 1801, where, at the age of thirty-one,
Hegel decided to see if he could make his mark as a philosopher. Hegel’s

' For the more detailed account of Hegel’s life, see T. P. Pinkard, Hegel: A Biography (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2000).

* Hegel was not entirely unsuccessful in his literary career while in Bern. While there, he translated into
German and provided a commentary on a political pamphlet by the French-speaking Jean-Jacques
Cart. The pamphlet was a quasi-revolutionary indictment of the Bernese aristocracy (one of whom
Hegel was working for as a private tutor for the children). The translation and commentary were
published anonymously, and not even Hegel’s own family in Berlin many years later knew that this
came from his own pen.
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position at Jena was an unpaid one (although he was allowed to charge a
pittance for admission to his lectures, which was the accepted practice at
the time), and his financial support was almost entirely due to his small
inheritance. He was at first taken by the intellectual world to be simply a
disciple of Schelling, and his first few published monographs were widely
taken to be mere variations if not simple iterations on the Schellingian
program in philosophy. When Schelling left Jena to assume a position in
Wiirzburg in 1803 (as scandalous and utterly false rumors having to do with
his marriage to the talented Caroline Michaelis Bohmer Schlegel circulated
around Jena), Hegel was left with nothing much to rely upon for support.
Worse, the university around him had begun to collapse, and not merely
Schelling but almost all the other intellectual luminaries at Jena at the time
rapidly departed, leaving Hegel virtually alone there.

The Intellectual, Political, and Social Ferment of the Time

Two major developments during this period should be kept in mind. First,
there was the French Revolution of 1789 which had upended all con-
ventional thought in Europe. While at Tiibingen, Schelling, Hegel, and
Holderlin had in fact all been excited by the prospects in France. (Hegel
was a nineteen-year-old Seminary student studying philosophy when the
Revolution happened, and some of his compatriots and friends at the time
in Tubingen actually went to fight on the side of the Revolution. While still
at Tibingen, Schelling even translated the “Marseillaise” into German.)
The reactionary German powers had tried to suppress the revolution in
France but had at great cost been defeated several times. Throughout this
period, the fear of a French-style revolution and the institution of a Jacobin
reign of terror was never far from the minds of the ruling German powers,
and the rise to power on the part of Napoleon in 1799, followed by his
coronation as Emperor of the French in 1804, did nothing to allay those
fears. In 1806, as Hegel was finishing up his work on the Phenomenology,
the Prussians and their allies once more tried to teach the French a lesson,
and in response Napoleon sent his armies into German territory to meet
up with them. It was in fact at Jena on October 14 that the decisive bat-
tle took place, and Napoleon and his army delivered a crippling blow to
the Prussian army, sending the whole Prussian force into wild retreat in a
matter of only about thirty minutes. Hegel was later to claim that he fin-
ished the writing of the book under the sound of the cannon fire of the
battle itself, and that rather boastful claim became itself part of the Hegel
legend.
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The second thing that must be kept in mind was the intellectual
upheaval brought about by Immanuel Kant’s writings. Starting with the
Critique of Pure Reason in 1781, Kant had effectively revolutionized phi-
losophy and repositioned the philosophical faculty as the leading edge
of what was turning out to be a complete reform of the German, and
later the entire European, and even still later, the entire worldwide uni-
versity system. Kant’s closely related claims that “freedom” was the watch-
word of his system and that the meaning of the movement known as the
“Enlightenment” was that of learning to “think for oneself” had galvanized
an entire generation of intellectuals. Kant’s related claims — that nothing
could count as morally or politically legitimate except that which issued
from the autonomous, self-determining wills of individuals, and that the
wills of such individuals were autonomous to the degree that they followed
rationally self-determined laws — together articulated a widely felt experi-
ence in European youth at the time. In his three Critiques (of pure rea-
son, practical reason, and of the power of judgment), Kant had effectively
undercut all prior metaphysics and managed to transform completely the
theory of knowledge, philosophy of science, moral philosophy, the theory
of agency in general, political thought, aesthetics, and even the philoso-
phy of biology. Moreover, it did not by any means go unnoticed that the
revolution in philosophy brought on by Kant’s insistence on freedom as
the linchpin of his system and the new revolution in politics and social
institutions in France might be more than casually linked. At one point,
Wilhelm von Humboldt was asked by some of the leading revolutionaries
to give some talks explaining Kant, and Kant’s writings began appearing
in French. Even Napoleon got into the act. (He did not like Kant, not at
all.)? In particular, Kant had seemed to many to resolve many of the cul-
turally unsettling debates of the day. Kant had held that all we can know
of nature is in effect what physics and the other natural sciences can teach
us, but that this kind of knowledge was restricted to the world as we had
to experience it, and we could not without pain of contradiction extend
that to the world as it might exist independently of the subjective con-
ditions of human experience. In practical matters, on the other hand, we
had to assume that we were in possession of a kind of radical freedom. In
effect, Kant had provided, so many thought, a framework for endorsing all
of modern science while at the same time holding onto many traditional,

3 See the discussion in F. Feher, “Practical Reason in the Revolution: Kant’s Dialogue with the French
Revolution,” in Fehér, ed., The French Revolution and the Birth of Modernity (Berkeley, Calif.:
University of California Press, 1990), 201-18.
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even Christian doctrines about human freedom and the irreducibility of
faith in religious matters.

Along with the French Revolution and the Kantian revolution in phi-
losophy, there was also the revolution in the nature of the university going
on at Jena. By the time of the end of the eighteenth century, many peo-
ple had concluded that universities in general were outmoded institutions
which were run by dull professors teaching outmoded orthodoxy and use-
less knowledge, and which were populated by students who devoted most
of their energies to getting inebriated. Better, so many thought, to abolish
them altogether and substitute various technical institutes in their place. It
is a long story, but in the 1790s, Jena, under the far-sighted leadership of
Goethe, was in the process of changing all of that. The university at Jena
had provided a new model of the university that focused not on the teach-
ing of orthodoxy but on bringing young minds into contact through lec-
tures and seminars given by leading researchers. The image of the professor
as stodgy, dry as dust, and out of touch was replaced with the image of the
professor as hero, as the individual who was following out Kant’s injunction
to “think for oneself” and who was laying out the blueprint for the emerg-
ing modern world itself. Kant himself had pushed this development further
with his last book, 7he Conflict of the Faculties (1798), in which he argued
that the traditional subordination of all the faculties to the faculty of theol-
ogy had effectively been ended by the advent of the Kantian critical philos-
ophy. The philosophical faculty had now proved itself to be autonomous
of the theological faculty and had shown that its research depended not on
any revelation given from the outside but only on the free, critical use of
reason itself. Indeed, on Kant’s account, it was the philosophical faculty
and not the theological (or the medical or law) faculties that had to provide
the core and the unity of the new emerging university based on the rejec-
tion of orthodoxy and on the unity of teaching and research. (The “philo-
sophical” faculty in this period was not simply identical with what would
now be called in American universities the “philosophy department.” It
also included what are now called the natural sciences along with other
“humanities” departments. This distinction among sciences, humanities,
and the like came later on in the development of the modern university.
In terms of the American university, the “philosophical” faculty eventually
became something like the “college of arts and sciences” that is virtually
universal now among American institutions of higher learning.)

Although it was widely felt that Kant had laid out the outline of the
new program in culture and philosophy, he had not provided all the links
to it, and what was still outstanding, so many believed, was some way to



Xiv Introduction

bring his three Critigues (along with his other writings) into some kind of
unity. If the philosophical faculty was to be the guiding light of the new
university, and philosophy per se was to be the unifying discipline among
all the other elements of the philosophical faculty, then it was considered
to be crucially important for the whole project of modern life that the
Kantian system — known as the critical philosophy, the term Kant used to
describe it — be itself brought into order. The watchword became that of
following not the letter but the “spirit” of Kant, and at Jena there was a
succession of celebrated attempts to provide the requisite systematization
of Kantian philosophy, with each new attempt becoming bolder than the
earlier one.* First, Karl Leonhard Reinhold became a professor at Jena in
1787 and attracted hundreds of new students to the university to hear him
lecture on his own version of the Kantian program. When Reinhold left
Jena for a better-paying position at Kiel, he was succeeded in 1794 by the
brilliant and charismatic Fichte, who radicalized the Kantian program even
further and took it into new territory. Fichte energized a new generation
of students and helped to push what was now being called “post-Kantian”
philosophy into an even faster line of development.

However, not everyone in German intellectual circles was enthused by
the new Kantian turn in philosophy and by the idea of a university training
the new elite in terms of critical thought. To many, this seemed disturbingly
close to importing the French Revolution into Germany. To many of the
same people, it amounted not merely to the lowering of the importance of
the theological faculty but even to the rejection of the Christian religion
altogether. Leading figures of the time such as Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi
made public arguments to the effect that Kant’s philosophy, like all doc-
trines coming from the Enlightenment that claimed to rely on human rea-
son alone to discover the truths about the world and to erect schemes for
how we ought to live collectively and individually, were each and every
one inherently destabilizing and self-defeating systems of ideas. Jacobi, an
insightful intellect and a key figure in many German circles (and himself
not a reactionary conservative wanting to hold back all the forces of change)

4 For accounts of this development, see T. P. Pinkard, German Philosophy, 1760-1860: The Legacy of
Idealism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002); E. C. Beiser, The Fate of Reason: German
Philosophy from Kant to Fichte (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1987); Beiser, German
Idealism: The Struggle Against Subjectivism, 1781—1801 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
2002); D. Henrich and D. S. Pacini, Between Kant and Hegel: Lectures on German Idealism (Cam-
bridge, Mass. and London: Harvard University Press, 2003); E. Forster, The Twenty-Five Years of
Philosophy: A Systematic Reconstruction (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2012); and
P. W. Franks, All or Nothing: Systematicity, Transcendental Arguments, and Skepticism in German Ide-
alism (Cambridge, Mass. and London: Harvard University Press, 2005).
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argued that all such “critical” philosophy ultimately leads to a form of fatal-
ism and atheism. His watchword for this result was “Spinoza,” both the
secret hero of many of the new thinkers and the bére noire of the anti-
Enlightenment crowd. Baruch Spinoza had famously claimed that there
was only one substance, which meant that God could not exist “outside” of
(that is, was not transcendent to) the world, and this meant that there could
not be a personal God. All such Enlightenment thinkers, so Jacobi argued,
are ultimately pushed to such Spinozism, and, so Jacobi also claimed, Kant
was no exception.

In addition to the straightforward suspicion about the potentially anti-
religious and “revolutionary” tendencies of the new movement, there was
also the new movement growing out of other people at Jena which called
itself “Romanticism.” Inspired by Fichte’s lectures and the way he was
working out the implications of Kant’s own stress on freedom — some
would say his “radicalization” of the Kantian program — they began to
articulate an alternative direction for post-Kantian philosophy that stressed
the need for a “fragmentary” and more aesthetic rather than systematic
approach to the same problems. In his third Critique, Kant himself had
noted, almost in passing, that the experience of the beautiful gives us a sense
of what the underlying unity of nature and freedom might be, of some-
thing that would be itself neither “nature” nor “freedom.” The Romantics
of Jena took that seriously and tried to show that it was through diverse
acts of imagination, especially those involved in a7z of all sorts, that we get
at what the “whole” of reality is really like, and not through the further
systematization of Kantian philosophy, as Reinhold and Fichte had tried
to do. In particular, they objected to what they saw as the overly abstract
nature of systematic philosophy and to its pretensions to encompass all
that ultimately mattered in life. We orient ourselves in the world through
a kind of pre-reflective grasp of the whole, and this pre-reflective grasp
is never susceptible to full systematization and articulation; we get a better
sense of it from the poets and musicians rather than the systematic philoso-
phers. It was in the hands of Hegel’s old friend, Schelling, that this version
of Romanticism became unified with a magisterial systematic philosophy;
the unity of Romanticism and system propelled Schelling into the first
ranks of intellectuals in Germany.

SOME OF THE CONTROVERSIES SURROUNDING THE PUBLICATION

It was against this background that Hegel began composing his Phe-
nomenology, most likely around the beginning of 1806. Hegel had been
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intensely working on working out and publishing his own system virtually
since the day he arrived in Jena. To that end, he constructed several more
or less complete and publishable drafts of his proposed system over the
next five years, only to put each of them aside as he came to see that they
were, at least in his mind, fatally flawed. This required no small amount of
courage on his own part. He desperately needed a job, and to land an aca-
demic position he desperately needed a book, and he in fact wrote, for all
practical purposes, four or five such books, only to put them off to one side
as he once again began from scratch on a better presentation.’ Given the
way all his possibilities for any funding were running out, what turned out
to be the Phenomenology of Spirit was in effect his last chance at producing
the book he needed. It also turned out to be his single most brilliant piece.

Hegel contracted with a publisher in Bamberg to bring the book out,
and the publisher promised to pay Hegel for the manuscript only when
the book was half finished. As both Hegel and his publisher discovered,
there is no clear line to be drawn when one is writing a completely original
book as to when it is “half finished.” The publisher kept demanding the
final manuscript, Hegel kept replying that it was not yet half done, and the
book seemed only to be growing and not to be coming to a conclusion. At
one point, the exasperated publisher threatened to renege on the contract,
and Hegel had to get his good friend, Immanuel Niethammer, to vouch for
him and promise to buy up the entire run at his own expense if Hegel did
not get the manuscript to the publisher at a set deadline. During this hectic
and heady process of composition, Hegel could not even settle on a title
for his work, and so he kept changing it until the moment of publication.
The book finally appeared with the imposing title, System of Science: First
Part: The Phenomenology of Spirit, but in the meantime Hegel had supplied
some other titles, and the printer, so it seems, became somewhat confused
and stuck some of the other titles between the “Preface” and the “Introduc-
tion.” In some editions, that other title was “Science of the Experience of
Consciousness”, while in others it was “Science of the Phenomenology of
Spirit.”® Even the order in which he made those changes remains disputed
among scholars today, and even the circumstances surrounding the dispute
with the publisher make a difference to the interpretation of the book.

As if there were not already a number of difficulties with the book, there
is even a dispute about the table of contents. According to Hegel’s own
instructions, there are two ways of organizing the table of contents. All

5 See Pinkard, Hegel: A Biography, for an account of these various preliminary drafts of the “system.”
¢ See E Nicolin, L. Sziborsky, and H. Schneider, Auf Hegels Spuren: Beitrige zur Hegel-Forschung
(Hamburg: E. Meiner, 1996).
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editions since the 1832 reprint have included both of them simultaneously.
Although the issue at stake is one of interest primarily to Hegel scholars,
there are some real problems with figuring out just what the system is in this
“system.” Is, for example, the chapter on “Reason” really part V of the work
(coming after part IV: “The Truth of Self-Certainty” and therefore falling
under part B: “Self-Consciousness”)? Or is it really part C of the work,
something that is not a sub-chapter under “Self-Consciousness” at all but
a separate and independent chapter itself? Those issues are not settled with
this edition, which keeps both tables of contents.

WHAT IS A “PHENOMENOLOGY 2

Strangely enough, ever since the publication of the book itself the com-
munity of Hegel scholars have disputed not merely what key chapters of
the book might mean but also the very idea of what the book is supposed
to have as its subject matter. The book has been taken by different inter-
preters to be that of a “coming of age” novel (a Bildungsroman). Likewise,
some have called it a new version of the divine comedy, while others have
said, no, it is a tragedy, while still others have claimed that it is both, a
tragicomedy. Not unsurprisingly it has also been called a work in episte-
mology, and a philosophy of history, or perhaps an extended piece of social
philosophy. It has also been labeled as a treatise in Christian theology and
as an extended announcement of the death of God. Any quick overview of
interpretive literature will add to the list of new ideas about what the book
is supposedly about.

In light of the diversity of the various interpretations, it worthwhile at
least to keep the words of the titles in mind. Hegel claims over and over
again that his book is a “Wissenschaft,” a “science,” something which raises
special issues for contemporary readers that were not there in Hegel’s own
time. In calling for philosophy to be a “science,” it might seem as if Hegel
is proposing to make philosophy into something like physics or biology,
but nothing like that is the case. The use of the term, Wissenschaft, encom-
passes more than what we currently mean by “science.” In the usage of
Hegel’s time, it means something like the systematic, rigorous pursuit of
knowledge. For example, during the same period, theology was also turn-
ing itself into a Wissenschaft, a “science,” but, to put it anachronistically,
nobody at that time thought that it meant that theologians were eager to
don lab coats and fire up their propane burners. (It is also easy to for-
get that such relatively loose talk of “science” was once more common in
English. In the early establishment of law schools as parts of the university



xviii Introduction

in the United States in the late nineteenth century, people freely talked of
the establishment of “legal science.” However, few law professors nowadays
speak of themselves as practicing scientists.)

Most clearly, the book is a “phenomenology” of something called “Geist”
(which introduces yet another ambiguity, since in English Geist can be
equally well and equally badly rendered as either “mind” or “spirit”). The
term “phenomenology” was in various uses at the time, but since it was
being used in a variety of ways by different people, there is (of course) a dis-
pute about what exactly the “phenomenology” in the title refers to. There is
a dispute about from where and why Hegel adopted the term. One obvious
candidate for its meaning comes from Kant himself, who in his 1786 book,
Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science (a book with which Hegel was
deeply familiar), had spoken of “phenomenology” as a part of physics con-
cerned with the science of “true motion” as opposed to only “apparent
motion,” and thus as having to do not with “the transformation of mere
appearance (Schein) into truth, but of appearance (Erscheinung) into expe-
rience (Erfahrung),” that is, into something from which we could learn.”
In light of that, one of Hegel’s alternative titles of the book, “Science of the
Experience (Erfahrung) of Consciousness,” is perhaps indicative of what
Hegel intended.?

A “phenomenology” in physics also has to do with how the various the-
oretical formulations are to be related to experiment, that is, how the for-
mulations and theoretical entities are to be related to the way they appear
in our experience of them.” As Hegel picked up the term and put it to his
use, his work thus focused on the way in which a theoretical term, “Geisz,”
would be said to appear to us. “Geist” would be the essence hidden behind
experience, and the phenomenology would be the “science” itself of how
that essence makes its appearance, until at the end of the book, we suppos-
edly would have comprehended just what “Geiss” really was (which turns
out not to be an essence hidden behind appearance — but that is getting
ahead of the story). This shift in the book from its original aim of being “the
science of the experience of consciousness” into that of the “phenomenol-
ogy of spirit” had to do with several crucial events intervening as Hegel was

7 1. Kant, The Metaphysics of Morals, trans. M. J. Gregor (Cambridge and New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1996), 119 (AA ss5).

The phrase “science of the experience of consciousness” is also used by Hegel in the “Introduction”
to characterize what his book is. It seems that this was the original title of the book, but as Hegel
developed the book in writing it, he changed it to The Phenomenology of Spirit.

This distinguishes Hegelian phenomenology from the sense in which Edmund Husserl created a
twentieth-century philosophical movement also called “phenomenology.” Husserl spurned the idea
of such theoretical entities.

©

©
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composing the book which caused him to change the aim of the book in
such a broad fashion.™

Moreover, in even calling his book a “science,” Hegel was clearly taking
sides in the post-Kantian controversy about what was needed to complete
the movement Kant had started — and what was therefore required if one
was to give some orienting sense to the new form of the university that
was beginning to take shape (and the new society it was supposed to be an
important part of) — namely, whether what was needed was more system-
aticity in philosophy or, as many of the early Jena Romantics had argued,
almost no systematicity at all and much more aesthetically oriented, frag-
mentary approaches. As Hegel began his work, he thought of it as the basic
introduction to his entire proposed system, and one of the reasons for the
exponential growth of the manuscript as he was writing it had to do with
the issues of how one was to manage an introduction that would both
do justice to all the competing sides in the post-Kantian debate while at
the same time vigorously defending his own highly original approach and
to do this without presupposing what it was in fact supposed to be prov-
ing. Famously, Hegel claims in his “Preface” (written after the work was
completed) that “this path to science is itself already science.” That is, mak-
ing the case for pursuing systematic philosophy — instead of, for example,
writing in Romantic fragments — can itself only be a sui generis form of sys-
tematic philosophy that is supposed to make such a case for itself without
begging any of the questions at issue, such as whether systematic philoso-
phy was in fact the right way to proceed at all.

One of the other striking features of the book was Hegel’s stated view of
it in his “Preface” that the volume was not merely needed for philosophy
to assume its rightful place in the emerging modern university, but that
this university and the philosophy within it were necessary for modern
Europeans to become culturally educated about w/ho they had come to be
as a people who were now called on and calling for themselves to become
“free” and to “think for themselves.” The stakes, as Hegel saw them, were
not merely narrowly academic but cultural and historical in the broadest
sense.

To that end, Hegel crafted a book with a highly unorthodox structure.
Since so many things about the book remain in dispute, even an overview
of the main set of conclusions that purposely ignores the details of the case
Hegel made for them is itself going to be a contested matter. Keeping that
in mind, one can read the following as a kind of short synopsis of Hegel’s

19 See Forster, Twenty-Five Years of Philosophy.
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Phenomenology that is best read as an invitation to think over the structure

of the book for oneself.

A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE BOOK

Hegel begins his book with a preface, in which he states at the outset that
nothing of real importance can be stated in a preface to a work of philos-
ophy, after which he goes on in a lengthy and subtle manner to outline
the key elements of his views. The “Preface” was written after the book
was completed. He follows it with a short introduction, which almost cer-
tainly was written at the outset of composing the book, when Hegel still
thought of his work as a much smaller book to be called the “Science of
the Experience of Consciousness” which was to serve as an introduction to
forthcoming volumes on logic, metaphysics, the philosophy of nature, and

the philosophy of Geistz.

Consciousness

Hegel actually begins the “Science of the Experience of Consciousness”
with the conceit that he is beginning the discussion with something
relatively banal, absolutely certain, and obviously true, and thus under
the heading of “Consciousness” he begins with a section called simply,
“Sensuous-Certainty.” At the very least, it straightforwardly claims, we can
be absolutely certain that we are aware of worldly items right here, right
now, and when we are thus aware of some singular something-or-other
right here, right now, our awareness is itself self-contained, such that it
warrants me in confidently asserting that I know this: I am certain of this,
and I express this certainty not by simply reporting on it as an inner psy-
chological state but instead by just simply being certain and by holding
myself to that certainty. I thus know that I am immediately aware of sim-
ple, singular items. However, as I reflect on what it is I am doing in terms of
how I actually state that certainty, various tensions and contradictions arise.
As the argument develops, it turns out that if it is really to be knowledge,
then it will have to be knowledge of something ineffable. Unfortunately,
nothing ineffable can serve as a premise in any kind of inference, so if it
really is knowledge I have, it is not knowledge that is going anywhere else.
As Hegel develops the chapter, the contradictions involved in my saying
that I am directly aware and truly certain of this, here, now begin to pile
up. But if it is true that my certainty, when it expresses itself, is fully self-
contradictory, then I cannot really be said to know this, here, now, atall, or
not at least in the way I thought I had known it. If that is the case, what was
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I really doing when I claimed such certainty? It seems that my “certainty”
has parted company with the “truth” of what it is that I was so certain of
doing. The certainty of being aware of this, here, now, does not go away as
much as it becomes untenable: I am certain of this, but I am not (cannot
be) certain of this. And it turns out that what I was doing (the truth of
the matter) is much different from what it was I was so certain of doing.
In being certain of my awareness of this, here, and now, what I was in fact
doing was perceiving individual objects as exemplifying general properties.
The reader breathes a sigh of relief: Certainty and truth seem to merge back
together.

That unity of certainty and truth, however, does not last. In making
perceptual claims, it turns out (so Hegel argues) that what I am really doing
is perceiving things in a wider context — I am driven to that when once
again my expressions of this new type of certainty start contradicting each
other. But when I bring in that wider context of what I am doing, I end up
digging myself into a pit of increasing contradictions. In short, although I
started out with confidence, once again, I found that I had stopped making
any sense. Once that wider context is taken into account, we have gone
beyond the experience of a simple perceptual world into one involving
time, regularities of appearance, natural laws, and non-visible postulated
matters such as non-perceptual forces that explain why this has suddenly
become so confusing; but as we further try to explain what it would be to
explain such things and get out of the morass, we find ourselves instead
tying ourselves into even deeper conceptual knots. The reasons we give for
things appearing the way they do seem to invoke more and more invisible
objects, and the reasons themselves start spreading out to infinity.

However, once the concept of infinity has been introduced, it is very
clear that we are no longer even remotely in the same area in which we
started. Infinity, or what Kant called the “unconditioned,” brings with it
an emerging set of new contradictions. The infinite is always full, but it
can always have one more thing added to it. It can have things taken from
it but remain the same size. There can be two different sets each of which
has an infinite number of members, but when those two sets are combined,
the resulting set has the same number of members (infinity). It is thus not
even clear that infinity is a real concept at all. Nor is it ever presently real,
since the infinite is that which can never be traversed.

Once the concept of infinity enters our thoughts, it becomes clear that
we are in deeper waters. It is a central thesis of the kind of idealism that
Hegel advances that the infinite is real (actual, in his terms) only in our
thought of it. It can never itself be touched, felt, or perceived, but only
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conceived. In thinking this perplexing thought, consciousness finds itself
pushed to a consciousness of what it is really doing. It no longer simply has
its purposes before itself but now has purposes as purposes; it no longer
merely responds to truths but responds to them as truths; it no longer
responds to reasons but to reasons as reasons. In doing so, consciousness
becomes consciousness of consciousness, that is, self-consciousness. That
self-consciousness has turned out to be what we were really doing all along.
At first, though, we did not know that, and, so it seems, it was just that
blind spot that landed us in such trouble in the first three sections of “Con-
sciousness.” If we had never started thinking about what we were really
doing, we might have thought we were making sense. However, it turned
out that we were not making sense, and as we reflected on it further, we
found the bounds of our consciousness pushed further than we had origi-
nally anticipated.

Self-Consciousness

Hegel follows his chapter on “Consciousness” with a new chapter under
the heading “Self-Consciousness,” and begins it with a section titled, “The
Truth of Self-Certainty.” What we are certain about, so it seems, is not
the individual things of the perceptual world but ourselves and especially
ourselves as inhabiting a natural status. In that context, we are certain that
we are experiencing a natural world in which we live, and that we know
we are alive. How do we know this? It is not, so it seems, through any
observation or inference from data but simply by the activity of living itself.
Living things have something like this concept of infinity built into their
lives since they seem to be both the cause and effect of themselves. What
an animal does, it does because of its nature, which is determined by its
species. However, the particular animal is what it is by virtue of what it
does. Life itself seems to have this “chicken/egg” feature. We explain the
particular organs by reference to the animal itself (and by reference to its
species), but the animal is itself constituted and explained by its organs.
Life has a kind of purposiveness to it that has no obvious reference to a
designer, but it is only in self-conscious life that this whole of life becomes
a problem to itself. Only in self-conscious life is the species aware of itself
as the species it is. The self-conscious subject has a knowledge from the
inside of what it is to live a life of this genus, specifically, the self-conscious
life of a rational animal.

In being certain of myself as myself, I am doing something, and it is
by doing this that I really am certain of my being alive. However, this



Introduction xxiii

certainty also has its truth in something else. A self-consciousness is, or exists,

Jfor a self-consciousness, so Hegel says. I am conscious of myself only in a
kind of second-person form, that of my consciousness of being known
by another embodied consciousness and by my awareness of that other’s
knowing me while knowing that I am aware of their knowing me. Right
at the outset, self-consciousness is already a two-in-one. The truth of my
own certainty of my life s such a life is my being known by another self-
consciousness and vice versa. The second-person unity is as real as the first-
person separateness. Together, such second-person relations build up into
a first-person singular and plural relation, the I that is a We, and the We
that is an I, which, so Hegel says, is identical to Geist, spirit, itself. Geist
just is self-conscious life in its individual and social formations.

That seems to settle it, but it does not. If self-consciousness requires
recognition by another self-conscious person, then the other person has to
have the authority to bestow that recognition. If all authority is recognized
authority, then yet another type of infinite regress gets started, and it seems
it can be stopped only by one of the members of the recognitional complex
simply having authority, full stop. That itself seems to have no answer, and
the way the regress is imagined to have been stopped is that one of them
simply claims authority and forces the other to submit to it. In one of the
most famous of all the turns in Hegel’s system, one becomes the master, the
other the slave. Very roughly, the turn-around goes this way: The master
demands recognition from the slave while also refusing recognition of the
slave as even having the status to confer such recognition at all. This in
turn sets up a contradiction: The master requires recognition from some-
body else who by the master’s own doing cannot be authorized to bestow
such recognition. The slave, on the other hand, in working for the master
acquires a more fully developed self-consciousness, and, as it were, becomes
the true hero of this story, rather than the conquering, domineering master.

This chapter on mastery and servitude, which brings out all the ten-
sions inherent in human authority, has been one of the most commented
upon and influential pieces of writing in the history of philosophy. The
self-certainty the master seemed to uphold in dominating the slave turns
out, as did the previous versions of “consciousness,” to be untrue. What the
master thought he was doing, what he was so certain about, and what keeps
him in power depends on a setup that makes no sense since it is deeply con-
tradictory. What we thought had resolved the problems of “consciousness”
has turned out to generate a different but equally difficult set of problems.

Hegel follows up on the decisive conceptual failure of the relations of
pure domination with some short sections on stoicism and skepticism,
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presented as philosophies that grabbed the attention of the ancient world
as the great slave societies of antiquity (Greece and in particular Rome)
dominated the world of their day. This has puzzled many commentators
since it seems to leave an ahistorical or only vaguely historical chapter on
mastery and servitude to discuss a particular period in history. If one takes
the titles in the table of contents seriously (where the parts on stoicism, etc.
follow the passages on mastery and servitude), it seems to be clearly a move
from the failure of the aim of self-sufficiency (which the master thinks he
has achieved in enslaving the other) to another aim, that of freedom.

These contrasting strivings for freedom (stoicism and skepticism) them-
selves turn out to be attempts at a solution to the problems at which mastery
failed. The stoic seeks the essence of appearance in his or her own thought
as answering to a higher essence (the reason of the cosmos), whereas the
skeptic turns reason against itself to assert his own freedom from every-
thing. Neither works, and it is followed by a section on what Hegel calls
“The Unhappy Consciousness,” itself the outcome of the failed aims of
self-sufficiency through mastery and the failures of both stoicism and skep-
ticism to achieve freedom. Hegel seems there to be discussing the religions
of late antiquity and early medieval Christianity as despairing attempts at
getting a grip on the unchanging essence behind the flow of appearance,
only to finally come to terms with it by understanding their own role and
activity in the process. At the conclusion of the chapter, the unchanging
essence turns out to be reason itself. Once again, at the end of a section, it
looks like the big problem that was driving the earlier sections has finally
been resolved by dissolving the inadequate solutions that preceded the
resolution.

Reason

The next large chapter is in fact called “Reason,” and its place in the struc-
ture of the book has also animated many different and conflicting interpre-
tations. The chapter begins with what seem like obvious references to the
emerging debates about “idealism” between 1781 and 1806. It then rehashes
some of the material discussed in the earlier chapter in “Consciousness” on
“Force and the Understanding,” and the various conceptual knots encoun-
tered in trying to give an account of accounts, an explanation of explana-
tions. When we postulate laws of nature, are we merely stating regularities
of appearance (in which case, how are we explaining anything?), or are we
stating necessary grounds, and if the latter, what is the relation between
ground and grounded? If they are the same, there is no explanation. If
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they are really radically different, then the ground will fail to connect to
the grounded in the right way. These are all problems with a view of rea-
son that sees itself as somehow merely regularizing appearances (as found
in empirical observation), and inevitably, this idea of “observing reason”
runs into its own set of contradictions. Even worse, in those areas where
“observing reason” does best, namely, the modes of explanation that work
relatively well in physics, they all run into treacherously deep conceptual
difficulties when it comes to biology. Hegel discusses a number of spuri-
ous attempts in his own day to discover laws of organic development that
would mirror the law-likeness of physics. All fail, undone by their own
self-contradictions and facile abstractness.

The idea that one might do the same thing in the human sciences is
then effectively lampooned by Hegel in his mock-serious discussion of the
“sciences” of physiognomy and phrenology. (It is not that Hegel thought
there were no human sciences. He thought, for example, that Adam Smith’s
economics offered a good model for developing laws of economic exchange
and growth. Hegel thought that the attempt to understand human history
and social life in the terms in which we correlate independent things was
metaphysically limited.)

The chapter on “Reason” suddenly and rather surprisingly switches
gears, and Hegel provides an account of how rational self-consciousness
actualizes itself. It is one thing to disparage the ways in which pseudo-
sciences like phrenology try to explain human life, but it is another to
construct an adequate account. Hegel’s own developmental account of
Geist thus resurfaces in the section on reason. Human action is not to be
explained, as “observing reason” would have it, as if it were a matter of two
independent things being correlated with each other or linked causally to
each other. From “observing reason,” the picture that one gets of human
agency is that of a material “thing” that moves, and one wishes therefore
to explain the movement. To use an example taken from Ludwig Wittgen-
stein, the issue looks like it is explaining the difference between an arm rais-
ing (something somebody is doing) and an arm rising (merely a physical
event). Since what is being explained is, from the viewpoint of “observing
reason” the same in both cases (an arm going up), the difference between
the arm raising and the arm rising must lie in some “inner” psychological
state that effectively causes the bodily movement. Hegel rejects that picture
in favor of, again very roughly put, a more developmental view of agency.
Agents start with purposes, they then engage in the process of actualizing
the purpose, and they thereby get underway, and at various points they
have succeeded, failed, changed their minds or been prevented. (One can
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think of a very general doing, such as making dinner, as an activity includ-
ing many other purposive activities within itself, which can finally succeed
or fail in various ways and which can also be simply interrupted.)

The “Reason” chapter then concludes with a discussion of various ways
in which rational self-conscious agents form a purpose to become what they
as agents really are. Their essence is that of “rational self-consciousness,”
but that essence somehow seems to be hidden from them, so that the issue
for them is to find out what is actually involved in it. Working one’s way
through this section is an affair of great interpretive complexity, but Hegel
runs through what seem to be various literary examples of what it is to
develop one’s rational self-consciousness under the spell of a picture of what
rational self-consciousness really is, and the characters in this account all
attempt to become a realization of that picture only to find at the end that
in succeeding in actualizing that picture of themselves, they have in fact
failed to accomplish what it was they had taken themselves to have been
doing. Crucially, though, for the figures discussed, it is not that they fail
to achieve, say, some distant ideal, but rather that in achieving something
like their ideal, they turn out to be forced to realize that it was in fact the
very ideal itself which was false. The picture they took themselves to be
actualizing turned out to be deeply self-contradictory in itself.

The various figures discussed include a kind of Faustian Don Juan figure
who resolves only to increase his own pleasure and power, only to find that
he has really thereby subjected himself to a necessity that he disavows; next,
a figure who internalizes the necessity of a certain kind of fate and acts so as
to bring others under that banner, only to find that in proclaiming his own
heart to be the real pulse of a universal humanity, he has instead become a
kind of raving madman cursing at the world for its lack of appreciation for
his inspired leadership as he finds himself surrounded by other madmen
doing the same thing; and, finally, a figure who rather preciously proclaims
his own virtue in the face of the wicked ways of the existing world, and who
proclaims that despite the self-seeking nature of the ways of the world, the
true essence behind all the various and mere semblances of his world is
really a pristine order of virtue to which he and he alone attends, but who
ends up himself being just one more individual trying to get his own way in
the world, becoming at best a comic figure like Don Quixote, and certainly
not the knight of virtue as he had originally painted himself.

The Disputed Turn from Reason to Geist

At this point, so it seems, Hegel thought he had concluded the book.
There is good evidence to believe that having finished this chapter, he then
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completed the book with a chapter titled “C: Science,” thus completing the
“A: Consciousness” and “B: Self-Consciousness” chapters. (If that is true,
then “Reason” would have been a sub-chapter of “Self-Consciousness.”)
Hegel sent the completed manuscript off to the printer.” It was also at this
point that Hegel entered into his dispute with the printer, apparently telling
him that the book was not in fact complete, and in the argument back and
forth Hegel almost scuttled the entire contract to publish the book at all.
The printer was in fact so angry with Hegel’s prevarications that Hegel’s
friend Immanuel Niethammer had to promise to pick up all the costs of
the print run if Hegel defaulted on producing what he now claimed was
the missing chapter or chapters of the whole book. What prompted this?
Eckart Forster has convincingly argued that after having been introduced
to Goethe’s Metamorphosis of Plants by a friend while he was teaching the
history of philosophy, Hegel came to one of his defining insights; namely,
first, that the history of philosophy could be understood as a developing
set of shapes of the same thing instead of just a procession of competing
philosophical systems, and, second, that this insight could be extended to
all of human history itself. With that in hand, Hegel saw the failures of the
shapes exhibited in the “science of the experience of consciousness” showed
that the supposed essence hidden behind appearance was in fact not hid-
den at all but was actually itself working its own way out in history as it
shape-shifted itself in time. The form of self-conscious life was reshaping
itself in time, in a way very, very roughly analogous to the way in which
the development of plants was understood in Goethe’s system.

Thus, in the original scheme, the section on the actualization of rational
self-consciousness through itself was supposed to culminate in “Science,”
which was to provide the immediate transition into a book on logic and
metaphysics. In the new scheme, Hegel realized he had to add an entirely
new section to the chapter on “Reason,” so that the transition to Geist
would be appropriate. The new section was called, “Individuality, Which,
to Itself, is Real in and for Itself.” In it, Hegel spoke of the culmination of a
kind of individualism, which he called the “spiritual kingdom of animals”
(“geistige Tierreich”), and the meaning of the chapter and its title have been
debated ever since.

The overall contours of the chapter develop out of Hegel’s critique of
treating human activity from the standpoint of “observing reason,” which
is led by its own logic to view such activity from the “outside,” from a third-
person viewpoint, instead of taking the purposiveness of life and especially
of human self-consciousness into account. In this chapter, Hegel draws out

" This argument is made by Forster in Twenty-Five Years of Philosophy.
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the logic of the kind of “monological” view of self-consciousness that devel-
ops out of this “observing reason” approach. Such an approach acknowl-
edges the social facts of human self-conscious life, such as birth, nurturing,
learning a language, and so on, but it holds that once self-conscious life is
formed, it is then self-sufficient unto itself for its tasks, even if as a matter
of contingent fact, it always ends up depending on others. For the “mono-
logical” view, such facts of dependency are not taken to be essential to the
metaphysics of purposive self-conscious life any more than, say, facial hair
on men is essential. Put into practice, this leads to a monological view of
purposiveness itself, and we imagine what a society based on such sub-
jects each viewing themselves completely monologically would look like.
The kind of second-person recognition which was essential to the chap-
ter on “self-consciousness” is thereby for these actors sidelined, moved into
being regarded “merely” as a natural biological feature of self-conscious
life, or simply submerged from our notice. Thus, in the world that sees
itself fully monologically, everybody claims to be working only out of their
own singular interest concerning what really matters (“die Sache selbst”) and
to be essentially unconcerned with what others think. Thus, it presents a
semi-comical scene in which everybody keeps busily making loud pub-
lic pronouncements, all while claiming that the public’s reaction to their
pronouncements is fully irrelevant. Hegel speaks of this as a kind of dual
self-deception and a deception of others. Such a view of course collapses
under its own weight — that of affirming the essentiality of the other while
insistently denying the essentiality of the other — and discloses that in fact
what really matters, the real thing at stake, is Geisz itself as “the doing of
each and all, the essence that is the essence of all essence, that is spiritual
essence.” He follows that with two highly compressed sections whose pur-
pose is to argue on the basis of some curated examples that appeal to pure
practical reason itself as if it were essentially independent of the “doing of
each and all,” for its meaning is in fact empty. He has now set the stage for
his new discussion.

Spirit
With that, Hegel makes the transition into a new and even longer chapter,
titled “Spirit”, and his book becomes something different from what he
had set out to do. No longer restricted to the “science of the experience of
consciousness,” it is now fully the “phenomenology of spirit.”"* The book

> It should be noted that not only are there interpretive difficulties in fixing what role exactly the
next chapter, “Spirit,” is supposed to play: The different tables of contents that have appeared
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had started out as an inquiry into what was the true essence behind appear-
ance, that is, into what Kant had already dubbed the thing in itself. Under
the pressure of its own developmental logic, the book had instead meta-
morphosed into a larger enterprise, asking what the being-in-itself (Hegel’s
successor concept to the thing in itself) of spirit itself really was.

In turning to spirit as the topic of a separate section, Hegel returns to the
discussion of life that was briefly sketched in “Self-Consciousness” and then
more fully developed in “Observing Reason.” The items that fall under the
concept of spirit as concepts are the statements of the ways in which that
way of life can flourish (or, in Hegel’s updated version of Aristotle’s concep-
tion of Eudaimonia, “be satisfied”). Judgments about spirit are thus both
fact-stating and evaluative as are all judgments about species and genera.
Just as the magnolia tree flourishes only in certain environments and only
in certain ways, self-conscious life flourishes only in certain contexts and
certain ways. Stating the facts about magnolia trees is also stating the con-
ditions under which they flourish and under which they do not. What is
unique about spirit among all the life forms on the planet is for Hegel that it
is aware of itself s a life form, and it thus measures itself by its concept and
tries to adequate itself to that concept. That much he had argued in the
chapters on “Self-Consciousness” and “Reason.” However, now he takes
that view further. In actualizing itself in terms of its concept, “spirit” sets
itself up for changes in itself that it brings on itself as it shifts its concept of
itself. Its concept of itself is not an ideal against which it measures itself but
a statement of its true form, to which it tries to shape itself, and in its true
form, spirit stands in a unity of I/You relations and I/ We relations. If spirit
were to shape the real flesh-and-blood lives of individuals into their true
form, they would become what they really were: free and equal, united in
friendship in the personal sphere and justice in the wider social and polit-
ical sphere. Spirit as it is in itself would be equal and adequate to spirit as
it appeared. If spirit does in fact require the kind of actual and not merely
hypothetical recognition for which he had argued in “Self-Consciousness,”
then the inquiry into the essence of spirit would have to turn to real history,
not hypothetical accounts of how this might have happened.

So, Hegel argued, the existence of something that could be genuinely
called “true spirit” was in fact the case for a brief period in the develop-
ment of the ancient Greek shape of life, in which free and equal men (but

in different editions only complicate it. Is the original book only three sections — consciousness,
self-consciousness, science? Or is “Reason” a separate chapter or a newly added subsection of self-
consciousness? If “Reason” is “C,” then it is a new and separate section. If it is “(AA),” then it is a
subsection of “B: Self-Consciousness.”
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notably not slaves and not women) met each other as free and equal in
the polis, and the overall social order embodied the second-person virtue
of justice. The Greeks knew what they were doing, so their self-certainty
matched up with the truth of their lives. Unfortunately, that very shape of
true spirit carried a deep contradiction within itself. It produced reflective
individuals driven to an ideal of glory that turned out to be incompati-
ble with the intensely communal shape of life that sustained it. Famously,
Hegel turned to Sophocles’ tragedy Antigone to show how the Greeks them-
selves came to an awareness of this contradiction. In the play, Antigone,
the daughter of Oedipus, is faced with the fact that as a Greek, she has an
unconditional ethical requirement to perform certain burial rites on her
brother, who has died in battle with another brother over who had the
right to claim the rulership of the realm. She also had an unconditional
ethical requirement as a Greek and as a young woman to obey the orders
coming from her uncle Creon — who had taken over the city after the broth-
ers’ death — not to perform those rites. Moreover, she had in addition an
equally unconditional ethical requirement not to take it upon herself to
decide what her unconditional requirements were. Thus, whatever she did
was unconditionally wrong. Still, out of her own desire for glory, which also
seems to have been forced on her and which was supposed to be outside of
the feminine domain, she buries her brother and accepts her fate and her
punishment. Hegel’s analysis of Antigone has been both praised and dis-
puted, and his portrait of Antigone has been the object of much feminist
interpretation. For Hegel, Antigone is the foreshadowing of the kind of
self-conscious individuality that the Greek world created and which undid
the Greek world that created it.

The Greeks as a form of true spirit could not hold themselves together,
and they fell into submission to the Roman Empire, which Hegel treats in
just a few, overly condensed paragraphs in the Phenomenology. The result
of the Greek denouement and the Roman takeover followed by its own
spectacular downfall is the topic of a new section, “Spirit Alienated from
Itself,” in which Hegel argues that in light of the Greek and Roman fail-
ure, European life took its concept to be more narrow than it had in “true
spirit.” It comes to think that the essence of self-consciousness is not to
find itself essentially in any particular social order at all but to be only an
individual point of view on the world that has to accommodate itself to
the external facts of life. It cannot ever fully inhabit that life, and so living
a self-conscious life becomes a matter for it of standing back and judging
whether it can reflectively identify with its given world since spirit alien-
ated from itself can never be immediately at one with it as the Greeks had
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been. In alienated spirit, self-certainty and truth separate again. The con-
cept of self-conscious life as simply a point of view on the world does not
imply any determinate conduct or virtue. Whatever standards there are
come from outside of what it is to be a self-conscious, living human.

If the world of “true spirit” was dyadic — embodying the ways in which
friendship and justice expressed the essentially relational structure of self-
conscious lives in a community with each other — that of self-alienated
spirit was essentially monadic, expressing the mediated relation of self to
others via something like a system of rules. In the world of self-alienated
spirit, justice becomes a matter of social rules and not the virtue of justice
it had been for the Greeks.

In a series of different historically arranged sections, Hegel traces out
the way in which self-alienated spirit is compelled to empty itself further.
It progresses through the conflicted struggles of aristocrats versus the com-
moners of early modern Europe, who find at the end of the struggle that
they have turned out to be the same as each other while vehemently assert-
ing their differences. As a result, the aristocratic and high bourgeois world,
in gradually comprehending its own emptiness, comprehended even more
the vanity of its own vanity, and it thereby undermined what slim author-
ity remained to it. In light of that comprehension of the vanity of its own
vanity, the progress of self-alienated spirit moved into the stages of the
European Enlightenment, where the alienated self comes to believe that
in the application of its own special powers of insight (based on “observing
reason” and its logical cousins), it could see through the mere semblances
of the world all the way to its core, and trusts that it and it alone can
drill deeply into the real essence behind the appearing world. The Enlight-
enment finds itself at odds with the movements of emotionalist religions
that formed its contemporaries and its enemies, who thought that armed
only with the power and purity of their own hearts, they and they alone
could peer into the true and divine essence of the appearing world. Even if
the Enlightenment always ends up winning the argument (which is to be
expected, since the emotionalist religions disdain all argument), both were
still playing by something like the same rules: monologically conceived,
monadically structured, certain of their own powers to peer beyond the
veils of appearance.

Self-alienated spirit culminates at first in the full alienation of spirit that
sees itself as really only a point of view on the world and sees the facts
of the world as putting no real normative constraints on itself. It thereby
comes to think that self-conscious life alone determines the rules of the
game it plays, and it thinks of itself thereby as absolute freedom. Hegel
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contentiously interpreted the transition in the French Revolution from its
constitutionalist beginning to the Jacobin Terror as the logical result of this
self-imposed exemption from any normative constraint except those which
it brought on itself. Bounded only by itself, it thus found itself outfitted
only with the principle of utility at best to constrain it, and, through the
use of the guillotine, it proceeded rationally and calmly and under the pre-
tense of judicial thoroughness to eliminate all those deemed a threat to
itself.

The chaos and meaninglessness of the deaths left in its wake led this
phase of self-alienated spirit’s development to push for some kind of brake,
some set of ends that would provide firm limits to the progress of such self-
destructive collective self-determination, and it found that in the German
philosophy of Kant and his successors. (This is not merely wishful thinking
on Hegel’s part. Various key figures in the revolutionary government after
the fall of Robespierre did indeed for a short while turn to Kant for some-
thing like that.) The idea of “morality” as a system of rules dictated by the
very structure of practical reason itself looked like it was itself fashioned,
as it were, to provide the theoretical structure for the modern life that the
French Revolution brought about in practice.

However, the Kantian insistence that moral action should always be
done out of the motive not of personal happiness but out of duty, coupled
with Kant’s equal insistence that we could also not be expected to renounce
our happiness and become moral drudges, led to a series of conceptual
knots that “morality” on its own seemed unable to untie. In particular, so
Hegel rather contentiously argued, it led to a kind of moralistic dissem-
bling about what one’s real motives are, and the postulation of all kinds
of extraneous matters to make the otherwise self-contradictory moralistic
system work. Inevitably, such a monological point of view leads — so Hegel
equally contentiously argues — to a kind of ethics of conviction, where it is
always ultimately the individual’s own judgment call as to what his or her
conscience requires, and the monadic and monological conception of self-
conscious life inevitably point in the direction of an ever-more contracted
sense of subjectivity and what it really implies.

The end-point of that logic is the Romantic version of an older idea
of “beautiful souls,” those whose inward purity and rigor contrasts sharply
with the messiness of the world around it. Rather than being the high point
of post-revolutionary life, however, the arrival of the beautiful soul on the
scene signals its complete breakdown. An inner life so radically cut off from
others might think of itself as indeed beautiful and pure, but ultimately
there is nothing to it, and, left to itself, its initial glow quickly dies like a
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burning ember, it fades out like a bell rung only once, and finally evaporates
into thin air. It is alone, friendless, and without justice.

In his staging of the breakdown of the “beautiful soul” as a way of living,
Hegel imagines a confrontation between two beautiful souls, with each
accusing the other of hypocrisy (of not really being in reality so pure) and
even of radical evil, since it accuses the other of putting self-love in place of
the moral law. One of them comes to understand this about both of them,
and he confesses, avowing his own radical evil, but the other, stiff-necked
and rigoristic, refuses to conciliate. That is an impossible position, Hegel
says, and such a stance either consumes itself in its own self-absorption, or
eventually its own isolated life is too much to bear, its hard heart breaks,
and the two reconcile. With that, the purely monological, monadic form
collapses, and the I/You dyadic form is recaptured. Intriguingly, Hegel then
asserts that in such a two-in-one of forgiveness and reconciliation, God
actually appears in their midst.

Religion

That launches Hegel into the penultimate chapter, titled “Religion.” When
Hegel first began thinking about a possible system of philosophy, he
thought that religion would in fact have to be the end-point since the
finale of such a system is a full comprehension of infinity itself, and at his
early stage of philosophical development, he thought that infinity simply
escaped all attempts at conceptualizing it and had to be left to a kind of
religious intuition, a position he was never comfortable to inhabit. He rad-
ically changed his mind by the time he got to writing the Phenomenology,
where he came to the notorious and difficult to interpret Hegelian claim
that ultimately the claims of conceptual thought trump the more repre-
sentationalist imaginings of religion. Religion can only go so far and must
cede way (in some sense) to philosophy.

Hegel takes religion to be one of the most basic ways in which self-
conscious life tries to make sense of things and in doing so to make sense of
itself. It is in religion that the infinite is first grasped incompletely as some
kind of supersensible essence, as the real truth behind the semblances of
the phenomenal world. As religion progressively develops, this conception
undermines itself and is replaced by a more sophisticated religious com-
prehension and practice. The Hegelian “phenomenology” of religion takes
it to progress from a kind of Zoroastrian “religion of light” — where light
is taken as the perfect symbolic representation of what infinity would, as it
were, look like — to religions that represent the supersensible as some kind
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of life itself (as abstracted plants or animals) and in its final, fully symbolic
form up to something like ancient Egyptian religion, where the abstracted
animal forms and human forms are combined.

Out of that type of natural religion comes the ancient Greek religion
with its representations of the gods of Olympus as having an almost fully
human form. The crucial thing about Greek religion was its being the reli-
gion of “true spirit,” which meant that in it, beauty was considered to be at
one with truth. The beautiful Greek gods were the truth of what we mortals
in our daily activities are really doing. This idea in turn leads Hegel into
a discussion of the nature of Greek sculpture, epic, tragedy, and comedy,
which form the outlines of his later much more elaborated and nuanced
lectures on the philosophy of art in Berlin in the 1820s. Alas, that will have
to be left aside in this short overview.

Greek religion fades out as Greek life fades out. It was essentially an aes-
thetic solution to a set of real problems, and as the real problems mounted
up, it was clear that another merely aesthetic solution to the real problems
would be inadequate. It was into that conceptual space that the “revealed
religion” (i.e. Christianity) stepped. Nonetheless, it was with Greek reli-
gion that the “essence” that was supposedly behind appearance turned out
not to be an inert substance but an activity of gods, a subject. In Greek
portrayal, that is, the gods were not conceived as a supersensible substance.
They instead take on human form, and in Christianity, the divine takes on
human form directly and not just in aesthetic imagination. Hegel supplies
a long discussion of how early Christianity first gave itself something like a
Neoplatonic interpretation of itself, but this self-interpretation was trans-
formed in the workings of the Christian religious community into a kind
of communal second-person address, with the members of the community
addressing each other as members of the religious community, united as fel-
low communicants and not united only monadically by a set of rules. This
community establishes a universal self-consciousness, an I that is a We, and
a We that is an I out of the communal ties that are at basis second-personal.
The “appearing God” mentioned at the end of the section on beautiful
souls turns out to be the God of Christianity. God is present among us as
Geist.

But what does that mean? Hegel’s thoughts on religion were in his day
the most divisive of all his views. He was interpreted by those who knew
him and those who followed him as lying somewhere on the line between
pure atheism and orthodox Lutheran Christianity. That divisiveness among
Hegel scholars continues today, and it is no place for an introduction to
settle that issue. Here, the reader is on his or her own.
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The conclusion of the book, “Absolute Knowing,” draws the conclusions
from the preceding. It seems that even with this religious denouement, we
still end up speaking of Geisz in mutually exclusive ways, or, that s, in “infi-
nite judgments,” that is to say, that judgments have an unconditional and
not merely conditional content. In paragraph 794 of the Phenomenology,
he announces, somewhat symphonically, the conclusion of the book:

The unification of both aspects [of the mutually exclusive judgments] has
not yet been shown; that unification wraps up this series of shapes of spirit,
for in it spirit arrives at the point where it knows itself not only as it is i itself,
or according to its absolute content, and not only as it is for itself according to
its contentless form, or according to the aspect of self-consciousness. Rather,
it knows itself as it is in and for itself.

That is, at that point in the book, in terms of content, it knows what
it is to be a self-conscious life, which involves having the form of self-
consciousness in all our activities. What had been an inquiry into the
essence behind appearance has turned out as a “phenomenology” to show
that Geist is in fact not the hidden essence behind appearance but actually is
its series of appearances as it has shape-shifted itself in its history up to this
point. A phenomenology itself thus turns out to be a way of examining the
contingencies of Geist’s appearances in history with an account of how its
concept of itself has so shaped itself that in having completed this inquiry,
it is now in a position to know that its self-certainty (its knowledge of what
it is doing) is equal to its truth (what it is really doing). Knowing that,
Hegel concludes, it is now ready for another kind of philosophical work,
which involves producing the “system” that Hegel worked out in lectures
and publications in Berlin.

Hegel concludes the book with a cryptic reference to Geist ascending to
its own Golgotha and then taking up a position on a throne. He ends with
some misquoted lines from a poem by Friedrich Schiller. But why end with
lines from a poem? Why lines from this particular poem? And is the mis-
quotation deliberate or intentional? These are matters Hegel himself never
explicitly cleared up, and they continue to inform the various conflicting
interpretations the book has received.

CONCLUSION

There is, of course, much more to Hegel’s Phenomenology than a synopsis
of its most general set of conclusions can provide. Generations of readers
have discovered in its intricate set of chapters inspiration which has set
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them off in many different directions, and there is no reason to doubt that
the book will continue to inspire as well as perplex its readership for some
time yet to come. Hegel’s book is rich in details and almost none of them are
extraneous, and it is those details which are, alas, exactly the kind of thing
that an introductory overview of the contents necessarily has to leave out.
Even more unfortunately, their omission throws into question whether the
overview can really provide a genuine view. But perhaps that is no reason
to worry. The book’s own brilliance, apart from the translation here, will
surely inspire the kind of readership that will one day also come to see
this very synopsis as itself deficient in novel ways or maybe even seriously
misleading. Wherever you are and whoever you are when you are reading
this introduction, keep in mind that there has been a lot of water under the
bridge since it was written and since Hegel wrote the book. Be encouraged
by that. I also hope this encourages people to turn to the book to help
firm up their own thoughts about where “spirit” as self-conscious life is
going. To be sure, all the readings and interpretations of the work will be
contentious, but really good books of philosophy always provoke that kind
of reaction. A work that celebrates dialectic would hardly be expected to

do anything different.



Translator’s Note

Although Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit is undoubtedly a canonical work
and deserves the high reputation in the history of philosophy which it has
always had, even Hegel’s staunchest admirers have to admit that it is not,
at least on a first reading, a clearly written book. Indeed, even those who
defend what one philosopher has called its “ferocious idiom,” surely must
acknowledge that whatever other virtues that idiom possesses, its initial
density is almost unrivaled.” In translating such a densely written book,
the translator (especially if he is otherwise favorably disposed to the book’s
contents) is thus always under the temptation to make the author more
easy-going in the translation than he was in the original. However, in the
case of the Phenomenology, giving in to the temptation to make Hegel’s text
more easy-going inevitably means that more of the translator’s interpreta-
tion of the text will be introduced than is otherwise desirable. To be sure,
all translations are interpretations of a sort, but that is still no excuse to
transform the normal amount of interpretive give and take into a license
of sorts to make the book mean what the translator wishes it meant. Like
many of Hegel’s other translators, I too have often been tempted to take
Hegel by the hand and tell him that, no, this is the way he should have said
it. I hope that in all instances I will have resisted that temptation. Now I,
like others, have my own interpretation of this book, but I hope that the
current translation will make it easy for all the others who differ on crucial
interpretive matters to be able to use this text to point out where they differ
and why they differ without the translation itself making it unnecessarily
more difficult for them to make their case.

One of the suppositions I have used in undertaking the translation is that
Hegel is serious about his terminology, and that his claims to make philos-
ophy into a “science” (a Wissenschaft, the systematic pursuit of knowledge)

B Robert Brandom, “Freedom and Constraint by Norms,” American Philosophical Quarterly 16, no. 3
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are fleshed out in his choice of terms. A reader of the original German sees
certain phrases and key terms appear regularly on the page; that often indi-
cates that there is something like an argument or at least a line of thought
that is being developed or that comparisons between this stage of the nar-
ration and some other stage are being suggested. As far as possible, the
English reader should be able to do the same thing and make up his or her
own mind about whether there really is a distinct line of thought being put
on display or whether Hegel is switching meanings or whether something
else altogether is going on.

For example, there is Hegel’s usage of “an sich” and “fiir sich” (“in itself”
and “for itself”). The term, “an sich,” is of course best known to anglophone
philosophers in Kant’s use of it in the term, “Ding an sich,” the “thing in
itself.”

“Fiir sich,” on the other hand, has an ordinary German usage where it
often means something like “on its own” or “apart from,” or even “on its
own account.” Jean-Paul Sartre also famously picked up the Hegelian terms
“in itself” and “for itself” to use in his own ontology of subjectivity and free-
dom in Being and Nothingness, and, although his use of those terms could be
said to be very generally “Hegelian,” he also gave those Hegelian terms a life
outside of their more restricted purely Hegelian context. His usage should
not be confused with Hegel’s own use of those terms. Hegel usually uses
“fiir sich” in a fairly technical sense to call attention to a type of self-relation,
especially the kind that human agents have to themselves; but sometimes
he uses it in its more ordinary sense (and sometimes in both senses at once),
and he is almost always playing on both senses even when he employs it in
his more technical usage. As I see it, the job of the Hegel-translator is not
to resolve the interpretive issues about what Hegel meant by, for example,
“fiir sich,” but only to make Hegel’s somewhat technical terms apparent
to the reader and, within the idea of keeping the flow of the original text
intact, to let the reader do as much of the interpreting as possible. Unfor-
tunately, in the case of “fiir sich,” the obvious connections between “on its
own” and “for itself” cannot be made entirely clearly in the English; thus,
I have rendered “fiir sich” as “for-itself” in almost all cases. However, where
I have switched the translation to its more colloquial sense of “on its own,” I
have indicated this in a footnote. For “an sich,” earlier translators toyed with
“inherent” or “implicit” as a translation, and “explicit” as a translation of
“fiir sich.” Many interpreters, though (myself included) think the distinc-
tion between “in itself” and “for itself” does not map well at all into that
between “implicit” and “explicit.” By leaving “an sich” and “fiir sich” liter-
ally as “in itself” and “for itself,” this translation invites the reader to decide
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for him or herself whether “explicit,” for example, is the best way to render
Hegel’s use of “fiir sich.” Another, more colloquial way of rendering “an
sich” would be “on its own” (which is roughly how Kant’s Ding an sich is to
be taken: the thing on its own apart from the conditions under which we
can experience it). If one took that route, then the distinction between “fiir
sich” (on its own) and “an sich” (on its own) would be rendered invisible.
Yet another more vernacular meaning of “an sich” would be the term “as
such.” (One can easily see that although one might make a case for render-
ing “Ansichsein” as “being as such” and “Fiirsichsein” as “being on its own,”
neither of those two ways of talking would make Hegel’s thought any more
perspicuous.)

Keeping Hegel’s terminology visible also means that I have to be rel-
atively rigorous in distinguishing Hegel’s uses of “an sich” from “in sich,”
although both could be equally well rendered as “in itself.” To do so, I have
often translated “in sich” as “within itself.” However, since neither that dis-
tinction between “in” and “within”, nor the distinction between “for itself”
and “in itself” are parts of ordinary English conversation (except perhaps
among dyed-in-the-wool Hegelians and Sartreans), this makes the text a bit
less colloquial than one might otherwise like it to be, but it makes Hegel’s
line of thought, I hope, a little more easy to pick out.

Likewise, in many cases, I have chosen to translate Hegel’s deliberately
odd German into deliberately odd English in order to preserve the sense
of the text; Hegel sometimes speaks of things like “das Ansichseiende” (“the
existing in-itself”), instead of “that which exists in itself” or “what exists in-
itself.” To bring out Hegels intent, I sometimes also use the idiom of “the
in-itself,” which sounds just about as odd in English as it does in German.
Hegel also uses “an ihm selbst” and “an ibr selbst,” which themselves could
both be rendered as “in itself.” This is again a matter of interpretation,
but since Hegel sometimes uses both “an sich” and “an ihm selbst” in the
same sentence, | take it that he wants us to keep those separate, as I think
they are. I have therefore consistently rendered “an ihm selbst” and “an ihr
selbst” as “in its own self.” Readers can decide for themselves how much of
a difference they think there is.

For a number of Hegel’s other usages, especially his use of “aufheben,”
there simply is no good single-word translation. “Aufheben” is an ordinary
German word used by Hegel in a technical way, and it has no single coun-
terpart in English; to translate the word differently in each context in which
itis used would make it impossible for the English reader to be able to make
out how that term figures in the ongoing argument; or it would involve an
impossibly large set of footnotes. As Hegel himself notes in some other
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works, the German term carries two senses in different contexts, namely,
“to cancel” (as in canceling one’s insurance policy) and to save or preserve
(as in “save a place for me”). Hegel tells his German readers that he intends
to use the word in both senses, although in the context in which he usu-
ally employs the term, he most often clearly means “cancel” or “negate,”
whereas in other cases he clearly means something more like “preserve.”

To render “aufheben” into English, Hegels translators in the nineteenth
century opted to revive an older term in English, “sublate,” which for all
practical purposes had died out of English usage by the middle of the nine-
teenth century. Starting its semantic life in English (having been imported
from the Latin) in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, it meant “to
remove” or “to take away,” and it came to be used in discussions of logic,
such that even an authority like Sir William Hamilton used it in the
mid-nineteenth century in his writings on logic and knowledge to mean
“negate.” When Hegel’s first translators adopted the older term to translate
Hegel’s use of “aufheben,” they simply stipulated that it was intended to
carry both of its German meanings. Although many have suspected that
their motives for using this term were a little suspect (one cannot avoid the
suspicion that they thought it was supposed to indicate just how esoteri-
cally profound Hegel really was), it has nonetheless stuck, and there is no
other very good alternative. The most obvious alternative is that of “super-
sede,” but that avoids the idea of “preserving”; and in many contexts, it is in
fact misleading. One way of understanding Hegel’s usage here is to think of
“sublation” as figuring in the kind of philosophical conversation in which
one might say to an interlocutor, “Your claim, X, is, as you have phrased
it, not right; but if we reformulate it as, say, X*, we can preserve the main
point of your idea without having to buy into all of its problems.” This is
a typical move in a philosophical argument, and it is roughly equivalent to
saying, “We take your point and deny it, but because there is something to
it, we preserve it in a changed format in our ongoing discussion.” There is
no single word in English to capture that sense, and since there is no ideal
way of translating “aufheben” in any reasonably short way, I have decided
to stick with “sublate” in the text and let the reader use his or her own best
judgment as to what other term might in that context be substituted (that
is, whether in this or that context, Hegel simply means “negate,” or whether
in this or that context he on/y means “preserve” or whether he consistently
means both at once).

There is also a third sense of “aufheben,” where it means to “raise up,”
and many interpreters of Hegel have thought that this simply also had to be
at work in Hegel’s usage. That may well be, but Hegel himself only speaks
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of there being two meanings of the word, even if he does not deny that
there are more than he points out. Whether the third meaning, “to raise
up,” is also at work is something the reader will have to decide for him or
herself as they run across the various occurrences of “sublate” in the text.

Likewise, Hegel uses “Wesen” to mean both “essence” and sometimes in
its more ordinary sense of “creature,” or “being.” No single word is going
to translate that term perfectly. I have opted to leave it at “essence” in some
cases where “being” would be arguably as good a translation, and I have
indicated in footnotes where although the German term is “Wesen,” | have
rendered it as “creature” or “being” instead of “essence.”

A key Hegelian concept is the German term, Bildung, which means edu-
cation, culture, having a mind of one’s own, a skill in judgment; and it also
carries the sense that this is the result of a type of formation of character,
the result of an educative formative activity. This is a key term in Hegel,
since the whole book can be interpreted (and has been) as a study of the
Bildung of consciousness. I often render it as “cultural formation,” which
is not ideal and which represents a compromise with all the different senses
packed into the German term. Where I render it otherwise, I note the orig-
inal in a footnote.

Hegel uses “Rube” and its cognates to mean not just “peaceful,” or
“calm,” but to contrast it with movement, Bewegung. As any reader of Hegel
knows, there is something that is always in “movement” in the Phenomenol-
ogy and something at rest. Even though it is somewhat awkward, I have
tried to use versions of “at rest” for all those uses of “Ruke” and its cognates,
in order for the reader to see where there is a contrast being drawn between
“movement” and being “at rest.” Sometimes, I even render “rubende” as
“motionless.” (Some think it is only the “concepts” or “thought” that are
moving; others think it is things themselves that are in motion. Again, the
purpose of a translator is not to resolve that issue.)

One of the ongoing difficulties over which Hegel interpreters like to
argue is how to translate Hegel’s use of “Wirklichkeit” and its cognates.
The term is ordinary German for “reality,” but if one renders it as “reality,”
then one runs into two obvious difficulties: First, one would then have no
good way of distinguishing Hegel’s use of Wirklichkeit/reality from his use
of Realititireality; second, Hegel uses “Wirklichkeit” in a technical sense
that plays on its supposed etymology from “wirken,” to have an effect,
and he uses it in a way that is supposed to bring to mind what is usually
rendered in English as “actuality” when translating Aristotle or Aquinas.
What is actual, one might say, is what is a¢ work in reality, a sense captured
nicely by Jean Hyppolite’s decision to translate “Wirklichkeit” in French as
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“effectivité.” 1 have nonetheless rendered it here as “actual” and “actuality”
in order to keep that link to Aristotelian thought (and to previous trans-
lations of Hegel), even though in many places the more ordinary “real,”
“reality,” and the like would make the text flow better. That decision unfor-
tunately also means that I have to resort to the rather clumsy “non-actual”
to render “unwirklich” rather than the more easy-going, “unreal.” In all
cases, however, where “actual” and “actuality” appear in the text, the reader
might ask him or herself whether “real” wouldn’t be better there, as long as
one keeps in mind the extra meaning of “effectivity.”

There is also the obvious problem of rendering “Erkennen” and “ Wissen,”
both of which mean (in English) “knowledge” (or “knowing”). This is one
example where I have chosen not always to mark the different occurrences
of “Wissen” and its cognates and “Erkennen” and its cognates by differ-
ent terms. | have always rendered “Wissen” (and its cognates) as “knowl-
edge” or as “knowing,” and so on; and when “Erkennen,” “ Erkenntnis,” and
their cognates occur, I generally translate it as “cognition,” “cognizing,”
and so on.

The term “Entiuferung” and its cognates, require special mention. This
was the term that Luther used for his translation of Kenosis, the act of God
“humbling” himself (as the King James translators had it) or of “emptying”
himself (as some more modern translators have rendered it), so that, for
Christians, God became flesh."* In choosing to use Entiuflerung, Hegel is
likely assuming his readers” knowledge of Luther’s translation of the Bible.
Rather than use “objectify,” “externalize,” “realize,” or “alienate” (three pop-
ular translations of that term), I have opted for the more theologically
evocative, “relinquishing.” In more ordinary German, Entiuferung means
“to renounce,” “to divest,” or “to give up.” One reason for doing this is
so that the other uses of “renounce” in the text (where it translates, for
example, “verzichten”) are kept separate from the occurrences of the more
theologically freighted, “Entiufferung.” There are of course disputes about
just how much Hegel meant for this term to be used in its religious sense at
all; the translator’s goal cannot be to settle that dispute but only to make it

4 See Philippians 2:6-8 for the passage. In Luther’s 1545 Bible, it goes: “welcher, 0b er wohl in gottlicher
Gestalt war, hielt er’s niche fiir einen Raub, Gort gleich sein, (7) sondern entiuflerte sich selbst und
nahm Knechtsgestalt an, ward gleich wie ein andrer Mensch und an Gebérden als ein Mensch erfundens;
(8) er erniedrigte sich selbst und ward gehorsam bis zum Tode, ja zum Tode am Kreuz.” The King James
Version goes: “Who, being in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with God:/ Buz
made himself of no reputation, and took upon him the form of a servant, and was made in the
likeness of men:/ 8 And being found in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, and became obedient
unto death, even the death of the cross.” (Some other German translations since Hegel’s time use
verzichten, or “relinquishment,” for the translation of Entiuferung. Hegel himself uses verzichten in
other contexts in the Phenomenology.)
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as clear as possible where the term occurs, what its background associations
are, and to let the readers decide for themselves.

Hegel’s use of the ordinary German term, “Sittlichkeit,” which could
easily be rendered as “morals” or “morality” (as Kant’s translators usually
render Kant’s use of the same term) presents another conundrum. If one
renders it “morality,” then one has no way of making the Hegelian distinc-
tion between Sittlichkeit and Moralitit (morality). In other places, Hegel
explicitly says that Siztlichkeir and Moralitiit basically mean the same thing
in ordinary German, but he is insisting on using them in different senses
to mark what for him is a crucial conceptual distinction. The term, “Siz-
tlichkeit,” draws heavily on the term, “Sizte,” which can be rendered as the
“mores” of a time, and that might suggest that one adopt a new usage in
English, “moresness.” The inadvisability of that choice speaks for itself.
Instead, I have chosen the now established term of art, “ethical life,” which
has been used by other translators of Hegel as a rendering of “Siztlichkeir.”

There is another issue all too familiar to interpreters of Hegel: How to
translate “Vorstellung”? The term colloquially means “idea,” and in some
contexts it even means something like “imagine.” It makes its appearance
in German Idealism in Kant’s use of it, where Norman Kemp Smith ren-
dered it in his translation of the first Crizique as “representation” (following
Kant’s own Latin rendition of it as “repraesentatio”). However, whereas in
the first Critique Kant claimed that there were two types of “representa-
tions,” namely, intuitions and concepts, Hegel typically contrasts “repre-
sentation” (Vorstellung) with “concept” (Begriff). Moreover, in his practical
philosophy, when Kant talks about freedom consisting of acting in terms of
our conception (or idea) of law, he typically uses “Vorstellung” for the word
that English readers are familiar with in that context as “idea” or “concep-
tion.” I have tended to render it as “representation” and in many cases as
“representational thought” where I think Hegel is trying to contrast “repre-
sentational thinking” with “conceptual thinking.” I also think that it makes
Hegel’s text flow more easily (although “flowing easily” is clearly a relative
term when applied to any part of the Phenomenology). In a very few places
I have rendered it as “imagine,” but since I think that this might be a mat-
ter of possible dispute, I have always indicated where I have done that in
a footnote. Likewise, I have on the whole rendered “Anschauung” as “intu-
ition” to keep the similarities and differences between Hegel’s use of this
word and, to anglophone readers, Kant’s use of the word (where Kant uses
it to distinguish that type of “representation” from that of “concepts”).

To keep the relation to the Kantian vocabulary, I have also translated
“der Verstand” as “the understanding,” the classic translation of what Kant
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regarded as one of the basic faculties of the mind. In many ways, “intellect”
(or maybe even “ordinary understanding”) would be a better rendering of
this phrase, and I have occasionally used that and indicated in a footnote
that it translates “Verstand.”

A related problem has to do with Hegel’s use of “Bewuftsein”
(“consciousness”). Much hinges on the distinctions he makes between
“consciousness,” “self-consciousness,” and “spirit.” But when he uses very
ordinary German terms such as “zum BewufStsein kommen”, or “mit
BewufStsein,” which would ordinarily simply be translated as “aware of”
or “consciously”, he is often trying to make a point about what is going
on in light of those distinctions. I have therefore often translated those
phrases more literally than they would otherwise be rendered as “coming
to consciousness” and “with consciousness.” That makes the text a bit more
awkward than it would otherwise be, but it at least lets the reader note those
types of occurrences.

There is also the problem of “In-sich-gehen” and “In-sich-sein”: Hegel
makes frequent use of these terms near the end of the book. I have ren-
dered “in-sich-gehen” as “taking-the-inward-turn” instead of the more lit-
eral and wooden “going-into-oneself” or “going-into-the-self.” However,
even if one likes that as a solution, it raises another problem: What to do
with “In-sich-sein”? To keep the link between the two, I have rendered it as
“inwardly-turned-being.” I realize that this sounds a bit odd, but then so
does “In-sich-sein.” It also makes more perspicuous the distinction between
“an sich” and “in sich” as that between “in itself” and “within itself.”

Likewise, one of Hegel’s key terms is that of consciousness or self-
consciousness being “bei sich.” The term carries lots of different conno-
tations, but I have rendered it as “being at one with oneself.” The term is
crucial since in other works, Hegel goes so far as to claim that freedom itself
consists in being “bei sich in an other.” I have usually indicated its presence
in a footnote.

There is also the matter of translating “die Sache selbst.” Every writer
on Hegel in English has his or her own idea about how to render this,
and they all disagree, sometimes vehemently, with each other. There sim-
ply is no single English word, nor, for that matter, a single phrase which
adequately translates the German term with all the nuances that Hegel
plays with (especially in the chapter, “The Spiritual Kingdom of Animals”).
Some of the renderings run from “the thing that matters,” “the point of it
all,” “the heart of the matter,” “the crux of the matter,” to simply “what is
at stake,” “the Thing itself.” It could probably be rendered slightly more
accurately as “the nitty-gritty”, but that is not perfect and it is far too
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colloquial to serve in this context. Almost all the proposed translations also
obscure the obvious relations in the text between a mere “Sache” (a “thing,”
or “fact”) and “die Sache selbst” (the “thing itself”), and they also obscure
the distinction and connection between two German terms, a “Sache” (as
a “thing”) and a “Ding "(as a more “thingy” thing). For all that matter,
perhaps “thing” in the sense of hipster sixties lingo (as in, “Do your own
thing”) might work, but it too is not only far from perfect, it is just simply
out of place here. Eduard Gans, a law professor, Hegelian, and close friend
of Hegel said that the term, “Sache,” means both a thing outside of oneself
and “the substantial essence.” Since there is no simple English translation
of the term, “Sache selbst,” the “crux of the matter” will have to do.

In the case of a few words that no longer appear in most contempo-
rary German dictionaries (such as “Selbstwesen”), 1 consulted the older
nineteenth-century Grimms’ Deutsches Worterbuch for a meaning. I have
noted those occurrences in the footnotes.

I have decided to keep the independent paragraph numbering that was
introduced by A. V. Miller in his translation. There is no such numbering
system (or anything like it) in the original German text, but the system
has proven itself to be useful for marking the place in the text for class
discussions and for reference, and thus I have retained it. Unfortunately,
Miller added and subtracted paragraphs in his English version that were not
there in the German edition, so my numbering scheme, which follows the
paragraph markings of the critical edition in German, is slightly different
from the older Miller translation.

The pagination in margins refers to the text of the Gesammelte Werke
by page number. For the translation, I used the 1807 edition of the
Phinomenologie des Geistes and checked it against the critical edition pub-
lished by Felix Meiner Verlag in 1999 as volume two in their six-volume
critical edition of Hegel’s works. That is page-for-page identical with the
critical edition edited by Wolfgang Bonsiepen and Reinhard Heede in
Hegel’s Gesammelte Werke, also published by Felix Meiner. I also con-
sulted the Jubilee edition of Hegel’s Phenomenology edited by Hermann
Glockner as volume two of that series (1927). I consulted the past transla-
tions in English, and I consulted Jean Hyppolite’s translation into French
(along with the newer one in French by Gwendoline Jarczyk and Pierre-
Jean Labarricre).

5 Eduard Gans, Naturrecht und Universalrechtsgeschichte (Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta, 1981), 58.
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Preface

1. In the preface to a philosophical work, it is customary for the author to
give an explanation — namely, an explanation of his purpose in writing the
book, his motivations behind it, and the relations it bears to other previous
or contemporary treatments of the same topics — but for a philosophical
work, this seems not only superfluous, but in light of the nature of the
subject matter, even inappropriate and counterproductive. For whatever it
might be suitable to say about philosophy in a preface — for instance, to give
some historical #nstruction about the biases and the standpoint of the text,
or some talk about the general content and the results together with a set
of scattered assertions and assurances about the truth — none of these can
count as the way to present philosophical truth. — Moreover, because phi-
losophy essentially is in the element of universality, which encompasses the
particular within itself, it might seem that even more so than in the other
sciences, in philosophy what is indeed salient about its subject matter," even
its perfect essence, would be expressed in the goal of the work and in its
final results, and that the way the project is in fact carried out would be
what is inessential. In contrast, if a person were to have only a general
notion” of, for example, anatomy, or, to put it roughly, if he were to have
an acquaintance with the parts of the body taken in accordance with their
lifeless existence, nobody would thereby think that he has come into full
possession of the salient subject matter of that science, which is to say, its
content. One would think that in addition he would have to go to the trou-
ble to pay attention to the particularities of the science. — Furthermore, that
kind of an aggregation of little bits and pieces of information has no real
right to be called science, and a conversation about its purpose and other
such generalities would be in no way distinct from the ordinary histori-
cal and uncomprehending way in which the content, or these nerves and
muscles, and so forth, is itself discussed. In the case of philosophy, on the

! die Sache selbst. * Vorstellung.
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other hand, this would give rise to the following incongruity, namely, that
if philosophy were indeed to make use of such a method, then it would
have shown itself to be incapable of grasping the truth.

2. Determining the relation that a philosophical work professes to bear
vis-a-vis other efforts at dealing with the same object also introduces an
extraneous interest, and it thereby only renders obscure what is supposed
to be at stake in taking cognizance’ of the truth. The more that conven-
tional opinion holds that the opposition between the true and the false
is itself fixed and set, the more that it customarily expects to find itself
in either agreement or in contradiction with any given philosophical sys-
tem, and, if so, then in any explanation of such a system, the more it
will only see the one or the other. It does not comprehend the diversity
of philosophical systems as the progressive development of truth as much
as it sees only contradiction in that diversity. The bud disappears when the
blossom breaks through, and one might say that the former is refuted by
the latter. Likewise, through the fruit, the blossom itself may be declared
to be a false existence of the plant, since the fruit emerges as the blos-
som’s truth as it comes to replace the blossom itself. These forms are not
only distinguished from each other, but, as incompatible with each other,
they also supplant each other. However, at the same time their fluid nature
makes them into moments of an organic unity in which they are not only
not in conflict with each other, but rather, one is equally as necessary as
the other, and it is this equal necessity which alone constitutes the life of
the whole. However, in part, contradiction with regard to a philosophi-
cal system does not usually comprehend itself in this way, and, in part, the
consciousness which apprehends the contradiction generally neither knows
how to free the contradiction from its one-sidedness, nor how to sustain it
as free-standing. Nor, when it seems to be in the shape of a struggle against
itself, does it generally take cognizance* of the moments as reciprocally
necessary.

3. Those who demand both such explanations and their satisfactions
may well look as if they are really in pursuit of what is essential. Where
else could the inner core of a philosophical work be better expressed than
in its purposes and results, and how else could this be more determinately
discerned’ than by differentiating it from all the other things that this age
brings out in the same sphere? However much that sort of doing is supposed
to count for more than just the beginning of cognition, or if it is supposed
to count as actual cognition itself, still it is in fact to be reckoned as being

3 Erkenntnis. 4 zu erkennen. 5 erkannt.
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lictle more than a contrivance for avoiding what is really at stake, or as
an attempt to combine the semblance of both seriousness and effort while
actually sparing oneself of either seriousness or effort. — This is so because
the subject matter is not exhausted in its aims; rather, it is exhaustively
treated when it is worked out. Nor is the result which is reached the actual
whole itself; rather, the whole is the result together with the way the result
comes to be. The aim for itself is the lifeless universal in the way that the
tendency of the work itself is a mere drive that still lacks actuality; the
unadorned result is just the corpse that has left the tendency behind. —
Likewise, differentiatedness is instead the limir of the thing at stake. It is
where the thing which is at stake ceases, or it is what that thing is not. To
trouble oneself with such purposes or results, or to make distinctions and
pass judgments on one or the other is thus an easier task than it might
seem to be. Instead of occupying itself with what is at stake, this kind of
doing has always thereby gone one step beyond it. Instead of dwelling on
the thing at issue and forgetting itself in it, that sort of knowing is always
grasping at something else. It instead remains in being at one with itself as
it is at one with the matter at issue and gives itself over to it. — The easiest
thing of all is to pass judgment on what is substantial and meaningful. It is
much more difficult to get a real grip on it, and what is the most difficult
of all is both to grasp what unites each of them and to give a full exposition
of what that is.

4. The beginning both of cultural education and of working one’s way
out of the immediacy of substantial life must always be done by acquainting
oneself with universal principles and points of view. Having done that, one
can then work oneself up to the thought of what is at stake and, of no less
importance, to giving reasons for supporting or refuting one’s thoughts
on those matters. One must grasp the subject matter’s concrete and rich
fullness according to its determinateness, and one must know both how to
provide an orderly account of it and to render a serious judgment about
it. However, the commencement of cultural education will first of all also
have to carve out some space for the seriousness of a fulfilled life, which
in turn leads one to the experience of the crux of the matter,” so that even
when the seriousness of the concept does go into the depths of the crux
of the matter, this kind of acquaintance and judgment will still retain its
proper place in conversation.

5. The true shape in which truth exists can only be the scientific sys-
tem of that truth. To participate in the collaborative effort at bringing

% bei sich selbst. 7 die Erfahrung der Sache selbst.
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philosophy nearer to the form of science — to bring it nearer to the goal
where it can lay aside the title of love of knowing and be actual knowing —
is the task I have set for myself. The inner necessity that knowing should
be science lies in the nature of knowing, and the satisfactory explanation
for this inner necessity is solely the exposition of philosophy itself. How-
ever, external necessity, insofar as this is grasped in a universal manner and
insofar as personal contingencies and individual motivations are set aside,
is the same as the internal necessity which takes on the shape in which
time presents® the existence of its moments. To demonstrate that it is now
time for philosophy to be elevated into science would therefore be the only
true justification of any attempt that has this as its aim, because it would
demonstrate the necessity of that aim, and, at the same time, it would be
the realization of the aim itself.

6. In positing that the true shape of truth lies in its scientific rigor —
or, what is the same thing, in asserting that truth has the element of its
existence solely in concepts — I do know that this seems to contradict an
idea® (along with all that follows from it), whose pretentiousness is matched
only by its pervasiveness in the convictions of the present age. It thus does
not seem completely gratuitous to offer an explanation of this contradic-
tion even though at this stage such an explanation can amount to little
more than the same kind of dogmatic assurance which it opposes. How-
ever much, that is to say, the true exists only in what, or rather exists only
as what, is at one time called intuition and at another time called either
the immediate knowing of the absolute, or religion, or being — not at the
center of the divine love, but the being of divine love itself — still, if that
is taken as the point of departure, what is at the same time demanded in
the exposition of philosophy is going to be instead the very opposite of
the form of the concept. The absolute is not supposed to be conceptually
grasped™ but rather to be felt and intuited. It is not the concept but the
feeling and intuition of the absolute which are supposed to govern what is
said of it.

7. If such a requirement is grasped in its more general context, and if
its appearance is viewed from the stage at which self-conscious spirit is
presently located, then spirit has gone beyond the substantial life which it
had otherwise been leading in the element of thought — it has gone beyond
this immediacy of faith, beyond the satisfaction and security of the cer-
tainty that consciousness had about its reconciliation with the essence, and
it has gone beyond the universal present, or, the inner as well as the outer of

$ vorstellt. ? Vorstellung. 10 begriffen.
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that essence. Spirit has not only gone beyond that to the opposite extreme
of a reflection of itself into itself which is utterly devoid of substance; it has
gone beyond that extreme too. Not only has its essential life been lost to it,
it is conscious of this, and of the finitude that is its content. Turning itself
away from such left-over dregs, spirit, while both confessing to being mired
in wickedness and reviling itself for being so, now demands from philoso-
phy not knowledge of what spirit is; rather, it demands that it again attain
the substantiality and the solidity of what is, and that it is through philoso-
phy that it attain this. To meet these needs, philosophy is not supposed so
much to unlock substance’s secret and elevate this to self-consciousness —
not so much to bring chaotic consciousness back both to a well-thought-
out order and to the simplicity of the concept, but, instead, to take what
thought has torn asunder and then to stir it all together into a smooth
mélange, to suppress the concept that makes those distinctions, and then
to fabricate the feeling of the essence. What it wants from philosophy is
not so much insight as edification. The beautiful, the holy, the eternal, reli-
gion, and love itself are all the bait required to awaken the craving to bite.
What is supposed to sustain and extend the wealth of that substance is not
the concept, but ecstasy, not the cold forward march of the necessity of the
subject matter, but instead a kind of inflamed inspiration.

8. Corresponding to this requirement is a laborious and almost petulant
zeal to save mankind from its absorption in the sensuous, the vulgar, and
the singular. It wishes to direct people’s eyes to the stars, as if they had
totally forgotten the divine and, as if they were like worms, each and all
on the verge of finding satisfaction in mere dirt and water. There was a
time when people had a heaven adorned with a comprehensive wealth of
thoughts and images. The meaning of all existence lay in the thread of light
by which it was bound to heaven and instead of lingering in #bis present,
people’s view followed that thread upwards towards the divine essence; their
view directed itself; if one may put it this way, to an other-worldly present.
It was only under duress that spirit’s eyes had to be turned back to what is
earthly and to be kept fixed there, and a long time was needed to introduce
clarity into the dullness and confusion lying in the meaning of things in this
world, a kind of clarity which only heavenly things used to have; along time
was needed both to draw attention to the present as such, an attention that
was called experience, and to make it interesting and to make it matter. —
Now it seems that there is the need for the opposite, that our sense of
things is so deeply rooted in the earthly that an equal power is required to
elevate it above all that. Spirit has shown itself to be so impoverished that
it seems to yearn for its refreshment only in the meager feeling of divinity,
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very much like the wanderer in the desert who longs for a simple drink of
water. That it now takes so little to satisfy spirit’s needs is the full measure
of the magnitude of its loss.

9. All the same, this parsimony vis-a-vis what one receives, or this stingi-
ness vis-a-vis what one gives, is inappropriate for science. Whoever seeks
mere edification, who wants to surround the manifoldness of his existence
and thought in a kind of fog, and who then demands an indeterminate
enjoyment of this indeterminate divinity, may look wherever he pleases to
find it, and he will quite easily find the resources to enable him both to get
on his high horse and then to rant and rave. However, philosophy must
keep up its guard against the desire to be edifying.

10. Even to a lesser extent must this kind of science-renouncing self-
satisfaction claim that such enthusiasm and obscurantism is itself a bit
higher than science. This prophetic prattle imagines that it resides at the
center of things, indeed that it is profundity itself, and, viewing determi-
nateness (the horos) with contempt, it intentionally stands aloof from both
the concept and from necessity, which it holds to be a type of reflection at
home in mere finitude. However, in the way that there is an empty breadth,
there is also an empty depth, just as likewise there is an extension of sub-
stance which spills over into finite diversity without having the power to
keep that diversity together — this is an intensity without content, which,
although it makes out as if it were a sheer force without dispersion, is in fact
no more than superficiality itself. The force of spirit is only as great as its
expression, and its depth goes only as deep as it trusts itself to disperse itself
and to lose itself in its explication of itself. — At the same time, if this sub-
stantial knowing, itself so totally devoid of the concept, pretends to have
immersed the very ownness of the self in the essence and to philosophize
in all holiness and truth, then what it is really doing is just concealing from
itself the fact that instead of devoting itself to God, it has, by spurning
all moderation and determinateness, instead simply given itself free rein
within itself to the contingency of that content and then, within that con-
tent, given free rein to its own arbitrariness. — While abandoning them-
selves to the unbounded fermentation of the substance, the proponents
of that view suppose that, by throwing a blanket over self-consciousness
and by surrendering all understanding, they are Gods very own, that they
are those to whom God imparts wisdom in their sleep. What they in fact
receive and what they give birth to in their sleep are, for that reason also
only dreams.

11. Besides, it is not difficult to see that our own epoch is a time of birth
and a transition to a new period. Spirit has broken with the previous world
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of its existence and its ways of thinking;" it is now of a mind to let them
recede into the past and to immerse itself in its own work at reshaping
itself. To be sure, spirit is never to be conceived as being at rest but rather
as ever advancing. However, just as with a child, who after a long silent
period of nourishment draws his first breath and shatters the gradualness
of only quantitative growth — it makes a qualitative leap and is born — so
too, in bringing itself to cultural maturity, spirit ripens slowly and quietly
into its new shape, dissolving bit by bit the structure of its previous world,
whose tottering condition is only intimated by its individual symptoms.
The kind of frivolity and boredom which chips away at the established
order and the indeterminate presentiment of what is yet unknown are all
harbingers of imminent change. This gradual process of dissolution, which
has not altered the physiognomy of the whole, is interrupted by the break
of day, which in a flash and at a single stroke brings to view the structure
of the new world.

12. Yet this newness is no more completely actual than is the newborn
child, and it is essential to bear this in mind. Its immediacy, or its concept,
is the first to come on the scene. However, just as little of a building is
finished when its foundation has been laid, so too reaching the concept of
the whole is equally as little as the whole itself. When we wish to see an oak
with its powerful trunk, its spreading branches, and its mass of foliage, we
are not satisfied if instead we are shown an acorn. In the same way, science,
the crowning glory of a spiritual world, is not completed in its initial stages.
The beginning of a new spirit is the outcome of a widespread revolution
in the diversity of forms of cultural formation;™ it is both the prize at the
end of a winding path just as it is the prize won through much struggle
and effort. It is the whole which has returned into itself from out of its
succession and extension and has come to be the simple concepr of itself.
The actuality of this simple whole consists in those embodiments which,
having become moments of the whole, again develop themselves anew and
give themselves a figuration, but this time in their new element, in the new
meaning which itself has come to be.

13. On the one hand, while the initial appearance of the new world is
just the whole enshrouded in its simplicity, or its universal ground, still, on
the other hand, the wealth of its bygone existence is in recollection still cur-
rent for consciousness. In that newly appearing shape, consciousness misses
both the dispersal and the particularization of content, but it misses even
more the development of the form as a result of which the differences are

" Vorstellens; “ways of thinking.” > Bildungsformen.
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securely determined and are put into the order of their fixed relationships.
Without this development, science has no general intelligibility,® and it
seems to be the esoteric possession of only a few individuals — an esoteric
possession, because at first science is only available in its concept, or in
what is internal to it, and it is the possession of a few individuals, since
its appearance in this not-yet fully unfurled form makes its existence into
something wholly singular. Only what is completely determinate is at the
same time exoteric, comprehensible, and capable of being learned and pos-
sessed by everybody. The intelligible form of science is the path offered
to everyone and equally available for all. To achieve rational knowledge
through our own intellect' is the rightful demand of a consciousness which
is approaching the status of science. This is so because the understanding
is thinking, the pure I as such, and because what is intelligible is what is
already familiar and common both to science and to the unscientific con-
sciousness alike, and it is that through which unscientific consciousness is
immediately enabled to enter into science.

14. At its debut, where science has been brought neither to completeness
of detail nor to perfection of form, it is open to reproach. However, even if
it is unjust to suppose that this reproach even touches on the essence of sci-
ence, it would be just as unjust and inadmissible not to honor the demand
for the further development of science. This opposition seems to be the
principal knot which scientific culture is currently struggling to loosen and
which it does not yet properly understand. One side sings the praises of the
wealth of its material and its intelligibility; the other side at any rate spurns
the former and insists on immediate rationality and divinity. Even if the
first is reduced to silence, whether by the force of truth alone or just by
the bluster of the other side, and even if it feels overwhelmed by the basics
of the subject matter which is at stake, it is still, for all that, by no means
satisfied about those demands, for although they are just, those demands
have not been fulfilled. Only half of its silence is due to the other side’s
victory; the other half is due to the boredom and indifference which result
from the continual awakening of expectations by promises never fulfilled.

15. When it comes to content, at times the other side certainly makes
it easy for itself to have a vast breadth of such content at its disposal. It
pulls quite a lot of material into its own domain, which is to be sure what
is already familiar and well-ordered, and by principally trafficking in rare
items and curiosities, it manages to put on the appearance of being in full
possession of what knowing had already finished with but which at the

3 Verstindlichkeit. 4 Verstand.
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same time had not yet been brought to order. It thereby seems to have
subjected everything to the absolute Idea,” and in turn, the absolute Idea
itself therefore both seems to be recognized™ in everything and to have
matured into a wide-ranging science. However, if the way it spreads itself
out is examined more closely, it turns out not to have come about as a result
of one and the same thing giving itself diverse shapes but rather as a result
of the shapeless repetition of one and the same thing which is only exter-
nally applied to diverse material and which contains only the tedious sem-
blance of diversity. The Idea, which is true enough for itself, in fact remains
ensnared in its origin as long as its development consists in nothing but
the repetition of the same old formula. Having the knowing subject apply
the one unmoved form to whatever just happens to be present and then
externally dipping the material into this motionless element contributes as
much to fulfilling what is demanded as does a collection of purely arbi-
trary impressions about the content. Rather, when what is demanded is for
the shapes to originate their richness and determine their differences from
out of themselves, this other view instead consists in only a monochrome
formalism which only arrives at the differences in its material because the
material itself has already been prepared for it and is something well known.

16. In so doing, this formalism asserts that this monotony and abstract
universality is the absolute, and it assures us that any dissatisfaction with
such universality is only an incapacity to master the absolute standpoint
and keep a firm grip on it. However much there was once a time when
the empty possibility of imagining'” things differently was sufficient to
refute a view,”® and however much the general thought, the same mere
possibility, had also at that time the entirely positive value of actual cog-
nition, nonetheless nowadays we see the universal Idea™ in this form of
non-actuality get all value attributed to it, and we see that what counts as
the speculative way of considering things turns out to be the dissolution
of the distinct and the determinate, or, instead turns out to be simply the
casting of what is distinct and determinate into the abyss of the void, an
act lacking all development or having no justification in its own self at all.
In that mode, to examine any existence in the way in which it is in the
absolute consists in nothing more than saying it is in fact being spoken of
as, say, a “something,” whereas in the absolute, in the A = A, there is no
such “something,” for in the absolute, everything is one. To oppose this one
bit of knowledge, namely, that in the absolute everything is the same, to
the knowing which makes distinctions and which has been either fulfilled

I
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or is seeking and demanding to be fulfilled — that is, to pass off its absoluze
as the night in which, as one says, all cows are black — is an utterly vacuous
naiveté in cognition. — The formalism which has been indicted and scorned
by the philosophy of recent times and which has been generated again in it
will not disappear from science even though its inadequacy is well known
and felt. It will not disappear until the knowing of absolute actuality has
become completely clear about its own nature. — Taking into consideration
that working out any general idea® is made easier by first having it right
before us, it is worth indicating here at least very roughly what those ideas
are. At the same time, we should also take this opportunity to rid ourselves
of a few forms which are only impediments to philosophical cognition.

17. In my view, which must be justified by the exposition of the sys-
tem itself, everything hangs on grasping and expressing the true not just
as substance but just as much as subject. At the same time, it is to be noted
that substantiality comprises within itself the universal, or, it comprises not
only the immediacy of knowing but also the immediacy of being, or, imme-
diacy for knowing. — However much taking God to be the one substance
shocked the age in which this was expressed, still that was in part because
of an instinctive awareness that in such a view self-consciousness only per-
ishes and is not preserved. However, in part, the opposite view, which itself
clings to thinking as thinking, or, which holds fast to universality, is exactly
the same simplicity, or, it is itself undifferentiated, unmoved substantiality.
But, thirdly, if thinking only unifies the being of substance with itself and
grasps immediacy, or intuition grasped as thinking, then there is the issue
about whether this intellectual intuition does not then itself relapse into
inert simplicity and thereby present actuality itself in a fully non-actual
mode.

18. Furthermore, the living substance is the being that is in truth subject,
or, what amounts to the same thing, it is in truth actual only insofar as it
is the movement of self-positing, or, that it is the mediation of itself and
its becoming-other-to-itself. As subject, it is pure, simple negativity, and,
as a result, it is the estrangement of what is simple, or, it is the doubling
which posits oppositions and which is again the negation of this indifferent
diversity and its opposition. That is, it is only this se/f-restoring sameness,
the reflective turn into itself in its otherness. — The true is not an original
unity as such, or, not an immediate unity as such. It is the coming-to-be
of itself, the circle that presupposes its end as its goal and has its end for
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its beginning, and which is actual only through this accomplishment and
its end.

19. The life of God and divine cognition might thus be expressed as a
game love plays with itself. If this Idea® lacks the seriousness, the suffering,
the patience, and the labor of the negative, then it lowers itself into edifica-
tion, even into triteness. /z izself that life is indeed an unalloyed sameness
and unity with itself, since in such a life there is neither anything serious
in this otherness and alienation, nor in overcoming this alienation. How-
ever, this in-itself is abstract universality, in which its nature, which is 7o
be for irself, and the self-movement of the form are both left out of view.
However much the form is said to be the same as the essence, still it is for
that very reason a bald misunderstanding to suppose that cognition can be
content with the in-itself, or, the essence, but can do without the form —
that the absolute principle, or, the absolute intuition, can make do without
working out the former or without the development of the latter. Precisely
because the form is as essential to the essence as the essence is to itself, the
essence must not be grasped and expressed as mere essence, which is to say,
as immediate substance or as the pure self-intuition of the divine. Rather,
it must likewise be grasped as form in the entire richness of the developed
form, and only thereby is it grasped and expressed as the actual.

20. The true is the whole. However, the whole is only the essence com-
pleting itself through its own development. This much must be said of
the absolute: It is essentially a result, and only at the end is it what it is in
truth. Its nature consists just in this: to be actual, to be subject, or, to be
the becoming-of-itself. As contradictory as it might seem, namely, that the
absolute is to be comprehended essentially as a result, even a little reflec-
tion will put this mere semblance of contradiction in its rightful place. The
beginning, the principle, or, the absolute as it is at first, or, as it is imme-
diately expressed, is only the universal. But just as my saying “#// animals”
can hardly count as an expression of zoology, it is likewise obvious that the
words, “absolute,” “divine,” “eternal,” and so on, do not express what is
contained in them; — and it is only such words which in fact express intu-
ition as the immediate. Whatever is more than such a word, even the mere
transition to a proposition, is a becoming-other which must be redeemed,
or, it is a mediation. However, it is this mediation which is rejected with
such horror as if somebody, in making more of mediation than in claiming
both that it itself is nothing absolute and that it in no way is in the absolute,
would be abandoning absolute cognition altogether.

2 Idee.
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21. However, this abhorrence®” of mediation stems in fact from a lack of
acquaintance with the nature of mediation and with the nature of abso-
lute cognition itself. This is so because mediation is nothing but self-
moving self-equality, or, it is a reflective turn into itself, the moment of
the I existing-for-itself, pure negativity, or, simple coming-to-be. The 1, or,
coming-to-be, this mediating, is, on account of its simplicity, immediacy
in the very process of coming-to-be and is the immediate itself. — Hence,
reason is misunderstood if reflection is excluded from the truth and is not
taken to be a positive moment of the absolute. Reflection is what makes
truth into the result, but it is likewise what sublates the opposition between
the result and its coming-to-be. This is so because this coming-to-be is just
as simple and hence not different from the form of the true, which itself
proves itself to be simple in its result. Coming-to-be is instead this very
return into simplicity. — However much the embryo is indeed in itself a
person, it is still not a person for itself; the embryo is a person for itself only
as a culturally formed and educated rationality which has made itself into
what it is in izself. This is for the first time its actuality. However, this result
is itself simple immediacy, for it is self-conscious freedom which is at rest
within itself, a freedom which has not set the opposition off to one side
and left it only lying there but has been reconciled with it.

22. What has just been said can also be expressed by saying that reason
is purposive doing. Both the exaltation of a nature supposedly above and
beyond thinking, an exaltation which misconstrues thinking, and espe-
cially the banishment of external purposiveness have brought the form
of purpose completely into disrepute. Yet, in the sense in which Aristotle
also determines nature as purposive doing, purpose is the immediate, the
motionless, which is self-moving, or, is subject. Its abstract power to move is
being-for-itself; or, pure negativity. For that reason, the result is the same as
the beginning because the beginning is purpose — that is, the actual is the
same as its concept only because the immediate, as purpose, has the self,
or, pure actuality, within itself. The purpose which has been worked out,
or, existing actuality, is movement and unfolded coming-to-be. However,
this very unrest is the self, and for that reason, it is the same as the former
immediacy and simplicity of the beginning because it is the result which
has returned into itself. — What has returned into itself is just the self, and
the self is self-relating sameness and simplicity.

23. The need to represent the absolute as subject has helped itself to such
propositions as “God is the eternal,” or “God is the moral order of the
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world,” or “God is love,” etc. In such propositions, the true is directly
posited as subject, but it is not presented as the movement of reflection-
taking-an-inward-turn. One proposition of that sort begins with the word
“God.” On its own,” this is a meaningless sound, a mere name. It is only
the predicate that says what the name is and is its fulfillment and its mean-
ing. The empty beginning becomes actual knowledge only at the end of
the proposition. To that extent, one cannot simply pass over in silence the
reason why one cannot speak solely of the eternal, the moral order of the
world, etc., or, as the ancients did, of pure concepts, of being, of the one,
etc., or, of what the meaning is, without appending the meaningless sound
as well. However, the use of this word only indicates that it is neither a
being nor an essence nor a universal per se which is posited; what is posited
is what is reflected into itself, a subject. Yet, at the same time, this is some-
thing only anticipated. The subject is accepted as a fixed point on which
the predicates are attached for their support through a movement belong-
ing to what it is that can be said to know this subject and which itself is also
not to be viewed as belonging to the point itself, but it is solely through
this movement that the content would be portrayed as the subject. Because
of the way this movement is constituted, it cannot belong to the point, but
after the point has been presupposed, this movement cannot be constituted
in any other way, and it can only be external. Thus, not only is the former
anticipation that the absolute is subject not the actuality of this concept,
but it even makes that actuality impossible, for it posits the concept as a
point wholly at rest, whereas the concept is self-movement.

24. Among the many consequences that follow from what has been said,
this in particular can be underscored: It is only as a science or as a system
that knowing is actual and can be given an exposition; and that any fur-
ther so-called fundamental proposition or first principle of philosophy, if
it is true, is for this reason alone also false just because it is a fundamental
proposition or a principle. — It is consequently very easily refuted. Its refu-
tation consists in demonstrating its defects; however, it is defective because
it is only the universal, or, only a principle, or, it is only the beginning.
If the refutation is thorough, then it is derived from and developed out
of that fundamental proposition or principle itself — the refutation is not
pulled off by bringing in counter-assertions and impressions external to the
principle. Such a refutation would thus genuinely be the development of
the fundamental proposition itself; it would even be the proper augmenta-
tion of the principle’s own defectiveness if it were not to make the mistake
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of focusing solely on its negative aspect without taking note of its results
and the advances it has made in their positive aspect. — Conversely, the
genuinely positive working out of the beginning is at the same time just as
much a negative posture towards its beginning; namely, a negative posture
towards its one-sided form, which is to be at first only immediately, or, to
be purpose. It may thereby be taken to be the refutation of what constitutes
the ground of the system, but it is better taken as showing that the ground,
or the principle, of the system is in fact only its beginning.

25. That the true is only actual as a system, or, that substance is essen-
tially subject, is expressed in the representation that expresses the abso-
lute as spirit — the most sublime concept and the one which belongs to
modernity** and its religion. The spiritual alone is the actual; it is the
essence, or, what exists-in-isself. — It is what is self-comporting, or, the deter-
minate itself, or, otherness and being-for-itself— and, in this determinateness,
to be the self-enduring in its being-external-to-itself> — or, it is in and for
irself. — However, it is first of all this being-in-and-for-itself for us, or, in
itself, which is to say, it is spiritual substance. It has to become this for itself —
it must be knowing of the spiritual, and it must be knowing of itself as
spirit. This means that it must be, to itself, an object, but it must likewise
immediately be a mediated object, which is to say, it must be a sublated
object reflected into itself. It is for izself solely for us insofar as its spiritual
content is engendered by itself. Insofar as the object for itself is also for
itself,*® this self-engendering, the pure concept, is, to itself, the objective
element in which it has its existence, and in this manner, it is, for itself in
its existence, an object reflected into itself. Spirit knowing itself in that way
as spirit is science. Science is its actuality, and science is the realm it builds
for itself in its own proper element.

26. Pure self-knowing in absolute otherness, this ether as such, is the
very ground and soil of science, or, knowing in its universality. The begin-
ning of philosophy presupposes or demands that consciousness is situated
in this element. However, this element itself has its culmination and its
transparency only through the movement of its coming-to-be. It is pure
spirituality, or, the universal in the mode of simple immediacy. Because it
is the immediacy of spirit, because it is the substance of spirit, it is zrans-
figured essentiality, reflection that is itself simple, or, is immediacy; it is
being that is a reflective turn into itself. For its part, science requires that
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self-consciousness shall have elevated itself into this ether in order to be
able to live with science and to live in science, and, for that matter, to be
able to live at all. Conversely, the individual has the right to demand that
science provide him at least with the ladder to reach this standpoint. The
individual’s right is based on his absolute self-sufficiency, which he knows
he possesses in every shape of his knowing, for in every shape, whether
recognized by science or not, and no matter what the content might be,
the individual is at the same time the absolute form, or, he has immed;-
ate self-certainty; and, if one were to prefer this expression, he thereby has
an unconditioned being. However much the standpoint of consciousness,
which is to say, the standpoint of knowing objective things to be opposed
to itself and knowing itself to be opposed to them, counts as the ozher to
science — the other, in which consciousness is at one with itself,>” counts
instead as the loss of spirit — still, in comparison, the element of science pos-
sesses for consciousness an other-worldly remoteness in which conscious-
ness is no longer in possession of itself. Each of these two parts seems to
the other to be an inversion of the truth. For the natural consciousness to
entrust itself immediately to science would be to make an attempt, induced
by it knows not what, to walk upside down all of a sudden. The compul-
sion to accept this unaccustomed attitude and to transport oneself in that
way would be, so it would seem, a violence imposed on it with neither any
advance preparation nor with any necessity. — Science may be in its own
self what it will, but in its relationship to immediate self-consciousness,
it presents itself as an inversion of the latter, or, because immediate self-
consciousness is the principle of actuality, by immediate self-consciousness
existing for itself outside of science, science takes the form of non-actuality.
Accordingly, science has to unite that element with itself or instead to show
both that such an element belongs to itself and how it belongs to it. Lack-
ing actuality, science is the in-itself; the purpose, which at the start is still
something inner, at first not as spirit but only as spiritual substance. It has
to express itself and become for itself, and this means nothing else than that
it has to posit self-consciousness as being at one with itself.

27. This coming-to-be of science itself; or, of knowing, is what is presented
in this phenomenology of spirit as the first part of the system of science.
Knowing, as it is at first, or, as immediate spirit, is devoid of spirit, is sen-
suous consciousness. In order to become genuine knowing, or, in order to
beget the element of science which is its pure concept, immediate spirit
must laboriously travel down a long path. — As it is established in its
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content and in the shapes that appear in it, this coming-to-be appears a bit
differently from the way a set of instructions on how to take unscientific
consciousness up to and into science would appear; it also appears some-
what differently from the way laying the foundations for science would
appear. — In any case, it is something very different from the inspiration
which begins immediately, like a shot from a pistol, with absolute knowl-
edge, and which has already finished with all the other standpoints simply
by declaring that it will take no notice of them.

28. However, the task of leading the individual from his culturally imma-
ture standpoint up to and into science had to be taken in its universal
sense, and the universal individual, the world spirit, had to be examined in
the development of its cultural education. — With regard to the relation-
ship between these two, each moment, as it achieves concrete form and its
own figuration, appears in the universal individual. However, the particu-
lar individual is an incomplete spirit, a concrete shape whose entire exis-
tence falls into oze determinateness and in which the other features are only
present as intermingled traits. In any spirit that stands higher than another,
the lower concrete existence has descended to the status of an insignificant
moment; what was formerly at stake is now only a trace; its shape has been
covered over and has become a simple shading of itself. The individual
whose substance is spirit standing at the higher level runs through these
past forms in the way that a person who takes up a higher science goes
through those preparatory studies which he has long ago internalized in
order to make their content current before him; he calls them to mind
without having his interest linger upon them. In that way, each individ-
ual spirit also runs through the culturally formative stages of the universal
spirit, but it runs through them as shapes which spirit has already laid aside,
as stages on a path that has been worked out and leveled out in the same
way that we see fragments of knowing, which in earlier ages occupied men
of mature minds, now sink to the level of exercises, and even to that of
games for children. In this pedagogical progression, we recognize the his-
tory of the cultural formation of the world sketched in silhouette. This past
existence has already become an acquired possession of the universal spirit;
it constitutes the substance of the individual, o, his inorganic nature. — In
this respect, the cultural formation of the individual regarded from his own
point of view consists in his acquiring all of this which is available, in his
living off that inorganic nature and in his taking possession of it for himself.
Likewise, this is nothing but the universal spirit itself, or, substance giving
itself its self-consciousness, or, its coming-to-be and its reflective turn into
itself.
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29. Science of this culturally educative movement is the detail and the
necessity of its shaping, as what has been diminished into a moment and a
possession of spirit. The aim is spirit’s insight into what knowing is. Impa-
tience demands the impossible, which is to say, to achieve the end without
the means. On the one hand, the /length of the path has to be endured, for
each moment is necessary — but on the other hand, one must /inger at every
stage on the way, for each stage is itself an entire individual shape, and it is
viewed absolutely only insofar as its determinateness is viewed as a whole,
or, as concrete, or, insofar as the whole is viewed in terms of the distinctive-
ness of this determination. — Both because the substance of the individual,
the world spirit, has possessed the patience to pass through these forms
over a long stretch of time and to take upon itself the prodigious labor of
world history, and because it could not have reached consciousness about
itself in any lesser way, the individual spirit itself cannot comprehend its
own substance with anything less. At the same time, it has less trouble in
doing so because in the meantime it has accomplished this in izself — the
content is already actuality erased to possibility, immediacy which has been
mastered. That content, which is already what has been thought,*® is the pos-
session of individuality. It is no longer existence which is to be converted
into being-in-itself. Rather, it is just the in-itself which is to be converted
into the form of being-for-itself. The way this is done is now to be more
precisely determined.

30. In this movement, although the individual is spared the sublation of
existence, what still remains is the representation of and the familiarity with
the forms. The existence taken back into the substance is through that first
negation at first only immediately transferred into the element of self. The
element thus still has the same character of uncomprehended immediacy,
or, of unmoved indifference as existence itself, or, it has only passed over
into representational thought.*® — As a result, it is at the same time famil-
iar to us, or, it is the sort of thing that spirit has finished with, in which
spirit has no more activity, and, as a result, in which spirit has no further
interest. However much the activity, which is finished with existence, is
itself the immediate, or, however much it is the existing mediation and
thereby the movement only of the particular spirit which is not compre-
hending itself, still in contrast knowing is directed against the representa-
tional thought which has come about through this immediacy, is directed
against this familiarity, and it is thus the doing of the universal self and the
interest of thinking.

3 Gedachtes. » Vorstellung.

26



27

20 The Phenomenology of Spirit

31. What is familiar and well known?® as such is not really known?® for the
very reason that it is familiar and well known. In the case of cognition, the
most common form of self-deception and deception of others is when one
presupposes something as well known and then makes one’s peace with it.
In that kind of back-and-forth chatter about various pros and cons, such
knowing, without knowing how it happens to it, never really gets any-
where. Subject and object, God, nature, understanding, sensibility, etc.,
are, as is well known, all unquestioningly laid as foundation stones which
constitute fixed points from which to start and to which to return. The
movement proceeds here and there between those points, which them-
selves remain unmoved, and it thereby operates only upon the surface.
Thus, for a person to grasp and to examine matters consists only in see-
ing whether he finds everything said by everybody else to match up with
his own idea® about the matter, or with whether it seems that way to him
and whether or not it is something with which he is familiar.

32. As it used to be carried out, the analysis of a representation was indeed
nothing but the sublation of the form of its familiarity.”® To break up a
representation into its original elements is to return to its moments, which
at least do not have the form of a representation which one has simply
stumbled across, but which instead constitute the immediate possession of
the self. To be sure, this analysis would only arrive at thoughts which are
themselves familiar and fixed, or it would arrive at motionless determina-
tions. However, what is separated, the non-actual itself, is itself an essential
moment, for the concrete is self-moving only because it divides itself and
turns itself into the non-actual. The activity of separating is the force and
labor of the understanding, the most astonishing and the greatest of all the
powers, or rather, which is the absolute power. The circle, which, enclosed
within itself, is at rest and which, as substance, sustains its moments, is the
immediate and is, for that reason, an unsurprising relationship. However,
the accidental, separated from its surroundings, attains an isolated freedom
and its own proper existence only in its being bound to other actualities
and only as existing in their context; as such, it is the tremendous power
of the negative; it is the energy of thinking, of the pure I. Death, if that is
what we wish to call that non-actuality, is the most fearful thing of all, and
to keep and hold fast to what is dead requires only the greatest force. Pow-
erless beauty detests the understanding because the understanding expects
of her what she cannot do. However, the life of spirit is not a life that is
fearing death and austerely saving itself from ruin; rather, it bears death
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calmly, and in death, it sustains itself. Spirit only wins its truth by find-
ing its feet in its absolute disruption. Spirit is not this power which, as the
positive, avoids looking at the negative, as is the case when we say of some-
thing that it is nothing, or that it is false, and then, being done with it,
go off on our own way on to something else. No, spirit is this power only
by looking the negative in the face and lingering with it. This lingering is
the magical power that converts it into being. — This power is the same as
what in the preceding was called the subject, which, by giving existence to
determinateness in its own element, sublates abstract immediacy, or, is only
existing immediacy, and, as a resul, is itself the true substance, is being, or,
is the immediacy which does not have mediation external to itself but is
itself this mediation.

33. That what is represented becomes a possession of pure self-
consciousness, namely, this elevation to universality itself, is only one aspect
of cultural formation and is not yet fully perfected cultural formation. —
The course of studies of the ancient world is distinct from that of modern
times in that the ancient course of studies consisted in a thoroughgoing
cultivation of natural consciousness. Experimenting particularly with each
part of its existence and philosophizing about everything it came across, the
ancient course of studies fashioned itself into an altogether active univer-
sality. In contrast, in modern times, the individual finds the abstract form
ready-made. The strenuous effort to grasp it and make it his own is more of
an unmediated drive to bring the inner to the light of day; it is the truncated
creation of the universal rather than the emergence of the universal from
out of the concrete, from out of the diversity found in existence. Nowadays
the task before us consists not so much in purifying the individual of the
sensuously immediate and in making him into a thinking substance which
has itself been subjected to thought;* it consists instead in doing the very
opposite. It consists in actualizing and spiritually animating the universal
through the sublation of fixed and determinate thoughts. However, it is
much more difficult to set fixed thoughts into fluid motion than it is to
bring sensuous existence into such fluidity. The reason for this lies in what
was said before. The former determinations have the I, the power of the
negative, or, pure actuality, as their substance and as the element of their
existence, whereas sensuous determinations have their substance only in
impotent abstract immediacy, or in being as such. Thoughts become fluid
by pure thinking, this inner immediacy, recognizing® itself as a moment,
or, by pure self-certainty abstracting itself from itself — it does not consist
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in only omitting itself; or, setting itself off to one side. Rather, it consists in
giving up the fixizy of its self-positing as well as the fixity of the purely con-
crete, which is the I itself in opposition to the differences of its content —
as the fixity of differences which, posited as existing in the element of pure
thinking, share that unconditionality of the I. Through this movement,
pure thoughts become concepts, and are for the first time what they are in
truth: self-moving movements, circles, which are what their substance is;
namely, spiritual essentialities.

34. This movement of pure essentialities constitutes the nature of sci-
entific rigor per se. As the connectedness of its content, this movement is
both the necessity of that content and its growth into an organic whole.
The path along which the concept of knowing is reached likewise itself
becomes a necessary and complete coming-to-be, so that this preparation
ceases to be a contingent philosophizing which just happens to fasten onto
this and those objects, relations, or thoughts arising from an imperfect con-
sciousness and having all the contingency such a consciousness brings in its
train; or, it ceases to be the type of philosophizing which seeks to ground
the truth in only clever argumentation about pros and cons or in infer-
ences based on fully determinate thoughts and the consequences following
from them. Instead, through the movement of the concept, this path will
encompass the complete worldliness?*® of consciousness in its necessity.

35. Furthermore, such an account constitutes the firsz part of science,
since the existence of spirit as primary is nothing else but the immediate
itself, or, the beginning, which is not yet its return into itself. Hence, the
element of immediate existence is the determinateness though which this
part of science renders itself distinct from the other parts. — The account
of this difference leads directly to the discussion of a few of those idées fixes
that usually turn up in these discussions.

36. The immediate existence of spirit, consciousness, has two moments,
namely, knowing and the objectivity which is negative to knowing. While
spirit develops itself in this element and explicates its moments therein,
still this opposition corresponds to these moments, and they all come on
the scene as shapes of consciousness. The science of this path is the science
of the experience consciousness goes through.” Substance is considered in
the way that it and its movement are the objects of consciousness. Con-
sciousness knows and comprehends nothing but what is in its experience,
for what is in experience is just spiritual substance, namely, as the object of

36 Weltlichkeit. This might also be rendered as “secularity.”
37 Wissenschaft der Erfahrung, die das Bewufitsein macht.
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its own self. However, spirit becomes the object, for it is this movement
of becoming an ozher to itself, which is to say, of becoming an object to
its own self and of sublating this otherness. And experience is the name
of this very movement in which the immediate, the non-experienced, i.e.,
the abstract (whether the abstract is that of sensuous being or of “a simple”
which has only been thought about) alienates itself and then comes round
to itself from out of this alienation. It is only at that point that, as a prop-
erty of consciousness, the immediate is exhibited in its actuality and in its
truth.

37. The inequality which takes place in consciousness between the [ and
the substance which is its object is their difference, the negative itself. It
can be viewed as the defect of the two, but it is their very soul or is what
moves them. This is why certain ancients conceived of the void as what
moved things in conceiving of what moves things as the negative, but they
did not yet grasp this negative as the self. — However much this negative
now initially appears as the inequality between the I and the object, still it is
just as much the inequality of the substance with itself. What seems to take
place outside of the substance, to be an activity directed against it, is its own
doing, and substance shows that it is essentially subject. While substance
has completely shown this, spirit has made its existence equal to its essence.
Spirit is an object to itself in the way that it is, and the abstract element
of immediacy and the separation between knowing and truth is overcome.
Being is absolutely mediated — it is a substantial content which is just as
much immediately the possession of the I, is self-like, or is the concept.
With that, the phenomenology of spirit brings itself to its conclusion. What
spirit prepares for itself in its phenomenology is the element of knowing.
In this element, the moments of spirit unfold themselves into the form of
simplicity which knows its object to be itself. They no longer fall apart into
the opposition of being and knowing but instead remain in the simplicity
of knowing itself, and they are the truth in the form of the truth, and their
diversity is only a diversity of content. Their movement, which organizes
itself in this element into a whole, is logic, or speculative philosophy.

38. Now because the system of spirit’s experience embraces only the
appearance of spirit, it seems to be the case that the advance from this sys-
tem to the science of the #rue in the shape of the true is merely negative, and
one might wish to be spared the negative (as the fa/se) and demand instead
to be taken without further ado straight to the truth. Why bother with the
false at all? — What was mentioned above, namely, that perhaps we should
have begun straight away with science, may be answered here by taking into
consideration that aspect which has to do with the general make-up of the
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negative when it is regarded as the false. Ordinary ideas® on this subject
especially obstruct the entrance to the truth. This will provide an oppor-
tunity to speak about mathematical cognition, which non-philosophical
knowing looks upon as the ideal which philosophy must try to attain but
towards which it has so far striven in vain.

39. The #rue and the false belong to those determinate thoughts that are
regarded as motionless essences unto themselves, with one standing fixedly
here and the other standing fixedly there, and each being isolated from the
other and sharing no commonality. Against that view, it must be main-
tained that truth is not a stamped coin issued directly from the mint and
ready for one’s pocket. Nor s there “a” false, no more than there is “an” evil.
To be sure, evil and falsechood are not as bad as the devil, since, if they are
taken as the devil, they are made into particular subjects. However, as false
and evil, they are only universals, even though they have an essentiality of
their own vis-a-vis each other. — The false, for it is only the false which is
being spoken of here, would be the other, the negative of substance which,
as the content of knowing, is the true. However, the substance is itself essen-
tially the negative, in part as the difference and the determination of the
content, and in part as a simple differentiating, which is to say, as the self
and knowing as such. To be sure, we can know falsely. For something to be
known falsely means that knowing is unequal to its substance. Yet this very
inequality is the differentiating per se, the essential moment. Itis indeed out
of this differentiation that its equality comes to be, and this equality, which
has come to be, is truth. However, it is not truth in the sense that would
just discard inequality, like discarding the slag from pure metal, nor even
is it truth in the way that a finished vessel bears no trace of the instrument
that shaped it. Rather, as the negative, inequality is still itself immediately
present, just as the self in the true as such is itself present. For that reason,
it cannot be said that the false constitutes a moment or even a constituent
part of the true. Take the saying that “In every falsehood, there is some-
thing true” — in this expression both of them are regarded as oil and water,
which cannot mix and are only externally combined. It is precisely for the
sake of pointing out the significance of the moment of complete otherness
that their expression must no longer be employed in the instances where
their otherness has been sublated. Just as the expressions, “unity of subject
and object” or of “the finite and infinite,” or of “being and thinking,” etc.,
have a certain type of clumsiness to them in that subject and object, etc.,
mean what they are outside of their unity, and therefore in their unity, they

3 Vorstellungen.
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are not meant in the way that their expression states them, so too the false
as the false is no longer a moment of truth.

40. The dogmatism of the way of thinking, in both the knowing of phi-
losophy and the study of it, is nothing but the opinion that truth consists
either in a proposition which is a fixed result or else in a proposition which
is immediately known. To questions like, “When was Caesar born?”, “How
many toise were there in a stadion and what did they amount to?”, etc., a
neat and tidy answer is supposed to be given, just as it is likewise deter-
minately true that the square of the hypotenuse is equal to the sum of
the squares of the other two sides of a right-angled triangle. However, the
nature of such a so-called truth is different from the nature of philosophical
truths.

41. With regard to historical truths, to take note of them very briefly, it is
the case that insofar as they are examined in light of what is purely historical
in them, it will be readily granted that they have to do with individual exis-
tence, with a contingent and arbitrary content, and with the non-necessary
determinations of that individual existence. — However, even bare truths
like those cited in the example do not exist without the movement of self-
consciousness. In order to know any one of them, there has to be a good
deal of comparison, books also have to be consulted, or, in some way or
other, inquiry has to be carried out. Even in the case of immediate intu-
ition, acquaintance with them is held to be of true value only when such
acquaintance is linked to the reasons behind it, even though it is really just
the unadorned result itself which is supposed to be at issue.

42. As for mathematical truths, one would hardly count as a geometer if
one only knew Euclid’s theorems &y heart without knowing the proofs, or,
so it might be expressed by way of contrast, without knowing them really
deep down in one’s heart. Likewise, if by measuring many right-angled trian-
gles, one came to know that their sides are related in the well-known way,
the knowing thus gained would be regarded as unsatisfactory. Nonethe-
less, the essentiality of the proof in the case of mathematical cognition does
not yet have the significance and the nature of being a moment in the
result itself; rather, in the result, the proof is over and done with and has
vanished. As a result, the theorem is arguably one that is seen to be true.
However, this added circumstance has nothing to do with its content but
only with its relation to the subject. The movement of mathematical proof
does not belong to the object but is a doing that is external to the item
at hand. The nature of a right-angled triangle does not divide itself up in
the manner exhibited in the mathematical construction which is neces-
sary for the proof of the proposition expressing its ratio. The whole act of
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producing the result is a process and a means of cognition. — In philosoph-
ical cognition, the coming-to-be of existence as existence is also different
from the coming-to-be of essence, or the inner nature of the thing at issue.
However, in the first place, philosophical cognition contains both, whereas
in contrast mathematical cognition exhibits only the coming-to-be of exis-
tence, i.e., the coming-to-be of the being of the nature of the thing at issue
in cognition as such. Moreover, philosophical cognition also unites these
two particular movements. The inward emergence, or the coming-to-be,
of substance is an undivided transition into the external, or into existence,
into being for another, and conversely, the coming-to-be of existence is its
taking-itself-back into essence. In that way, the movement is the twofold
process and coming-to-be of the whole, so that at the same time each posits
the other, and, for that reason, each in itself also has both of them as two
viewpoints. Together they make the whole by dissolving themselves and
making themselves into moments of the whole.

43. In mathematical cognition, insight is an external doing vis-a-vis the
item at issue. It follows that the true item at issue is thereby altered. The
tools, the construction, and the proof thus do indeed contain true proposi-
tions. However, it must nonetheless be stated that the content is false. The
triangle in the above example is taken apart, and its parts are then affixed
onto other figures that the construction which is contained in the triangle
permits to emerge. It is only at the end that the triangle which is really at
issue is reinstated; it was lost to view during the course of the procedure
and appeared only in fragments that belonged to other wholes. — Thus, we
see here the negativity of the content making its entrance on to the scene,
a negativity which would have to be called a falsity of the content just as
much as, in the movement of the concept, one would have to speak of the
disappearance of supposedly fixed thoughts.

44. But the genuine defectiveness of this kind of cognition has to do with
cognition itself as much as it does with its material. — In the first place, as to
what concerns cognition, no insight into the necessity of the construction is
achieved. The necessity does not emerge from the concept of the theorem.
Rather, it is imposed, and one is instructed to draw just these lines when
an infinite number of others could have been drawn and to obey blindly
the injunction without any more knowing on one’s part other than the
fond belief that this will serve the purpose of leading to the proof. This
purposiveness also turns out later on to be only external because it is only
afterwards, in the proof itself, that it first becomes evident. — Likewise, the
proof itself takes a path that begins anywhere, without one knowing as yet
what relation this beginning has to the result that is supposed to emerge. In
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the progress of the proof, it incorporates #hese determinations and relations
and leaves others alone, but it does this without immediately seeing what
necessity there is in the matter. It is an external purpose which controls this
movement.

45. The convincingness’® of this defective cognition is something of which
mathematics is proud and which it brags about to philosophy, but it rests
solely on the poverty of its purpose and the defectiveness of its material, and
it is for that reason the kind of thing that philosophy must spurn. — Its pur-
pose, or its concept, is magnitude. It is precisely this relationship which is
non-essential and devoid of the concept. For that reason, the movement of
knowing in mathematics takes place only on the surface; it does not touch
on the thing that really matters, does not touch on the essence, or the con-
cept, and hence it does not constitute any kind of comprehension of what
is at stake. — The material that provides mathematics with this gratifying
wealth of truths consists of space and numerical units. Space is the existence
in which the concept inscribes its differences as it would in an empty, dead
element in which the differences themselves are just as unmoved and life-
less. The actual is not something spatial as it is taken to be in mathematics;
neither concrete sensuous intuition nor philosophy wastes any time with
the kinds of non-actualities which are the things of mathematics. In such
non-actual elements, there are then only non-actual truths, which is to say,
fixed, dead propositions; one can call a halt to any of them, but the next
begins anew on its own account without the first itself having moved on
to another and without any necessary connection arising out of the nature
of the thing at issue. — It is also on account of that principle and element —
and what is formal in mathematical convincingness consists in this — that
knowing advances along the line of equality. Precisely because it does not
move itself, what is lifeless does not make it all the way to the differences
of essence, nor to essential opposition, or to inequality, nor to the transi-
tion of one opposition into its opposite, nor to qualitative, immanent self-
movement. For it is magnitude alone, the inessential difference, that math-
ematics deals with. It is the concept that divides*® space into its dimensions
and determines the combinations of space’s dimensions and combinations
within space’s dimensions; mathematics abstracts from that. Mathematics
does not consider, for example, the relation of line to surface, and when it
compares the diameter of a circle with its circumference, it runs up against
their incommensurability, which is to say, a ratio lying in the concept, or
an infinite, which itself eludes mathematical determination.

3 Evidenz. 4° entzweit.
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46. Immanent, so-called pure mathematics also does not set zime, as
time, over and against space as the second material for its study. Applied
mathematics, to be sure, deals with time in the way it deals with motion and
other actual things, but it incorporates synthetic propositions, i.e., propo-
sitions about their ratios which are determined by their concept. It takes
those synthetic propositions from experience, and it only applies its for-
mulae to those presuppositions. That the so-called proofs of such propo-
sitions which applied mathematics frequently provides, such as those con-
cerning the equilibrium of the lever, the relation of space and time in falling
motion, etc., should be given and accepted as proofs, is itself only proof of
how great the need for proof is for cognition, since even where it has no
more proof, cognition still respects the empty semblance of proof and even
thereby attains a kind of satisfaction. A critique of those proofs would be
as odd as it would be instructive; in part it would cleanse mathematics of
this kind of false polish, and in part it would point out both its limita-
tions and thereby the necessity for another type of knowing. — As for time:
One might presume that time, as the counterpart to space, would consti-
tute the material of the other division of pure mathematics, but time is
the existing concept itself. The principle of magnitude, or the principle of
the conceptless difference, and the principle of equality, or that of abstract,
lifeless unity, are incapable of dealing with that pure restlessness of life and
its absolute difference. Only as something paralyzed, in fact, as the [quan-
titative] one, does this negativity thereby become the second material of
this cognizing, which, itself being an external activity, reduces what is self-
moving to “stuff” simply in order now to have in that “stuff” an indifferent,
external, lifeless content.

47. In contrast, philosophy does not study inessential determinations but
only those that are essential. The abstract or the non-actual is not its ele-
ment and content; rather, its element and content is the actual, what is
self-positing, what is alive within itself, or existence in its concept. It is
the process which creates its own moments and passes through them all;
it is the whole movement that constitutes the positive and its truth. This
movement just as much includes within itself the negative, or what would
be called “the false” if it were to be taken as something from which one
might abstract. It is what disappears and which is instead itself to be taken
as essential, but not as having the determination of something fixed, some-
thing cut off from the truth, which along the way is to be set aside (who
knows where?) as something that lies outside of the truth, just as the truth
also cannot be thought of as what is lifelessly positive and completely at
rest. Appearance is both an emergence and a passing away which does not
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itself emerge and pass away but which instead is in itself and which con-
stitutes the actuality and the living movement of truth. The truth is the
bacchanalian revel where not a member is sober, because, in isolating him-
self from the revel, each member is just as immediately dissolved into it —
the ecstasy is likewise transparently and simply motionless. Judged in the
court of that movement, the individual shapes of spirit do not stably exist
any more than do determinate thoughts, but they are also equally posi-
tive, necessary moments just as much as they are negative, disappearing
moments. — In the whole of the movement, taken as being at rest, what
distinguishes itself in it and what gives itself existence is preserved as the
kind that remembers, as that whose existence is its knowing of itself, just as
this self-knowing is no less immediate existence.

48. It might seem necessary to state at the outset the principal points con-
cerning the method of this movement, or the method of science. However,
its concept lies in what has already been said, and its genuine exposition
belongs to logic, or is instead even logic itself, for the method is nothing
but the structure of the whole in its pure essentiality. However, on the basis
of what has been said up until now, we must be aware that the system of
representations relating to philosophical method itself also belongs to an
already vanished cultural shape. — However much this may perhaps sound
somewhat boastful or revolutionary, and however much I take myself to be
far from striking such a tone, still it is worthwhile to keep in mind that the
scientific régime bequeathed by mathematics — a régime of explanations,
classifications, axioms, a series of theorems along with their proofs, prin-
ciples, and the consequences and inferences to be drawn from them — has
in common opinion already come to be regarded as itself at the least ouz of
date. Even though it has not been clearly seen just exactly why that régime
is so unfit, little to no use at all is any longer made of it, and even though
it is not condemned in itself, it is nonetheless not particularly well liked.
And we must be prejudiced in favor of the excellent and believe that it can
put itself to use and bring itself into favor. However, it is not difficult to see
that the mode of setting forth a proposition, producing reasons for it, and
then also refuting its opposite with an appeal to reason is not the form in
which truth can emerge. Truth is the movement of itself in its own self, but
the former method is that of a cognition which is external to its material.
For that reason, such a method is peculiar to mathematics and must be
left to mathematics, which, as noted, has for its principle the conceptless
relationship of magnitude, and takes its material from dead space as well
as from the equally lifeless numerical unit. In a freer style, that is to say,
in a mélange of even more quirks and contingency, it may also endure in
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ordinary life, say, in a conversation or in the kind of historical instruction
which satisfies curiosity more than it results in knowing, in the same way
that, more or less, a preface does. In everyday life, consciousness has for
its content little bits of knowledge, experiences, sensuous concretions, as
well as thoughts, principles, and, in general, it has its content in whatever
is present, or in what counts as a fixed, stable entity or essence. In part
consciousness continues on this path, and in part it interrupts the whole
context through a free, arbitrary choice about such content, in which it
conducts itself as if it were an external determining and manipulation of
that content. It leads the content back to some kind of certainty, even if it
may be only the feeling of the moment, and its conviction is satisfied when
it arrives at some familiar resting place.

49. However, let it be granted that the necessity of the concept has ban-
ished the slipshod style of those conversations which are composed out
of only clever argumentation, and let it also be granted that it has also
banished the inflexibility of scientific pomposity. Nonetheless, it does not
follow, as we have already noted, that its place ought be swapped for the un-
method that bases itself on either vague sentiments or on inspiration, nor
does it follow that it should be swapped for the capriciousness of prophetic
chatter. Both of these approaches despise not only the scientific rigor of the
necessity of the concept; they despise scientific rigor altogether.

so. When #riplicity* was rediscovered by Kantian thought — rediscovered
by instinct, since at that time the form was dead and deprived of the con-
cept — and when it was then elevated to its absolute significance, the true
form was set out in its true content, and the concept of science was thereby
engendered — but there is almost no use in holding that the triadic form has
any scientific rigor when we see it reduced to a lifeless schema, to a mere
facade, and when scientific organization itself has been reduced to a tabu-
lar chart. — Although we spoke earlier in wholly general terms about this
formalism, now we wish to state more precisely just what this approach is.
This formalism takes itself to have comprehended and expressed the nature
and life of a shape when it affirmed a determination of the schema to be
a predicate of that life or shape. — The predicate may be that of subjectiv-
ity or objectivity, or it may be that of magnetism, electricity, or, for that
matter, contraction or expansion, east or west, and so forth. All of them
can be infinitely multiplied, since in this way of proceeding each determi-
nation or shape can be used as a form or moment of the schema for every
other determination, and each moment can profitably perform the same

A Triplizitit.
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service for the other — a circle of reciprocity whose result is that one nei-
ther learns from experience about the thing at issue, nor does one learn
what one or the other of the reciprocal elements is. In such a way of pro-
ceeding, what partly happens is that sensuous determinations are picked
up out of ordinary intuition, determinations which of course are supposed
to mean something different from what they say, and what partly happens
is that the pure determinations of thought, or what is meaningful in itself,
such as subject, object, substance, cause, the universal, etc., are each used as
uncritically and unquestioningly as they are used in everyday life, indeed,
in the same way that expressions like “strong” and “weak” and “expansion”
and “contraction” are used. In the former case, the metaphysics is thereby
as unscientific as are those sensuous representations in the latter case.

s1. Instead of being expressed according to the inner life and the self-
movement of its existence, such a simple determinateness of intuition,
which here just means sensuous knowing, is now expressed in terms of a
superficial analogy, and this external and empty application of the formula
is called construction. — It is the same case with that kind of formalism as it
is with all others. How dull a man’s head must be if he could not in a quar-
ter of an hour come up with the theory that there are asthenic, sthenic, and
indirectly asthenic diseases and then come up with just as many cures, and
who could not in a short time be thereby transformed from an experienced
man into a theoretical physician, since, after all, it was not so long ago that
such a kind of instruction sufficed to do precisely that. However much
the formalism of nature-philosophy teaches that understanding is electric-
ity, that animals are nitrogen, or even that they are eguivalent to south or
north poles, and so forth, and however much it represents these matters
as baldly as it is expressed here, and however much it concocts its brew
with even more terminology, still, when an inexperienced person encoun-
ters this nature-philosophy, something like the following can occur. When
that person encounters the kind of force which brings together the kinds
of things which otherwise seem so far removed from each other, and when
that person also then comes face to face with the violence suffered by what
is sensuous and motionless as a result of this combination, or a combina-
tion which only confers the mere semblance of conceptual thought on all
of this and which thus spares itself the main point, namely, expressing the
concept itself, expressing what the sensuous representations mean — when
that happens, then such an inexperienced person may very well be led to a
kind of admiration, astonishment, or even a veneration for the profound
geniuses who can pull off such a feat. He may also feel a certain delight
at the vividness of such determinations, since they replace the abstract
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concept with something more intuitive and make it more pleasing. He may
even congratulate himself for feeling a kinship of soul with such a splen-
did way of viewing things. The flair for displaying that sort of wisdom is
as quickly acquired as it is easy to practice, but when it becomes familiar,
its repetition becomes as intolerable as the repetition of any other bit of
sleight of hand once one has seen through the trick. The instrument of
this monotonous formalism is no more difficult to handle than the palette
of a painter which contains only two colors, perhaps red and green, the
former for coloring the surface when we require a historical piece, the lat-
ter when we require a landscape. — It would be difficult to decide which is
thereby grander: The ease with which everything in heaven and earth, or
even for that matter, everything under the earth, is bathed with that broth
of color, or the fantasy about the excellence of this universal tool, since each
underwrites the other. This method, which consists in taking the pair of
determinations out of that universal schema and then plastering them onto
everything in heaven and earth, onto all the natural and spiritual shapes
and then organizing everything in this manner, produces nothing less than
a “crystal clear report on the organism of the universe.” This “report” is
like a tabular chart, which is itself a little bit like a skeleton with small bits
of paper stuck all over it, or maybe a bit like the rows of sealed and labeled
boxes in a grocer’s stall. Either of these makes just as much sense as the
other, and, as in the former case, where there are only bones with the flesh
and blood stripped off of them, and as in the latter case, where something
equally lifeless has been hidden away in those boxes, in this “report,” the
living essence of what is at stake has been omitted or concealed. — It was
previously noted that this style at the same time culminates in monochro-
matic, absolute painting, in being ashamed at the differences existing in the
schema and thus looking on them as belonging to reflection. It thus sub-
merges them into the void of the absolute, from out of which pure identity,
a pure formless whiteness, is produced. The monochromatic nature of the
schema and its lifeless determinations, together with this absolute identity
and the transition from one to the other, are each and every one the result
of the same lifeless intellect** and external cognition.

52. The excellent not only cannot escape the fate of being deprived of life
and spirit, of being flayed and then seeing its skin wrapped around lifeless
knowing and that lifeless knowing’s vanity. But even in this fate, one still
takes cognizance® of the power excellence exercises over the heart, if not
over the spirit; one also takes cognizance** of the constructive unfolding

4 Verstand. 4 erkennen. 44 erkennen.
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into universality and the determinateness of form in which its consumma-
tion consists, which alone makes it possible for this universality to be put
to such superficial use.

53. Science may organize itself only through the proper life of the con-
cept. The determinateness which was taken from the schema and externally
stuck onto existence is in science the self-moving soul of the content which
has been brought to fulfillment. On the one hand, the movement of “what
is” consists in becoming an other to itself and thus in coming to be its
own immanent content; on the other hand, it takes this unfolding back
into itself, or it takes its existence back into itself, which is to say, it makes
itself into a moment, and it simplifies itself into determinateness. In that
movement, negativity is differentiating and positing of existence; in this lat-
ter return into itself, negativity consists in the coming-to-be of determinate
simplicity. In this way, the content shows that its determinateness is not
first received from an other and then externally pinned onto it; rather, the
content gives itself this determinateness, it bestows on itself the status of
being a moment, and it gives itself a place in the whole. The understanding,
which likes to put everything in its own little pigeon-hole, retains for itself
the necessity and the concept of the content which constitutes the con-
crete, or actuality itself, the living movement of the subject matter which
it puts in order, or rather, the understanding does not retain this for itself;
it does not get to know*® it, for if it were to have this insight, it would
surely indicate that it had it. It has no cognizance at all of the need for such
insight; if it did, it would refrain from schematizing, or at least it would
know that it knows no more than what is made available through a table
of contents. A table of contents is all that the understanding offers, but it
does not supply the contents itself. — However much determinateness such
as, for example, magnetism, is in itself concrete, or is actual, it is nonethe-
less downgraded to the status of something lifeless since it is only predi-
cated of another existence, and no cognizance* is taken of the immanent
life of this existence, nor of how it has its indigenous and distinctive self-
production and exposition. The formal understanding leaves it to others
to add this main point. — Instead of entering into the immanent content of
the subject matter, the understanding always surveys the whole and stands
above the individual existence of which it speaks, or, what amounts to the
same thing, it does not see it at all. However, scientific cognition requires
instead that it give itself over to the life of the object, or, what is the same
thing, that it have the inner necessity of the object before it and that it

% Die Bewegung des Seienden. 46 kennt. 47 erkannt.
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express this inner necessity. Absorbing itself in its object, it forgets the for-
mer overview, which is only a reflection of knowing out of the content and
back into itself. However, sunken into the material and advancing in that
material’s movement, knowing returns back into itself, but not before the
fulfillment, or the content, takes itself back into itself, simplifies itself into
determinateness, reduces itself to oze aspect of an existence, and passes over
into its higher truth. By this movement, the simple whole, surveying itself,
emerges out of the wealth in which its reflection seemed to be lost.

54. As it was previously expressed, because substance is in its own self
subject, all content is its own reflective turn into itself. The stable exis-
tence, or the substance of an existence, is its self-equality, for its inequality
would be its dissolution. However, self-equality is pure abstraction, but this
pure abstraction is thinking. When 1 say, “qualizy,” 1 say, “simple determi-
nateness’; it is by way of its quality that one existent is distinguished from
another or that it is even determined that it is an existent at all. It is for
itself,*® that is, it stably exists through this simplicity with regard to itself.
However, by doing so, it is essentially thinking. — It is here that one con-
ceptually grasps that being is thinking, and it is here that the insight which
tries to steer clear of that ordinary, non-comprehending talk of the identity
of thinking and being finds its place. — Now, as a result the stable being of
existence is self-equality or the pure abstraction, is the abstraction of itself
from itself, or it is itself its own inequality with itself and its own dissolu-
tion — its own inwardness and withdrawal into itself — its coming-to-be. —
Since this is the nature of what exists, and to the extent that what exists has
this nature for knowing, this knowing is not an activity that treats the con-
tent as alien. It is not a reflective turn into itself from out of the content.
Science is not the former idealism which replaced the dogmatism of asser-
tion with the dogmatism of assurance, or the dogmatism of self-certainty — but
rather, while knowing sees the content return into its own inwardness, its
activity is instead sunken into that content, for the activity is the immanent
self of the content as having at the same time returned into itself, since this
activity is pure self-equality in otherness. In this way, that activity is a kind
of cunning which, while seeming to abstain from activity, is looking on to
see just how determinateness and its concrete life takes itself to be engaged
in its own self-preservation and its own particular interest and how it is
actually doing the very opposite, or how it is doing what leads to its own
dissolution and what makes itself into a moment of the whole.

48 es ist fiir sich selbst.
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ss. However much in the foregoing the significance of the understand-
ing was stated in terms of the self-consciousness of substance, still, at least
on the basis of what has already been said, it now becomes clear what
its meaning is, according to the determination of substance as existing. —
Existence is quality, self-equal determinateness, or determinate simplicity,
determinate thought, and this is the understanding which is appropriate to
existence.® It was for that reason that Anaxagoras first took cognizance’® of
Nous as the essence. Those who succeeded him grasped the nature of exis-
tence more determinately as Eidos or Idea, which is to say, as determinate
universality, as a kind. The term, “kind,” perhaps seems too ordinary and
too petty for the Ideas which are all the rage nowadays, such as beauty, holi-
ness, and the eternal. However, “Idea” means neither more nor less than
“kind,” or “species.” Yet nowadays we often see that an expression which
determinately designates a concept is scorned, and whereas another is pre-
ferred to it simply for the reason that it belongs to a foreign language and
that it both shrouds the concept completely in a fog and thereby sounds
more edifying. — Just for the reason that existence is determined as a “kind,”
it is simple thought; Nous, simplicity, is substance. On account of its sim-
plicity, or its self-equality, it appears to be fixed and enduring. However,
this self-equality is just as much negativity, and that fixed existence thereby
passes over into its own dissolution. Its determinateness at first seems to be
only through its relating itself to an ozber, and its movement seems imposed
upon it by an alien power. However, that it has its otherness in itself and
that it is self-moving are contained in that simplicizy of thinking itself, for
this is the self-moving and self-distinguishing thought, the thought which
is its own inwardness, which is the pure concepr. In that way, the intelligi-
bility of the understanding is a coming-to-be, and as this coming-to-be, it
is rationality.

56. Logical necessity in general consists in the nature of what it is to be its
concept in its being. This alone is the rational, the rhythm of the organic
whole, and it is just as much the knowing of the content as that content
itself is the concept and the essence — that is, it is this alone which is the
speculative. — The concrete shape which sets itself into movement makes
itself into simple determinateness, and it thereby elevates itself to logical
form and is in its essentiality. Its concrete existence is only this movement,
and it is immediately logical existence. It is therefore unnecessary to apply
externally a formalism to the concrete content. That content is in its own
self a transition into this formalism, but it ceases to be the latter external
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formalism because the form is the indigenous coming-to-be of the concrete
content itself.

57. On the one hand, this nature of scientific method is inseparable from
the content, and on the other hand, it determines its rhythm through itself,
and it has, as has already been noted, its genuine exposition in speculative
philosophy. — Although what is stated here expresses the concept, it cannot
count for more than an anticipatory affirmation. Its truth does not lie in
this narrative exposition. For that very reason, it is not in the least refuted
by any assertion to the contrary that the movement instead conducts itself
in this or that way, or by calling to mind common conceptions’ as if they
were truths both settled and familiar, or if something new is also served
up and combined with the assurance that it flows forth from the shrine
of inward, divine intuition. — This kind of reception is usually the first
reaction on the part of knowing when something unfamiliar appears to it.
It usually resists it in order to save both its freedom and its own insight and
its own authority against alien authority, since the shape in which anything
is comprehended for the first time always appears as that of alien authority —
it also stages its resistance in order to rid itself of any semblance of the kind
of shame which supposedly lies in something’s having been learned, just as
in those cases where the unfamiliar is greeted with applause, the reaction is
of the same sort as what in another sphere consisted of ultra-revolutionary
speech and action.

58. What thus matters to the szudy of science is that one take the rigorous
exertion of the concept upon oneself. This requires concentrated attention
to the concept as such, to simple determinations, such as, for example,
being-in-isself, being-for-itself, self-equality, and so on, for these are pure self-
movements of the kind that one might even call souls were it not that their
concept denotes something higher than that. The habit of marking progress
in representational thought finds interruption by the concept irksome; like-
wise, so does formal thinking in the way it employs non-actual thoughts
to argue cleverly for this or that thing. That habit should be called mate-
rialized thinking, a contingent consciousness which is sunken into what is
material and which at the same time finds it exceedingly difficult to lift its
own self out of this matter and to be at one with itself. In contrast, only
clever argumentation amounts to freedom from content and to the vanity
that stands above all content. This vanity is expected to make the effort to
give up this freedom, and, instead of being the arbitrary principle moving
the content, it is supposed to let this freedom descend into the content and
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move itself by its own nature, which is to say, to let it move itself by means
of the self as its own self and then to observe this movement. This refusal
both to insert one’s own views into the immanent rhythm of the concept
and to interfere arbitrarily with that rhythm by means of wisdom acquired
elsewhere, or this abstinence, are all themselves an essential moment of
attentiveness to the concept.

59. There are two aspects to merely clever argumentation that call for fur-
ther notice and which are to be contrasted with conceptually comprehend-
ing thinking.” — On the one hand, merely clever argumentation conducts
itself negatively towards the content apprehended; it knows how to refute
itand reduce it to nothing. It says, “This is not the way it is”; this insight is
the merely negative; it is final, and it does not itself go beyond itself to a new
content. Rather, if it is again to have any content, something other from
somewhere else has to be found. It is reflection into the empty I, the vanity
of its own knowing. — What this vanity expresses is not only that this con-
tent is vain but also that this insight itself is vain, for it is the negative which
catches no glimpse of the positive within itself. Because this reflection does
not gain its negativity itself for its content, it is not immersed in the sub-
ject matter at all but is always above and beyond it, and thus it imagines
that by asserting the void, it is going much further than the insight which
was so rich in content. On the other hand, as was formerly pointed out,
in comprehensive thinking, the negative belongs to the content itself and
is the positive, both as its immanent movement and determination and as
the totality of these. Taken as a result, it is the determinate negative which
emerges out of this movement and is likewise thereby a positive content.

60. But in view of the fact that such thinking has a content, whether
the content is that of representations, or of thoughts, or is a mixture of
the two, there is another aspect to it which makes such conceptual com-
prehension so difficult for it. The peculiar nature of this aspect is closely
connected with the essence of the Idea itself as it was described above, or
rather it expresses how the Idea appears as the movement which is itself that
of thinking comprehension.’* — For just now in its negative conduct, which
was previously discussed, clever argumentative thinking is itself the self into
which the content returns, and so too, the self in its positive cognition is
a represented subject to which the content is related as accident and predi-
cate. This subject constitutes the basis in which the content is bound and
on the basis of which the movement runs back and forth. Comprehend-
ing thinking conducts itself in quite a different way. While the concept is
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the object’s own self, or the self which exhibits itself as the object’s coming-
to-be, it is not a motionless subject tranquilly supporting the accidents;
rather, it is the self-moving concept which takes its determinations back
into itself. In this movement, the motionless subject itself breaks down;
it enters into the differences and the content and constitutes the determi-
nateness, which is to say, the distinguished content as well as the content’s
movement, instead of continuing simply to confront that movement. The
solid basis which merely clever argumentation had found in the motion-
less subject thus begins to totter, and it is only this movement itself which
becomes the object. The subject, which brings its content to fulfillment,
ceases to go beyond this content and cannot have still other predicates or
accidents. As a result, the dispersal of the content is, to the contrary, bound
together under the self, and the content is not the universal which, as free
from the subject, could belong to many others. The content is thereby in
fact no longer the predicate of the subject; rather, it is the substance, the
essence, and it is the concept of what it is which is being spoken of. Since
the nature of representational thinking consists in marking advances with
accidents or predicates and then, because they are nothing more than pred-
icates and accidents, going beyond them, it is impeded in its course by what
in the proposition has the form of a predicate being the substance itself. It
suffers, to picture it in this way, from a counter-punch. Starting from the
subject as if this were an enduring ground, it on the contrary finds that by
the predicate being the substance, the subject has passed over into the pred-
icate and has thereby become sublated. And since in this way, what seems
to be the predicate has now become self-sufficient, or has become the whole
show itself, thinking cannot freely roam about but is instead detained by
this weight. — At first, it is usually the subject as the objective fixed self
which is made into the ground. The necessary movement advances from
here to the multiplicity of determinations, or the predicates. It is here that
the knowing I takes the place of that subject, and it is here that it is both
the binding together of the predicates and the subject supporting them.
However, while that former subject enters into the determinations them-
selves and is their soul, the second subject, which is to say, the knowing
subject, finds that the former, which it was supposed to be over and done
with, and which it wants to go beyond in order to return into itself, is still
there in the predicate. Instead of being able to be what sets the predicate
in motion, the subject, as merely clever argumentation over whether this
or that predicate is supposed to be attached, has instead something to do
with the self of the content. The subject is not supposed to be for itself,
but it is supposed to be together with this content.
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61. What has been said can be expressed formally in this way. The nature
of judgment, or of the proposition per se, which includes the difference
between subject and predicate within itself, is destroyed by the speculative
judgment, and the identical proposition, which the former comes to be,
contains the counter-stroke to those relations. — This conflict between the
form of a proposition per se and the unity of the concept which destroys
that form is similar to what occurs in the rhythm between meter and accent.
Rhythm results from the oscillating midpoint and unification of both.
In that way, in the philosophical proposition, the identity of subject and
predicate does not abolish their difference, which is expressed in the form
of the proposition. Instead, their unity emerges as a harmony. The form
of the proposition is the appearance of the determinate sense, or the accent
that differentiates its fulfillment. However, when the predicate expresses
the substance and the subject itself falls under the universal, there is the
unity in which that accent fades away.

62. Some examples will clarify what has been said. Take the proposition:
“God is being.” The predicate is being; it has a substantial meaning in which
the subject melts away. Here, “being” is not supposed to be a predicate. It is
supposed to be the essence, but, as a result, “God” seems to cease to be what
it was through its place in the proposition, namely, to be a fixed subject. —
Thinking, instead of getting any further with the transition from subject to
predicate, feels instead inhibited, since the subject has dropped out of the
picture, and, because it misses the subject, it is thrown back to the thought
of the subject. Or, since the predicate itself has been expressed as a subject,
as being, as the essence which exhausts the nature of the subject, it finds
the subject also to be immediately present in the predicate. Now, instead
of having taken an inward turn into the predicate, and instead of having
preserved the free status of only clever argumentation, it is still absorbed in
the content, or at least the demand for it to be so absorbed is present. — In
that way when it is said, “The actual is the universal,” the actual, as subject,
vanishes into its predicate. The universal is not supposed to have only the
meaning of a predicate such that the proposition would state that, “The
actual is the universal”; rather, the universal ought to express the essence
of the actual. — Thinking thus loses its fixed objective basis which it had in
the subject, when, in the predicate, it was thrown back to the subject, and
when, in the predicate, it returns not into itself but into the subject of the
content.

63. For the most part, this unfamiliar impediment forms the basis for
the complaints about the unintelligibility of philosophical literature even
when the individual has otherwise met the conditions of cultural formation
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for understanding such philosophical writing. In what is said about this,
we see the reason behind the specific reproach which is so often leveled
against such writings, namely, that so much has to be read over and over
again before it can be understood — a reproach which has to do with such
definitive unreasonableness that, if it were justified, no rejoinder would be
possible. — It is clear from the above what is at stake here. The philosoph-
ical proposition, because it is a proposition, evokes the common opinion
about both the usual relationship between subject and predicate and the
customary procedure of knowing. This procedure and common opinion
about such a procedure destroys its philosophical content. Common opin-
ion then learns from experience that it means something other than what
it took itself to have meant, and this correction of its opinion compels
knowing to come back to the proposition and now to grasp it in some
other way.

64. There is a difficulty which should be avoided, which consists in the
commingling of the practices followed by speculation and those of merely
clever argumentation, namely, when what is said of the subject at one time
means its concept and then at another time means its predicate or its acci-
dent. — Each of those modes interferes with the other, and it is only the
kind of philosophical exposition which rigorously excludes the ordinary
relations among the parts of a proposition which would be able to achieve
the goal of plasticity.

65. In fact, non-speculative thinking also has its rights, which are valid
but which are ignored in the speculative proposition. The sublation of
the form of the proposition must not only take place in an immediate
manner through the mere content of the proposition. Rather, this opposi-
tional movement must be given expression. It must not only be the internal
impediment to thought, but rather this return into itself on the part of the
concept must be shown. This movement, which constitutes what otherwise
would have to be accomplished by proof, is the dialectical movement of the
proposition itself. It alone is actual speculation, and it is only the expres-
sion of that movement which is a speculative account. As propositional, the
speculative is only the internal impediment and the non-existing return of
essence into itself. Hence, we often see philosophical accounts referring us
to this inner intuition and thus sparing us the exposition of the dialectical
movement of the proposition which we had demanded. — The proposition
ought to express what the true is, but essentially “the true” is subject. As the
latter, it is only the dialectical movement, this course of self-engendering,
advancing, and then returning into itself. — In the case of cognition of other
sorts, the proof constitutes this aspect of expressed inwardness. However,
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once dialectic has been separated from proof, the concept of philosophical
demonstration has in fact been led astray.

66. On this point, it is worth remembering that the dialectical move-
ment likewise has propositions for its parts or elements. Thus, the high-
lighted difhiculty seems to recur continually and to be a difficulty in the
nature of the subject matter. — This is similar to what happens in the case
of ordinary proofs, namely, that the reasons it employs themselves need to
be based again on other reasons, and so on, ad infinitum. However, this
form of giving reasons and stating conditions belongs to that kind of proof
which both differs from dialectical movement and which thereby belongs
to external cognition. With regard to dialectical movement itself; its ele-
ment is the pure concept; it thereby has a content that is out-and-out the
subject in its own self. Therefore, there is no kind of content that comes for-
ward which behaves as an underlying subject and which gets its significance
by being attached to this as a predicate. Taken in its immediacy, that kind
of proposition is only empty form. — Apart from the sensuously intuited or
represented self, it is for the most part the name as a name, which denotes
the pure subject, the empty, conceptless “one.” For this reason, it would,
for example, be expedient to avoid the name, “God,” because this word
is not immediately the concept but is rather at the same time the genuine
name, the fixed point of rest of the underlying subject, whereas in contrast,
e.g., “being,” or “the one,” “individuality,” “the subject,” etc., themselves
immediately point to concepts. — Even when speculative truths are stated
about that subject, their content lacks the immanent concept because that
content is only present as a motionless subject, and in these circumstances,
speculative truths easily take on the form of mere edification. — From this
side, too, there is an obstacle based in the habit of grasping the speculative
predicate according to the form of a proposition instead of grasping it as
concept and essence. This obstacle can be increased or diminished depend-
ing on the way in which philosophical truths are rendered. The exposition
which stays true to its insight into the nature of what is speculative must
retain the dialectical form and must import nothing into it except what is
both comprehended and is the concept.

67. The study of philosophy is hindered by the conduct of only clever
argumentation, but it is hindered equally as much by the kind of accul-
turation which refuses to engage in such clever argumentation and which
instead bases itself on widely accepted truths. The possessor of those widely
accepted truths thinks he has no need to re-examine them; rather, he takes
them to be fundamental, and he believes he is enabled not only to assert
them but to be both judge and jury by means of them. In this regard, it is
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especially necessary to make philosophizing again into a serious business. In
all the sciences and the arts, in all skills and crafts, the firm conviction pre-
vails that in order to master them, one must spend a considerable amount
of trouble in learning and practice. On the other hand, with regard to phi-
losophy, there is a prejudice which in fact now seems to prevail, namely,
that although anyone with eyes and fingers who acquires leather and a last
is not for that reason in a position to make shoes, everybody nonetheless
immediately understands how to philosophize and how to pass judgment
on philosophy simply because he possesses the standard for doing so in his
natural reason — as if he did not likewise possess in his own foot the stan-
dard for making a shoe. — It seems as if the possession of philosophy only
consists in the lack of any specific kind of knowing and plan of study, and
that as soon as one begins to acquire any such knowing and plan of study,
philosophy itself ceases. Philosophy is quite often held to be a kind of for-
mal knowledge, devoid of all content, but what is severely lacking in such a
view is the insight that according to the content of any kind of knowledge
and science, what counts as truth can only deserve the name of truth when
philosophy has had a hand in its production. Other sciences may try as
much as they like to get by without philosophy and to rely only on clever
argumentation, but without philosophy, they are unable to possess any life,
spirit, or truth in themselves.

68. With a view to genuine philosophy, we see the following. In lieu
of the long course of cultural formation, a movement as rich as it is pro-
found and through which spirit arrives at knowing, we now see the view
that both the immediate revelation of the divine and the views of healthy
common sense, neither of which are bothered or educated by any other
type of knowing or by genuine philosophy, are supposed to be a complete
equivalent for philosophy, and that they are as good a surrogate for philos-
ophy as chicory is lauded as a surrogate for coffee. It is not pleasant to note
how ignorance mixed with formless, tasteless crudity, which is itself inca-
pable of concentrating its thoughts on an abstract proposition and even
less so on the connections among many such propositions, assures itself
at one time that it is itself freedom and is tolerance of thinking, and at
another time it even assures itself of its own genius. Genius once was, as
everyone knows, all the rage in poetry, just as it is nowadays also the rage
in philosophy. However, instead of poetry, what was produced by this type
of brilliance was, when it made any sense at all, only trivial prose, or, when
it went beyond that, just loony chatter. Now in the same way natural phi-
losophizing, which holds itself to be too good for the concept and which
through this deficiency takes itself to be an intuitive and poetical thinking,
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trades in the arbitrary combinations of an imagination which is quite sim-
ply disorganized by its own thoughts — it trades in constructions that are
neither fish nor fowl, neither poetry nor philosophy.

69. On the other hand, when it is flowing down the more peaceful
riverbed of healthy common sense, natural philosophy dishes out at best a
rhetoric of trivial truths. When it is reproached about the meaninglessness
of what it offers, it assures us in reply that the sense and fulfillment of its
meaning lies in its own heart and must in the same way also be present
in the hearts of others; by using such phrases as the “heart’s innocence,”
“purity of conscience,” and so on, it supposes that it has spoken of final
things against which nobody can object nor beyond which anything more
can be demanded. However, what was supposed to happen there was not
that the best was to be hidden away in inwardness; the best was supposed to
be drawn up out of that deep well and brought up to the light of day. Such
philosophizing could have long ago spared itself the trouble of bringing
forth final truths of that sort. They were long since to be found, say, in the
catechism, in popular proverbs, etc. — It is not difficult to grasp such truths
in their indeterminateness and distortions, and it is often not difficult to
point out that in those truths themselves, there is a consciousness of their
very opposite. If their proponent takes the trouble to pull himself out of
the disarray into which he has led himself, he will fall into new confusions
and may very well make an outburst to the effect that such and such is set-
tled and that anything else is sophistry — a slogan used by plain common
sense against culturally mature reason, just as, for as long as anyone can
remember the phrase, “day-dreaming” has summed up how those ignorant
of philosophy have taken note of it. — While the proponent of common
sense appeals to feeling, to an oracle dwelling within, he has nothing more
to do with anyone who disagrees. He only has to explain that he has noth-
ing more to say to anyone who does not find and feel the same thing in
himself. — In other words, he tramples the roots of humanity underfoot.
For the nature of humanity is to drive men to agreement with one another,
and humanity’s existence lies only in the commonality of consciousness that
has been brought about. The anti-human, the only animalistic, consists in
staying put in the sphere of feeling and in being able to communicate only
through such feelings.

70. No matter how much a man asks for a royal road to science, no more
convenient and comfortable way can be suggested to him than to put his
trust in healthy common sense, and then for what else remains, to advance
simply with the times and with philosophy, to read reviews of philosoph-
ical works, and perhaps even to go so far as to read the prefaces and the
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first paragraphs of the works themselves. After all, the preface provides the
general principles on which everything turns, and the reviews provide both
the historical memoranda and the critical assessment which, because it is
a critical assessment, is on a higher plane than what it assesses. One can
of course traverse this ordinary path in one’s dressing-gown. However, if
one is to take exaltation in the eternal, the holy, and the infinite, then one
should take one’s strides on that path when clad in the vestments of the
high priest — a path which itself already has instead Immediate Being at its
center, and which consists in the inspired resourcefulness of deep and orig-
inal Ideas and of the lightning flashes of elevated thought. But in the same
way that those depths do not reveal the wellspring of the essence, these
sky-rockets are not yet the empyrean. True thoughts and scientific insight
can only be won by the labor of the concept. Concepts alone can produce
the universality of knowing, which is not the common indeterminateness
and paltriness of plain common sense, but rather that of culturally mature
and accomplished cognition. — It does not bring forth some uncommon
universality of a reason whose talents have been ruined by the indolence
and self-conceit of genius; rather, it brings forth this truth purified into its
native form, which is capable of being the possession of all self-conscious
reason.

71. While I have posited that science exists as a result of the self-
movement of the concept, and while my way of looking at all the aspects
of this diverges from current ideas” about the nature and shape of truth —
all of which are in fact quite opposed to my own views (and not only the
ones I have cited but others as well) — there does not seem to be much
promise at all that an attempt to expound the system of science accord-
ing to the characterization I have given of it will be received favorably.
In the meantime, I can bear in mind that, for example, the excellence of
Plato’s philosophy has sometimes been said to lie in his scientifically val-
ueless myths, and there have also been times, which have even been called
times of religious enthusiasm,* in which the Aristotelian philosophy was
esteemed for the sake of its speculative depth and when Plato’s Parmenides,
perhaps the greatest work of art of the ancient dialectic, has been taken to
be the true disclosure and the positive expression of the divine life. There have
even been times when there was a great deal of obscurity created by ecszasy,
and this misunderstood ecstasy was in fact supposed to be nothing but the
pure concepr itself. — Furthermore, what is excellent about the philosophy
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of our time is that it has posited that its very value lies in scientific rigor
itself. And even though others take a different view, it is only through its
scientific rigor that the philosophy of our time has in fact begun to make
itself felt. I can thereby also hope that this attempt to vindicate science’s
right to the concept and to expound science in this, its own distinctive
element, will know how to force its way through the crowd by way of the
inner truth of what is at stake. We must hold on to the conviction that it
is the nature of truth to prevail when its time has come, and that it only
appears when its time has come, and that it thus never appears too early
nor does it appear for a public not yet ripe enough to receive it. We must
also hold on to the conviction that the individual requires this effect in
order to confirm for himself what is as yet for him still only his own soli-
tary affair and in order for him to experience as universal what is initially
only something particular to him. However, on these occasions, the pub-
lic should often be distinguished from those who conduct themselves as its
representatives and spokesmen. The public conducts itself in many respects
quite differently from the latter, indeed in some ways even as opposed to
them. However much the public will good-naturedly put the blame upon
itself when a philosophical work does not quite appeal to it, still these rep-
resentatives, so convinced of their own authority in the matter, will put
all the blame instead on the authors. The work’s effect on the public is
more silent than the acts of these “dead burying their dead.”” However
much the general level of insight is on the whole nowadays more highly
cultivated, and the public’s curiosity more wakeful, and however much its
judgment more swiftly determined, still “the feet of them that shall carry
thee out are already at the door, ”s8 and thus such a matter needs to be distin-
guished from a more gradual effect which rectifies the attention extorted
by those imposing assurances and their dismissive acts of censure. After
a while, some are thus provided with a world of their own, whereas for
some others, after a certain period of time, there is simply no posterity
at all.

72. For the rest, at a time when the universality of spirit has grown so
much stronger, and, as is fitting, when what is purely singular has corre-
spondingly become even more a matter of indifference, and so too when
the universality of spirit now both sticks to its entire breadth and claims
all the cultural wealth it has built up, then the share in the total work of
spirit which falls to the activity of any individual can only be very small. As
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the nature of science implies, the individual must thus all the more forget
himself; namely, although he must become what he can and must do what
he can, there is nonetheless even less which must be demanded of him, just
as he in turn must both anticipate less for himself and may demand less for

himself.
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Introduction

73. It is a natural supposition that in philosophy, before one gets down to
dealing with what is at issue, namely, the actual cognition of what, in truth,
is, it is first necessary to come to an understanding about cognition, which
is regarded as the instrument by which one seizes hold of the absolute or as
the means by which one catches sight of it. The concern seems justified, in
part because there are various kinds of cognition, and among them there
might be one rather than another that is better suited to achieving this final
end, so there could be a wrong choice among them; and in partalso because
if cognition is a faculty of a determinate kind and scope, then without a
more precise determination of its nature and limits, one ends up grasping
clouds of error rather than the heaven of truth. This concern is even bound
to be transformed into the conviction that the entire project of acquiring
for consciousness through cognition what is in-itself is absurd in its very
concept, and that between cognition and the absolute there lies a limit
which completely separates the two. For if cognition is the instrument for
seizing hold of the absolute essence, then it becomes immediately clear that
the application of an instrument to a thing no longer leaves the thing as it is
for itself,' but rather goes about forming and changing it. Or, if cognition is
not an instrument of our activity but is to a certain extent a passive medium
through which the light of the truth reaches us, then here too we do not
obtain it as it is in itself but only as it is through and in this medium. In
both cases, we make use of a means which immediately brings about the
opposite of its goal; or rather, what is absurd is that we are making use of a
means at all. It does indeed seem that this defect can be remedied through
cognition of the way in which the instrument works, for such cognition
makes it possible to subtract from within the result that part which, in the
representation we obtain of the absolute through the instrument, belongs
to the instrument; and so such cognition makes it possible to obtain the
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truth purely. However, this improvement would in fact only bring us back
to where we were before. If we again subtract from a formed thing what
the instrument has added to it, then the thing — here, the absolute — is
again for us exactly as it was prior to this consequently superfluous effort.
If the absolute is only to be brought just a bit closer to us through the
instrument, without the instrument changing anything about the absolute,
perhaps as is done to a bird through a lime twig, then the absolute would
surely ridicule such a ruse if it were not in and for itself already with us and
did not already want to be with us; for cognition would be a ruse in such
a case, since through its manifold efforts it creates the impression of doing
something altogether different from simply bringing about an immediate
and therefore effortless relation. Or, if the testing of cognition which we
suppose to be a medium made us acquainted with the law of its refraction,
it would be just as useless to subtract this refraction from the result, for it
is not the refraction of the ray but rather the ray itself through which the
truth touches us that is cognition, and if this is subtracted, then all that
would be indicated to us would be just pure direction or empty place.

74. Meanwhile, if the concern about falling into error sets up a mistrust
of science, which itself, untroubled by such scruples, simply sets itself to
work and actually cognizes, it is still difficult to see why on the contrary a
mistrust of this mistrust should not be set up and why one should not be
concerned that this fear of erring is already the error itself. In fact, this fear
presupposes something, and in fact presupposes a great deal, as truth, and
it bases its scruples and its conclusions on what itself ought to be tested in
advance as to whether or not it is the truth. This fear presupposes represen-
tations of cognizing as an instrument and as a medium, and it also presup-
poses a difference between our own selves and this cognition; but above all it
presupposes that the absolute stands o7 one side and that cognition stands
on the other for itself, and separated from the absolute, though cognition is
nevertheless something real; that is, it presupposes that cognition, which,
by being outside of the absolute, is indeed also outside of the truth, is nev-
ertheless truthful; an assumption through which that which calls itself the
fear of error gives itself away to be known rather as the fear of truth.

75. This conclusion arises from the following: that the absolute alone is
true, or the true alone is absolute. It is possible to reject this conclusion by
making the following distinction: that a cognition which indeed does not
cognize the absolute, as science wants, may nevertheless also be true; and
that cognition in general, if indeed it is incapable of grasping the absolute,
may nevertheless be capable of grasping other truth. But we shall eventually
see that this sort of talking back and forth amounts to a murky difference
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between an absolute truth and some other kind of truth; and that the abso-
lute, cognition, and so forth, are words which presuppose a meaning that,
for one thing, is still to be attained.

76. Instead of fussing around with such useless representations and ways
of talking about cognition as an instrument for getting hold of the absolute,
or as a medium through which we catch sight of the truth, and so forth —
relations which are implied by all these representations of a cognizing that
is separated from the absolute and of an absolute that is separated from cog-
nizing — instead of fussing around with excuses which create the incapacity
of science by presupposing such relations and which thereby free one from
the hard work of science while at the same time giving off the appearance of
a serious and eager effort — that is, instead of fussing around with answers to
all of this, it is possible to reject these outright as contingent and arbitrary
representations, and to regard the affiliated use of words such as “absolute,”
“cognition,” and also “objective” and “subjective,” and countless others,
whose meaning is assumed to be generally known, as even a kind of deceit.
For the pretense, for one thing, that their meaning is generally known, and
for another thing, that one even has the concept of them, seems rather to
be meant only to spare us the most important thing, namely to provide this
concept. By contrast, one could with even more justification spare oneself
the trouble of taking any notice at all of such representations and ways of
talking which are meant to ward off science itself, for they constitute only
an empty appearance of knowing which immediately vanishes in the face
of the science which comes onto the scene. But science, insofar as it comes
onto the scene, is itself an appearance; science’s coming onto the scene is
not yet science as it is carried out and unfolded in its truth. It makes no
difference in this regard whether one thinks #hat science is an appearance
because it comes onto the scene alongside a kind of knowing that is other than
it, or whether one calls that other, untrue kind of knowing science’s own
appearing. But science must free itself from this surface appearance;> and
it can do so only by turning itself against it. For with regard to a knowing
that is not truthful, science cannot simply reject it as just a common view
of things while giving out the assurance that it is itself a completely dif-
ferent kind of cognition and that that other knowing counts as absolutely
nothing for science; nor can science appeal to some intimation, contained
within that other knowing, of something better. Through such an assur-
ance, science declares its being to be its power; but untrue knowing just as
much appeals to the fact that ## 75, and it gives out the assurance that science
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counts as nothing to it; but one arid assurance is just as valid as another.
Still less can science appeal to the better intimation which is supposed to
be present in non-truthful cognition and which from within that cognition
supposedly points towards science; for in that case, science, for one thing,
would again be appealing just as much to something that just is; and for
another thing, it would be appealing to itself as the mode in which it is in
non-truthful cognition, that is to say, it would be appealing to a bad mode
of its being and thus to its appearance rather than to the way it is in and
for itself. It is for this reason that the exposition of knowing as it appears is
to be undertaken here.

77. Now because this exposition has for its object only knowing as it
appears, it does not itself seem to be the science which is free and self-
moving within its own proper shape, but from this standpoint can instead
be taken to be the path of natural consciousness pressing forward towards
true knowing, or it can be taken to be the path of the soul wandering
through the series of ways it takes shape, as if these were stations put for-
ward in advance to it by its own nature, so that it purifies itself into spirit
by arriving at a cognition of what it is in itself through the complete expe-
rience of its own self.

78. Natural consciousness will prove to be only the concept of knowing,
or it will prove to be not real knowing. But while it immediately regards
itself rather as real knowing, this path has negative meaning for it, and
what is the realization of the concept will count instead, to it, as the loss
of itself, for on this path, it loses its truth. This path can accordingly be
regarded as the path of doubt, or, more properly, as the path of despair; on
this path, what happens is not what is customarily understood as doubt,
a shaking of this or that supposed truth, followed by the disappearance
again of the doubt, and then a return to the former truth so that in the
end the thing at issue is taken as it was before. Rather, this path is the con-
scious insight into the untruth of knowing as it appears, a knowing for
which that which is the most real is rather in truth only the unrealized
concept. Thus this self-consummating skepticism is also not what earnest
zeal for truth and science surely thinks it has prepared and equipped itself
with so that it might be ready for truth and science; that is, it is not the
project in science of not submitting oneself to the thoughts of others based
on their authority but rather testing everything oneself and following only
one’s own conviction, or — better still — producing everything oneself and
taking only one’s own deed for the true. The series of the figurations of con-
sciousness which consciousness traverses on this path is the full history of
the cultivation of consciousness itself into science. That project represents
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cultivation in the simple mode of a project as immediately finished and
done; but in contrast to this untruth, this path is the actual working out
of the project. To be sure, following one’s own conviction is more than
submitting oneself to authority; but the converting of opinions which are
held on authority into opinions which are held on the basis of one’s own
conviction does not necessarily involve a change in the content of those
opinions, and does not necessarily make truth step into the place of error.
The only difference between being stuck in a system of opinion and prej-
udice based on the authority of others and being stuck in one based on
one’s own conviction is the vanity which inheres in the latter mode. By
contrast, the skepticism which is directed at the entire range of conscious-
ness as it appears, makes spirit for the first time competent to test what
truth is, by this kind of skepticism bringing about a despair regarding the
so-called natural conceptions,’ thoughts, and opinions. It is a matter of
indifference whether one calls them one’s own or someone else’s, and with
which consciousness that goes straightaway into examining matters is still
suffused and burdened, which thus in fact renders consciousness incapable
of achieving what it wants to undertake.

79. The completeness of the forms of non-real consciousness will emerge
through the very necessity of their progression and their interrelations. To
make this comprehensible, it can be noted in general at the outset that the
exposition of non-truthful consciousness in its untruth is not a merely nega-
tive movement. Such a one-sided view is what natural consciousness gener-
ally has of it; and a knowing which makes this one-sidedness into its essence
is one of the shapes of incomplete consciousness which lies within the
course of the path itself and which will serve itself up in that path. That is,
such a one-sided view is the skepticism which sees in the result always only
pure nothing and which abstracts from the fact that this nothing is determi-
nately the nothing of that from which it results. However, only when taken
as the nothing of that from which it is emerges is the nothing in fact the
true result; thus it is itself a determinate nothing and it has a content. Skep-
ticism which ends with the abstraction of nothingness or emptiness cannot
progress any further from this point, but must instead wait to see whether
something new will present itself and what it will be, in order that it can also
toss it into the same empty abyss. By contrast, while the result is grasped as
it is in truth, as determinate negation, a new form has thereby immediately
arisen, and in the negation, the transition is made whereby the progression
through the complete series of shapes comes about on its own accord.
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80. However, to knowing, the goal is as necessarily fixed as is the series
of the progression; the goal is the point at which knowing no longer needs
to go beyond its own self, where knowing itself finds itself, and where the
concept corresponds to the object and the object to the concept. The pro-
gression towards this goal is thus also unrelenting, and at no earlier station
is satisfaction to be found. Whatever is limited to a natural life is not on
its own capable of going beyond its immediate existence; but it is driven
out beyond its immediate existence by an other, and this being torn out of
itself is its death. But consciousness is for its own self its conceps; as a result
it is immediately the going beyond the restricted, and, since this restriction
belongs to consciousness, consciousness is the going beyond of its own self;
with the singular, the beyond is, to consciousness, simultaneously posited,
even if the beyond is only posited as it is in spatial intuition alongside the
limited. Consciousness therefore suffers this violence at its own hands and
brings to ruin its own restricted satisfaction. With the feeling of this vio-
lence, anxiety over the truth might well withdraw and strive to hold on to
what it is in danger of losing. But this anxiety can find no rest; even if it
wants to remain in thoughtless indolence, thought spoils the thoughtless-
ness, and its unrest disturbs the indolence; or even if it fortifies itself with
a sensibility which assures that everything is to be found good as the type
it is, this assurance likewise suffers violence at the hands of reason which
straightaway finds that something is not good precisely because it is that
type of thing. That is, the fear of truth may conceal itself from itself and
from others behind the pretense that it is precisely the ardent zeal for truth
which makes it so difficult, and indeed impossible, to find any truth other
than vanity’s own truth of being always still cleverer than any thought that
one gets either from oneself or from others. This vanity — which under-
stands how to thwart every truth so that it retreats back into itself and
which revels in this its own understanding (an understanding which always
knows how to bring all thoughts to dissolution and how to find, in place
of all content, only the arid I) — is a satisfaction which must be left to itself,
for it flees from the universal and seeks only being-for-itself.

81. Just as these preliminary and general remarks about the manner and
the necessity of the progression have been made, so too it might be use-
ful to recall something about the method of the way it is carried out. This
exposition, represented as the conduct of science in relation to knowing
as it appears,* and represented as the investigation and testing of the real-
ity of cognition, seems incapable of taking place without some kind of

4 erscheinenden Wissen. It could also be rendered as “phenomenal knowing.”



Introduction 55

presupposition which underlies it as a standard. For the testing consists
in the application of an accepted standard, and in the resulting equality or
inequality between the standard and what is tested lays the decision as to
whether what is tested is correct or incorrect. The standard, likewise science
itself if science were to be the standard, is thereby accepted as the essence, or
as the in-itself. But here, at the point 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 like that taking place, it seems that
no examination can take place at all.

82. One can have a more determinate grasp of this contradiction and the
removal of the contradiction if; first of all, one is reminded of the abstract
determinations of knowing and truth as they come before consciousness.
That is, consciousness distinguishes something from itself while at the same
time it relates itself to it. Or, as it is expressed: This something is some-
thing for consciousness, and the determinate aspect of this relating, or of the
being of something for a consciousness, is knowing. However, we distinguish
this being-for-another from being-in-itself. That which is related to know-
ing is just as much distinguished from knowing and is posited as being also
external to this relation. The aspect of this in-itself is called zruzh. Just what
might genuinely be there in these determinations is of no further concern
for us here, as our object is knowing as it appears, and hence its determina-
tions are also at first taken up as they immediately present themselves, and
thus the way that they have been grasped may well be the way that they
present themselves.

83. If we then investigate the truth of knowing, it seems that we are
investigating what knowing is 7 izself. Yet in this investigation, knowing
is our object. It is for us, and the in-itself of knowing, which would result
from the investigation, would be instead its being for us. What we would
assert to be its essence would instead not be its truth but rather only our
knowing of it. The essence or the standard would lie within us, and that
which was supposed to be compared with the standard, and that about
which a decision was supposed to be made on the basis of this comparison
would not necessarily have to recognize’ the standard.

84. But the nature of the object which we are investigating goes beyond
this division, or to this semblance of division and presupposition. Con-
sciousness in its own self provides its own standard, and the investigation
will thereby be a comparison of it with itself, for the difference which has
just been made falls within consciousness. There is within consciousness
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one item for an other, or consciousness as such has within itself the deter-
minateness of the moment of knowing; at the same time, this other is to
consciousness not only for i#, but also external to this relation, or iz itself:
the moment of truth. Therefore, in what consciousness declares within
itself to be the in-itself; or the true, we have the standard which conscious-
ness itself sets up to measure its knowing. If we designate knowing as the
concept, but designate the essence, or the #rue, as what is or the object, then
the examining consists in seeing whether the concept corresponds to the
object. However, if we designate #he essence, or the in-itself of the object, as
the concept, and in contrast understand by object the concept insofar as it
is object, or insofar as it is for an other, then the examining consists in our
seeing whether the object corresponds to its concept. One clearly sees that
both are the same, but what is essential throughout the whole investigation
is to hold fast to this, that both of these moments, concept and object, being-
for-an-other and being-in-itself, themselves fall within the knowing that we
are investigating, and that we thus do not need to bring standards with us
and in the investigation to apply our ideas and thoughts. By leaving these
aside, we succeed in considering the matter at issue as it is iz and for izself-

85s. However, from this aspect not only will it be superfluous for us to add
anything and not only because concept and object, the standard and what
is to be examined, are present in consciousness itself. Rather, we are lifted
above comparing the two and conducting a genuine examination such that,
while consciousness examines its own self, the only thing that remains to
us is purely to look on.” This is so because consciousness is, on the one
hand, consciousness of the object, and on the other hand, it is conscious-
ness of its own self. It is consciousness of what, to it, is the true, as well as
consciousness of its knowing of the true. While both are for the same con-
sciousness, consciousness itself is their comparison. It is an issue for that
consciousness whether or not its knowing of the object corresponds to the
object. To be sure, for consciousness, the object seems to be such only in
the manner that consciousness knows it; consciousness seems, as it were, to
be incapable of getting behind the object to the object as it is i itself and
not as the object is for consciousness. However, consciousness therefore also
seems to be incapable in its own self of testing its knowing of the object. Yet
precisely because consciousness knows of an object at all, there is already
present the difference that something is, to consciousness, the in-izself, but
another moment is knowing, or the being of the object for consciousness. It
is upon this difference which is present that the testing depends. If, in this

6 das Seiende. 7 reine Zusehen; “be simply an onlooker.”
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comparison, the two do not correspond to one another, then it seems as if
consciousness must alter its knowing in order to make it adequate to the
object. However, in knowing’s alteration, the object itself is, to conscious-
ness, also in fact altered; for the knowing which is present was essentially
a knowing of the object; along with the knowing, the object also becomes
something different, for it belonged essentially to this knowing. Thus to
consciousness it comes to be the case that what, to it, was previously the
in-itself, is not in itself, or that it was in itself only for consciousness. While
it therefore finds on its object’s part that its knowing does not correspond
to the object, the object itself also does not endure. That is, the standard
for the examination is altered when that for which it was supposed to be
the standard itself fails the examination, and the examination is not only
an examination of knowing but also an examination of the standard of
knowing.

86. This dialectical movement which consciousness practices in its own
self (as well as in its knowing and in its object), insofar as, for conscious-
ness, the new, true object arises out of this movement, is properly what is
called experience. In this respect, there is in the process just mentioned a
moment to be highlighted more precisely, and this will cast a new light
on the scientific aspects of the following exposition. Consciousness knows
something, and this object is the essence, or the in-izself; but the object is
also for consciousness the in-izself; and with this the double meaning of this
truth comes on the scene. We see that consciousness now has two objects:
One is the first in-itself; and the second is the being-for-it of this in-itself- The
latter seems at first to be only the reflection of consciousness into itself, a
representing not of an object but rather only of its knowing of that first
object. But as was previously shown, the first object is, to consciousness,
thereby altered. The first object ceases to be the in-itself and, to conscious-
ness, becomes that which is only the in-itself for consciousness. However, this
way there is this: the being-for-it of this in-itself; the true, which however
means that this is the essence, or its object. This new object contains the
nothingness of the first; it is what experience has learned about it.

87. In this exposition of the course of experience, there is a moment
through which the exposition seems not to correspond with what is ordi-
narily understood by experience. The transition, namely, from the first
object and the knowing of it to the other object abour which one says that it
has learned from experience, was specified in such a way that the knowing
of the first object, or the being-for-consciousness of the first in-itself, is itself
supposed to become the second object. By contrast, it ordinarily seems that
we learn from experience about the untruth of our first concept in another
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object that we perhaps come across serendipitously and extrinsically so that

the only thing left to us is the pure grasping of what is in and for itself. How-

ever, based on the point of view given above, the new object shows itself
to have come to be through a reversal of consciousness itself. This observa-

tion of the matter is our addition, whereby the series of experiences tra-

versed by consciousness is elevated into a scientific progression, and which

is not there for the consciousness that we are observing. However, this is

in fact also the same situation already discussed above concerning the rela-

tion of this exposition to skepticism, namely, that each and every result

which emerges from a non-truthful knowing should not coalesce into an

empty nothing, but rather must be necessarily grasped as the nothing of
that of which it is the result, a result which contains the truth that the pre-

vious knowing has within itself. Here it presents itself as follows: While

what at first appeared as the object degenerating for consciousness into a
knowing of the object, and the in-itself becomes a being-for-consciousness of
the in-isself, this latter is the new object. As a result, a new shape of con-

sciousness comes on the scene for which the essence is something different

from what was the essence for the preceding shape. It is this circumstance

which guides the whole series of shapes of consciousness in their necessity.

However, it is just this necessity itself, or the emergence of the new object,

which presents itself to consciousness without consciousness knowing how
this happens to it. It takes place for us, as it were, behind the back of con-

sciousness. Through this there enters into the movement of consciousness

a moment of the in-itself; or of being for us, which does not present itself
for the consciousness which is itself comprehended in the experience itself.

However, the content of what emerges to us is for consciousness, and we com-

prehend only what is formal in it, or its pure emergence. For consciousness,

what has emerged is only as object; for us, what has emerged at the same
time emerges as movement and coming-to-be.

88. Through this necessity, this path to science is itself already science,
and according to its content it is thereby the science of the experience of
consciousness.

89. The experience through which consciousness learns about itself can,
according to its concept, comprehend within itself nothing less than the
whole system of consciousness, or the whole realm of the truth of spirit, so
that the moments of truth present themselves in this their proper determi-
nateness, not as being abstract, pure moments, but rather in the way that
they are for consciousness, or in the way that consciousness itself comes on
the scene in its relation to them. In this way, the moments of the whole
are shapes of consciousness. By consciousness carrying on towards its true
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existence, it will reach a point where it sets aside its semblance of being
burdened with what is alien to it, which only is for it and is as other; a
point where the appearance becomes equal to the essence so that its own
exposition coincides at this very point with the genuine science of spirit.
Finally, while itself grasping this, its own essence, consciousness will signify
the nature of absolute knowing itself.
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A.  Consciousness

I. SENSUOUS-CERTAINTY; OR THE “THIS  AND
MEANING SOMETHING

90. Knowing which is initially our object, or immediately, can be nothing
but immediate knowing, knowing of the immediate, or of what is. Like-
wise we ourselves have to conduct ourselves immediately, or receptively. We
therefore are to alter nothing in the object as it presents itself, and we must
keep our conceptualizing' of it apart from our apprehending of it.

91. The concrete content of sensuous-certainty permits itself to appear
immediately as the richest cognition, indeed, as a knowing of an infinite
wealth for which no limit is to be found, whether we venture out into the
reaches of space and time as the place where that wealth extends itself, or
when we take a piece out of this plenitude, divide it, and thereby delve
into it. In addition, it appears as the most veritable, for it has not omitted
anything from its object, but rather, has its object in its complete entirety
before itself. However, this cersainty in fact yields the most abstract and the
very poorest truth. It expresses what it knows as this: It 75 and its truth
only contains the being of the item.” For its part, consciousness only is in
this certainty as the pure /, or, within that certainty, the /is only as a pure
This, and the object likewise is only as a pure 7his. 1, this 1, am certain of
this item not because I, as consciousness, have thereby developed myself
and have variously set my thoughts into motion. It is also not because 7, as
consciousness, am certain of this item for the reason that the item of which
I am certain would be a rich relation in its own self according to a set
of differentiated conditions or would be a multiple comportment to other
items. Both have nothing to do with the truth of sensuous-certainty. In that
certainty, neither I nor the item have the meaning of a multifaceted medi-
ation, nor does I have the meaning of a multifaceted representing or think-
ing, nor does the item have the meaning of a multifaceted composition.

! “conceptually comprehending.” * Sache.
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Rather, the item is, and it is only because it 7s. For sensuous-certainty this
is what is essential, and this pure being, or this simple immediacy con-
stitutes its #ruth. Likewise, as a relation, certainty is an immediate, pure
relation. Consciousness is I, nothing further, a pure #his, and the singular
individual® knows a pure this, or he knows the singular.

92. However, if we take a look at it there is a good deal more in play in
this pure being which constitutes the essence of this certainty and which
declares it to be its truth. An actual sensuous-certainty is not only this pure
immediacy but also an example of it. Among all the countless differences
thereby popping up, we find in every case the chief difference, namely, that
in that certainty both of the already noted “this’s,” namely, a his as an
I and a this as an object, precipitates all at once out of pure being. If we
reflect on this difference, it turns out that neither the one nor the other
is only immediately within sensuous-certainty; rather, both are mediated.
I have certainty through an other, namely, the item, and this likewise is
within certainty #hrough an other, namely, through the I.

93. It is not only we who make this difference of essence and exam-
ple, of immediacy and mediation. Rather, it is that we find this difference
in sensuous-certainty itself, and it is to be taken up in the form it has in
sensuous-certainty, not in the way we have just determined it to be. It is
posited in sensuous-certainty as the simple, immediately existent, or as the
essence, the object. However, it is posited as what is other than the inessen-
tial and the mediated, which is not iz izse/fin sensuous-certainty but which
instead is through an other, the I, a knowing that knows the object only for
the reason that the object is but which itself can just as well be as not be.
However, the object 7s; it is the true and the essence. The object is indiffer-
ent as to whether it is known or not. The object remains even when it is
not known, but if the object does not exist, then there is no knowing.

94. The object is therefore to be considered in terms of whether, in
sensuous-certainty itself, it is in fact the kind of essence which sensuous-
certainty passes it off as being. That is, it is to be considered as to whether
this, its concept, which is to be the essence, corresponds to the way it is
present within that certainty. To that end, we need not reflect on the object
and mull over what it might be in truth; we need only to consider it as
sensuous-certainty has it in sensuous-certainty itself.

95. Therefore, sensuous-certainty itself is to be asked: What is the This? 1f
we take it in the twofold shape of its being, as the now and the bere, then
the dialectic which it has in itself will take on a form as intelligible as the

3 der Einzelne.
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This itself. To the question: “What is the Now?”, we answer, for example,
“The now’ is the night.” In order to put the truth of this sensuous-certainty
to the test, a simple experiment will suffice. We write down this truth. A
truth cannot be lost by being written down any more than it can be lost by
our preserving it, and if now, this midday, we look at this truth which has
been written down, we will have to say that it has become rather stale.

96. The Now, which is the night, is preserved, i.c., it is treated as what it
was passed off as being, namely, as an existent. However, it instead proves
itself to be a non-existent. To be sure, the Now itself maintains itself but as
what is not the night; likewise, it maintains itself vis-a-vis the day, which it
now is, as what is also not the day, or it maintains itself as a regative as such.
This self-maintaining Now is thus not an immediate Now but a mediated
Now, for it is determined as an enduring and self-maintaining Now as 4
result of an other not existing, namely, the day or the night. Thereby it
is just as simply as what it was before, Now, and in this simplicity, it is
indifferent to what is still in play alongside it. As little as night and day are
its being, it is just as much night and day. It is not affected at all by this, its
otherness. Such a simple is through negation; it is neither this nor tha, it
is both a no#-this and is just as indifferent to being this or that, and such a
simple is what we call a universal. The universal is thus in fact the truth of
sensuous-certainty.

97. We also express the sensuous as a universal, but what we say is: 7his,
i.e., the universal this, or we say: it is, i.e., being as such. We thereby of course
do not represent to ourselves the universal This or being as such, but we
express the universal; or, in this sensuous-certainty we do not at all say what
we mean. However, as we see, language is the more truthful. In language,
we immediately refute what we mean to say, and since the universal is the
truth of sensuous-certainty, and language only expresses this truth, it is, in
that way, not possible at all that we could say what we mean about sensuous
being.

98. The same case comes up in the other form of the This, namely, in the
Here. For example, here is the tree. I turn around, this truth vanishes, and it
has inverted itself into its contrary: Here there is not a tree but rather a house.
The Here itself does not disappear, rather it endures in the disappearance of
the house, the tree, etc., and it is indifferent to being a house, a tree. The
This shows itself again to be a mediated simplicity, or as being universality.

99. While this sensuous-certainty has proved in its own self that the
universal is the truth of its object, to it pure being therefore remains as its
essence but not as immediate. Rather, it remains as that to which negation
and mediation are essential, and it thereby does not continue to be what
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we mean by the term, “being.” Rather, what we mean is: Being with the
determination such that it is the abstraction, or the purely universal; and
what we mean to say, for which the truth of sensuous-certainty is not the
universal, is all that remains apart from this empty or indifferent Now and
Here.

100. If we compare the relation in which knowing and the object first
came on the scene with the relations in which they come to stand in the
result, then the relation has reversed itself. The object, which was supposed
to be what was essential to sensuous-certainty, is now the inessential, since
the universal, which the object has come to be, is no longer the kind of
universal which the object was essentially supposed to be for sensuous-
certainty. Rather, sensuous-certainty is now present in what is opposed to
it, namely, in the knowing which previously was the inessential. Its truth is
in the object as mzy object, or, in what I mean; the object is because 7 know
it. Sensuous-certainty is, to be sure, thus driven out of the object, but it is
not yet thereby sublated. Rather, it is only pushed back into the I, and it
is still to be seen what experience will show us about sensuous-certainty’s
reality.

101. The force of its truth thus lies now in the 7, in the immediacy
of my seeing, hearing, etc. The disappearance of the singular Now and
Here that we mean is deterred because 7 hold fast to them. Now is day-
time because 1 see it; here is a tree for precisely the same reason. However,
sensuous-certainty experiences in these relationships the same dialectic as
it did within the preceding relationships. I, #his, see the tree and assert the
tree to be here. However, another I sees the house and asserts that there is no
tree here but rather a house. Both truths have the same warrant, namely,
the immediacy of seeing and the surety and assurance which both have
about their knowing. However, one vanishes into the other.

102. In all this, what does not disappear is / as universal, whose seeing is
neither a seeing of the tree nor of this house. Rather, it is a simple seeing,
which is mediated by the negation of this house and so forth. It is therein
just as simple and indifferent towards that which is still in play in the back-
ground vis-a-vis the house and the tree. I is only universal in the way that
now, bere, or this is universal. To be sure, I mean an individual 7, but I can
no more say what I mean by “now,” “here,” than I can say what I mean by
“1.” While I say: “This here, this now, or a singular,” 1 say: “All this’s, all heres,
nows, singulars.” Likewise in that I say: “/, this singular 1,” what I say is “A//
I.” Each is what I say it is: J, #his singular I. However much this demand
is set before science as its touchstone (a demand which it would surely
not last out), namely, that it deduce, construct, find a priori, or however
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one wishes to express it, a so-called “this thing” or “this person,” stll it is
reasonable that the demand should szze which of the many things “zhis
thing” or which of the “I's” “shis I’ means. But it is impossible to state this.

103. Sensuous-certainty therefore learns from experience that its essence
is neither in the object nor in the I, and that the immediacy is an imme-
diacy of neither one or the other of them, for in both, what I mean is
instead what is inessential, and the object and I are universals in which the
Now and the Here and the I that I mean do not endure, or are not. We
thereby come to posit the whole of sensuous-certainty itself as its essence
and no longer only as a moment of sensuous-certainty, as happened in
both cases, in which at first the object opposed to the I and then the I
itself were each supposed to be the reality of sensuous-certainty. It is thus
only the whole of sensuous-certainty itself, which clings tenaciously in such
sensuous-certainty to immediacy and which thereby excludes from itself all
the opposition that took place in what preceded.

104. This pure immediacy therefore no longer has any concern with the
otherness of the Here as a tree, which is a Here that is a non-tree, nor
with the otherness of Now as daytime, which passes over into a Now that
is night, nor with another I, for which something other is the object. Its
truth is preserved as a self-consistent relation which makes no difference
of essentiality and non-essentiality between the I and the object, and into
which therefore no difference at all can force its entry. I, this I, assert there-
fore that here is a tree, and it is not the case that I turn around so that the
Here would become for me not a tree, or that I myself at another time take
the Here not to be a tree, the now not to be the daytime, etc. Rather, [ am
pure intuiting, and I stick with, namely, that “Now is daytime,” or else I
also stick with “Here is a tree.” I also do not compare the Here and the
Now themselves with each other; rather, I cling tenaciously to an immedi-
ate relation: “Now it is daytime.”

105. Since this certainty itself thereby no longer wishes to step forward
when we draw its attention to a Now that is night, or to an I for which it is
night, we step up to it and let ourselves point to the Now that is asserted.
We must let ourselves point to it, for the truth of this immediate relation
is the truth of #his I which limits itself to a Now or to a Here. If we were
afterwards to take up this truth or to stand at a distance from it, it would
have no meaning at all, for we would sublate the immediacy that is essential
to it. Thus, we must enter into the same point of time or space, point it
out to ourselves, i.e., allow ourselves to be made into the same I as that
is a knowing with certainty. Let us see, therefore, how what is immediate,
which is pointed out to us, is composed.
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106. The Now is pointed out, this Now. Now: It has already ceased to be
as it was pointed out; the Now that 7s is an other than that pointed out,
and we see that the Now is just this Now as it no longer is. The Now is, as
it has been pointed out to us, what has been. This is its truth; it does not
have the truth of being. It is nonetheless true that it has been. However,
what has been is in fact no essence; it is not, and the issue at stake had to do
with what is, with being.

107. In this pointing out, we therefore see only a movement and the fol-
lowing course of the movement. (1) I point out the Now, and it is asserted
to be the true. However, I point to it as something that has been and
thus sublate the first truth, and (2) I assert the Now as the second truth,
that it bas been, that it is sublated. (3) However, what has been is not; I
sublate that second truth, that it has been, or, its having-been-sublated,*
and, in doing that, I negate the negation of the Now and so turn back to
the first assertion, namely, that Now is. The Now and the pointing out of
the Now are therefore composed in such a way that neither the Now nor the
pointing out of the now are what is immediately simple. Rather, they are a
movement which has various moments in it; #4is is posited, but instead it is
an other which is posited, or the This is sublated, and this otherness, or the
sublation of the first, is itself again sublated and in that way returns back
to the first. However, as reflected into itself, this “first” is not wholly and
precisely the same as what it was initially, namely, an immediate. Rather, it
is just something reflected into itself, or a simple which remains in other-
ness what it is, namely, a Now which is absolutely many Nows, and this is
the genuine Now, or the now as the simple daytime that has many Nows
within it (that is, hours). Such a Now, an hour, is equally many minutes,
and it is this Now which is equally many Nows, etc. — Pointing out is thus
itself the movement that declares what the Now in truth is, namely, a result,
or a plurality of Nows taken together; and pointing out is the experience
that the Now is a universal.

108. The Here that has been pointed out and to which I cling is likewise
a this here, which is in fact not this here but is rather an in-front-of and
behind, or an above and below, or a right and a left. The above is likewise
this multifaceted otherness in the above, below, and so forth. The Here,
which is supposed to be pointed out, vanishes into another Here, but that
one likewise vanishes. What is pointed out, held onto, and which endures
is a negative This, which only is as the heres are taken as they are supposed
to be, but which, in being so taken, have sublated themselves; it is a simple
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summary of many Heres. The Here that is meant would be the [geometric]
point.’ However, the point 75 not, but rather, as the point is demonstrated
as existing,6 the demonstrating points to itself as showing itself to be not
immediate knowing but instead a movement from out of the many Heres
which were meant into the universal Here, which is a simple plurality of
Heres in the way that the daytime is a simple plurality of Nows.

109. It is clear both that the dialectic of sensuous-certainty is noth-
ing but the simple history of its movement (that is, its experience) and
that sensuous-certainty itself is nothing but just this history. For that rea-
son, natural consciousness also proceeds to this result, what is the true in
sensuous-certainty, to keep pressing ever forward. It learns from experience
about it, but then it likewise forgets it again, and then it starts the whole
movement all over again right from the beginning. It is thus a bit aston-
ishing when, in the face of this experience, it is set up as a philosophical
assertion, or as a universal experience, or even as the outcome of skepti-
cism, that the reality, or the being, of external things as zhis, or as sensuous,
is to have absolute truth for consciousness. Such an assertion does not at
the same time know what it is saying; it does not know that it is saying
the opposite of what it wants to say. The truth of the sensuous 7%is for
consciousness is supposed to be a universal experience, but instead it is the
opposite which is a universal experience. Each consciousness again itself
sublates such a truth as, for example, here is a tree, or now is midday, and
declares the opposite: Here is not a tree, but rather a house; and likewise
it again straightaway sublates the assertion which sublated the first asser-
tion as itself being only again an assertion of a sensuous This. What in
truth has been experienced in all of sensuous-certainty is only what we
have seen, namely, the #his as a universal, or the very opposite of what that
assertion assured us was the universal experience. — With this appeal to
universal experience, we may be permitted to anticipate some concerns in
the practical sphere. In this respect, what one can say to those who make
assertions about the truth and reality of sensuous objects is that they should
be sent back to the most elementary school of wisdom, namely, to the old
Eleusinian secrets of Ceres and Bacchus, and that they have yet to learn the
secret of the eating of bread and the drinking of wine. This is so because the
person who has been initiated into these secrets not only comes to doubt
the being of sensuous things, but rather arrives at despair about them. In
part he brings about their nothingness, and in part he sees them do it to
themselves. Nor are the animals excluded from this wisdom. Instead they

5 Punkt. 6 er als seiend aufgezeigt wird.
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prove themselves to be the most deeply initiated into it, for they do not
stand still in the face of sensuous things, as if those things existed in them-
selves. Despairing of the reality of those things and in the total certainty
of the nullity of those things, they without any further ado simply help
themselves to them and devour them. Just like the animals, all of nature
celebrates these revealed mysteries which teach the truth about sensuous
things.

110. However, those who set up such assertions, in line with the previ-
ous remarks, also immediately say the opposite of what they mean, a phe-
nomenon that is perhaps best able to bring them to reflect on the nature of
sensuous-certainty. They speak of the existence of external objects, which,
to put it more precisely, can be determined to be acrual, absolutely singu-
larly individual, wholly personal, individual things, each of which is abso-
lutely unlike the others. This existence is said to have absolute certainty
and truth. They mean #his piece of paper on which I am writing (or rather
have written) #bis. But they do not say what they mean. However much
they actually wanted to sy what they mean about this piece of paper, and
however much they wanted 70 say i, still it would be impossible because
the sensuous This, which is what is meant, is inaccessible to the language
which belongs to consciousness, or to what is in itself universal. In the
actual attempt to say it, it itself would thereby rot away. Those who began
adescription would not be able to complete it, but instead they would have
to leave it to others, who would themselves finally have to confess to speak-
ing about a thing that #s not. They therefore do mean #bis piece of paper,
which is here totally other than the one mentioned above, but they speak
of actual things, external or sensuous objects, absolutely singular entities, etc.
That is to say, they say of them only what is universal. Thus, what is called
the unsayable is nothing other than the untrue, the irrational, what is the
merely fancied.” — If nothing more is said of a thing than that it is an actual
thing, an external object, then it is only expressed as the most universal of
all, and what is thereby expressed is its sameness with everything rather than
its distinctiveness. If T say: “A singular #hing,” then instead I say something
entirely universal about it, for everything is a singular thing. Likewise, #his
thing is anything one pleases. To characterize it more precisely: As #his piece
of paper, every and each bit of paper is a “this piece of paper,” and I have
only spoken, as usual, of the universal. However, if I wish to lend a helping
hand to speech, which itself has the divine nature of immediately inverting
the meaning, then of making it into something else, and in that way of not
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letting the meaning gez into words at all, then by my pointing out this piece
of paper, I thus learn from experience what the truth of sensuous-certainty
in fact is. I point it out as a Here, which is a Here of other Heres, or which
in its own self is a simple ensemble of many Heres, which is to say, is a uni-
versal. In that way, I receive it as it is in truth, and instead of knowing what
is immediate, 7 perceive.

II. PERCEIVING; OR THE THING AND ILLUSION

1. Immediate certainty does not take hold of the truth, for its truth is
the universal, but it does want to take hold of the 74is. On the other hand,
perception takes what, to perception, is the existent® as universal. As univer-
sality is perception’s principle per se, its moments, which are immediately
self-differentiating within it, are also universal, namely, I, a universal, and
the object, a universal. That principle has emerged for us, and our taking
up of perception is thus no longer a phenomenal taking up, as it was in
sensuous-certainty, but is rather a necessary taking up. In the emergence of
the principle, both moments, which in their phenomenal appearance only
fall out of that appearance, have at the same time come to be. One of them
is the very movement of pointing out, and the other is the same movement
but as the simple. The former is perceiving, the latter is the object. Accord-
ing to its essence, the object is the same as the movement; the movement
is the unfolding and difference of the moments, and the object is those
moments as jointly grasped together. For us, or in itself, the universal is, as
the principle, the essence of perceiving, and in contrast to this abstraction,
both of the distinguished moments, namely, the perceiving and the per-
ceived, are the inessential. However, because both are in fact the universal,
or the essence, both are essential. But while they are related to each other
as opposites, only one of them in the relation can be the essential, and the
difference between the essential and the inessential must be shared between
them. One of them, the object, determined as the simple, is the essence,
indifferent as to whether it is perceived; however, as the movement, per-
ceiving is what is not constant, which can be or also not be, and it is the
inessential.

1r2. This object is now to be more precisely determined, and this deter-
mination is itself to be briefly developed from the results which have arisen.
(At this point in the exposition, a more thorough development is not
appropriate.) Since the object’s principle, the universal, is in its simplicity

8 das Seiende.
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a mediated simplicity, the object must express this on its own as its nature,
and it thereby shows itself to be a thing of many properties. The wealth of
sensuous knowing belongs to perception, not to immediate certainty, in
which the object was only ancillary, for only the former (perception) has
negation (the difference, or multiplicity) in its essence.

113. The This is therefore posited as not-this, or as sublated, and thereby
as not nothing but as a determinate nothing, or as @ nothing of a specific
content, namely, of the This. The sensuous is thereby itself still present but
not as it is supposed to be in immediate certainty, or as the singular that
was meant, but instead as the universal, or as that which is determined to
be a property. The sublation exhibits its truly doubled meaning, something
which we already have seen in the negative; it is now a negating and at the
same time a preserving. The nothing, as the nothing of the This, preserves
immediacy and is itself sensuous, but is, however, a universal immediacy. —
However, being is a universal as a result of its having mediation, or the
negative, in its own self; while it expresses this in its immediacy, it is a dif-
[ferentiated, determinate property. Thereby many such properties are posited
at the same time, and each one is the negative of the other. While they are
expressed in the simplicity of the universal, these determinatenesses, which
are really only properties through the addition of a determination yet to
come, relate themselves to themselves, are indifferent to each other, and each is
both on its own? and is free-standing from the others. However, the simple
self-equal universality is again distinguished from these, its determinations,
and is free-standing. It is the pure relating-itself-to-itself, or the medium in
which these determinations permeate each other in that universality as a
simple unity without making contact with each other, for it is just through
participation in this universality that each is on its own' indifferent to the
others. — As it has turned out, this abstract universal medium, which can be
called thinghood itself, or the pure essence, is none other than the Here and
Now, namely, as a simple togetherness of the many. However, the many are
in their determinateness themselves simply universal. This salt is a simple
Here and is at the same time manifold; it is white and also tart, also cubi-
cally shaped, also of a particular weight, etc. All of these many properties
are in one simple Here in which they also permeate each other. None has
a different Here from the others. Rather, each is everywhere in the same
Here as are the others. At the same time, without being separated by way
of the various Heres, they do not affect one another in this permeation;
the white does not affect or alter the cubic shape, neither of them affects
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or alters the tartness, etc. Rather, since each itself is a simple relating-itself-
to-itself; it leaves the others at rest and relates itself to them only through
the indifferent Also. This Also is therefore the pure universal itself, or the
medium, the thinghood keeping them together in that way.

114. As it has turned out, in this relationship, it is only the character
of positive universality which is at first observed and developed. However,
an aspect arises which must also be taken into consideration: If the many
determinate properties were to be utterly indifferent and were for all intents
and purposes related only to themselves, then they would still not be dezer-
minate properties, for they are determinate properties only insofar as they
both differentiate themselves from each other and relate themselves to each
other as opposites. However, according to this opposition, they could not
be together in the simple unity of their medium which is as essential to
them as is negation. Insofar as their difference within that unity does not
amount to an indifferent difference but rather to an excluding difference,
which itself amounts to a difference which negates others, so this differ-
ence thus falls outside of this simple medium. This simple medium is not
only an Also, an indifferent unity; it is also a One, an excluding unity. — The
One is the moment of negation, as it itself relates itself to itself in a simple
way and excludes others and by which thinghood is determined as thing.
As determinateness, the negation is in the property which is immediately
at one with the immediacy of being, which, through the unity with nega-
tion, is universality. However, as One and as set free from this unity with
its opposite, it is in and for itself.

115. In these moments taken all together, the thing, as the truth of per-
ception, reaches its culmination, or at least insofar as it is necessary to
develop that here. It is (o) the indifferent passive universality, the Also of
the many properties, or rather, matters; (£8) likewise the negation as sim-
ple, or the One, the excluding of opposed properties; and (y) the many
properties themselves, the relation of the two first moments: The negation
as it relates itself to the indifferent element and extends itself therein as
a set of difference; the point of singular individuality in the medium of
stable existence radiating out into multiplicity. According to the aspect in
which these differences belong to the indifferent medium, the differences
are themselves universal; each relates itself only to itself, and they do not
affect each other. However, according to the aspect, in terms of which they
belong to the negative unity, they at the same time exclude each other, but
necessarily have this opposed relation to the properties, which are at a dis-
tance from their Also. The sensuous universality, or the immediate unity of
being and the negative, is in that way the property insofar as the One and
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the pure universality are developed out of that unity, insofar both as they
are differentiated from each other and as the unity merges them with each
other. This relation of that unity to those pure essential moments finally
brings the #hing to its culmination.

116. Now, this is the way that the thing of perception is constituted,
and consciousness is determined as perceiving consciousness insofar as this
thing is its object. It only has to take the object™ and to conduct itself as pure
apprehension, and what thereby emerges for it is the true. If in this taking,
it itself were to do something, it would alter the truth by adding or omit-
ting something. While the object is the true and the universal, like unto
itself, and while consciousness, to itself, is what is alterable and inessential,
it can happen to consciousness that it apprehends the object incorrectly
and deludes itself. The one who is perceiving is aware of the possibility of
illusion, for in universality, which is the principle, otherness itself is imme-
diately for him, but as nullity, as what is sublated. His criterion of truth is
thus self-equality, and his conduct is to be grasped as self-equality. At the
same time, while what is diverse is for the perceiver, the perceiver is a relat-
ing of the diverse moments of his comprehending to each other.” If an
inequality differentiates itself in this comparison, then the relating is not
an untruth of the object, for the object is what is equal to itself. It is an
untruth of perceiving itself.

117. Let us now see what consciousness learns from experience in its
actual perceiving. This experience is already contained for us in the develop-
ment just given of the object and in the conduct of consciousness towards
the object, and the experience will only be the development of the contra-
dictions present in that development. — The object that I take up presents
itself as purely One. I am also cognizant of the property in it, which is uni-
versal, but as a result, I go beyond that singularity. The first being of the
objective essence as a One was thus not its true being. Since the object is
what is true, the untruth falls within me, and the apprehending was incor-
rect. On account of the universality of the property, I must instead take the
objective essence as a community anyway. I now further perceive the prop-
erty as determinate, as opposed to an other, and as excluding it. I thus in fact
did not apprehend the objective essence correctly when I determined it as a
community with others, or as continuity, and, according to the determinate-
ness of the property, I must in fact break up the continuity into pieces and

" There is a wordplay impossible to capture in English here. Hegel is taking the German word for
perception, Wahrnehmung, which looks as if it is a compound of “true-taking,” to say that con-
sciousness has its “take” on the object, which leads it to the “true.”
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posit the objective essence as an excluding One. In the broken-up One,
I find many such properties, which do not affect each other but which
instead are indifferent to each other. I did not perceive the object correctly
when I grasped it as something which excludes. Rather, just as it previously
was, it is only continuity in general, so that now it is a universal communal
medium in which there are many properties as sensuous universalities, each
existing on its own,” and, which as determinate, excludes the others. The
simple and true which I however perceive is thereby also not a universal
medium but rather a singular property for itself. However, in that way it
is neither a property nor a determinate being, for it is now neither in a
One nor in relation to others. But it is a property only in the One and is
only determinate in relation to others. As this pure relating-itself-to-itself,
it remains only sensuous being per se, since it no longer has in its own self
the character of negativity, and consciousness, for which a sensuous being
now is, amounts only to meaning something, which is to say, it has entirely
gone beyond perceiving and has taken an inward turn back into itself. Yet
sensuous being and meaning something each themselves pass over into per-
ceiving. I am thus thrown back to the beginning and pulled back into the
same cycle which sublates itself both in each moment and as a whole.

118. Consciousness therefore necessarily runs through that cycle again,
but not in the same way it did at first. It has learned from experience about
perceiving, namely, that its result and its truth are its dissolution, or that
perceiving is the reflective turn into itself from out of the true. For con-
sciousness, it has thereby been determined just how its perceiving is essen-
tially composed, namely, it is not a simple, pure comprehending,™ but
rather in its comprehending has at the same time taken a reflective turn into
itself from out of the true. This return of consciousness into itself, which
immediately blends itself into that pure comprehending® — for it has been
shown to be essential to perceiving — alters the true. At the same time,
consciousness takes cognizance16 of this aspect as its own, it takes it upon
itself, and, as a result, it purely receives the true object. — Thereby, now
there is present in perceiving, just as happened with sensuous-certainty,
the aspect of consciousness which had been forced back into itself. How-
ever, this is not as it was initially as it took place in sensuous-certainty, as if
the zruth of perceiving were to be subsumed within the sphere of sensuous-
certainty. Instead, consciousness take cognizance' that the untruth, which
comes to the fore here, falls within consciousness. However, through this
taking-cognizance,”® consciousness is capable of sublating the untruth.
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Consciousness differentiates its grasping the true from the untruth of its
perceiving, it corrects its perceiving, and insofar as it itself undertakes this
correction, the truth, as the truth of perceiving, falls without further ado
into consciousness. The conduct of consciousness, which is now to be scru-
tinized, is so constituted that it is no longer merely perceiving but is con-
scious of its reflective turn into itself, and it separates this reflective turn
into itself from simple apprehension itself.

119. At first, I view the thing as one, and I have to hold fast to it in this true
determination. If in the movement of perceiving, there is something which
comes up which contradicts that perceiving, then this is to be cognized as
my reflection. Now, in perception various properties turn up that seem to
be properties of things, yet the thing is One, and we ourselves are conscious
of this diversity through which it ceases to be One as falling within us. The
thing is therefore in fact only white as it is brought to our eyes, it is also tart
on our tongues, and also cubical to our feel, etc. We do not take the entire
diversity of these aspects from the thing but from ourselves. To us, they
come undone from each other in this way because the eye is quite distinct
from the tongue, and so on. We are thus the universal medium within which
such moments dissociate themselves from each other, and in which each
is on its own."” Thereby, since we regard this determinateness (that we are
the universal medium) as our reflection, we preserve the self-equality and
the truth of the thing, namely, its being One.

120. However, the diverse aspects which consciousness takes upon itself
are determinate in that each is regarded as existing for itself within the uni-
versal medium. White is only in contrast to black, etc., and the thing is
One precisely as a result of its being contrasted with others. However, it
does not exclude others from itself insofar as it is One, for to be One is
to be the universal relating-itself-to-itself, and as a result of its being One,
it is instead the same as all others. Rather, it is through its determinateness
that it excludes others. The things themselves are thus determinate in and
for themselves; they have properties whereby they are differentiated from
others. As the property is the thing’s own property, or a determinateness in
its own self, it has multiple properties. For, in the first place, the thing is
the true, it is iz itself, and what is in its own self is in its own self its own
essence, not on account of others. Second, the determinate properties thus
are not only on account of other things and are for other things but are on
their own. However, they are determinate properties in the thing only while
there are many of them and each is differentiated from the other. Third,
while they are in that way within thinghood, they are in and for themselves
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and are indifferent to each other. Therefore, in truth it is the thing itself
which is white and also cubical, also tart, etc., or the thing is the Also, which
to say, it is the universal medium in which the many properties stably exist
externally to each other, and where none makes contact with the other, and
none is sublated. Taken in that way, the thing is taken to be the true.

121. Now, in this perceiving, consciousness is at the same time conscious
that it also reflects itself into itself and that in perceiving, the moment
opposed to the Also crops up. However, this moment is the unity of the
thing with itself which excludes difference from itself. It is accordingly
the unity that consciousness has to take upon itself, for the thing itself is
the stable existence of many various and independent properties. It is therefore
said of the thing: It is white, a/so cubical, and a/so tart, etc. However, insofar
as it is white, it is not cubical, and insofar as it is cubical and also white, it
is not tart, etc. The positing-into-a-one*® of these properties belongs only
to consciousness, which thus has to avoid letting them fall into a One in
the thing. To that end, consciousness brings into play the /nsofar whereby
it keeps the properties apart from each other and it keeps the thing as the
Also. Quite rightly, consciousness takes upon itself the Oneness in such a
way so that what was called a property is now represented as a free-standing
matter. In this way, the thing is elevated into being a genuine Also, while
it becomes a collection of matters and, instead of being a One, it becomes
merely an enclosing surface.

122. If we look back at what consciousness previously took upon itself
and look at what it now takes upon itself, or look at what it had previ-
ously ascribed to the thing and what it now ascribes to itself, it turns out
that it alternately makes itself, as well as the thing, into both a pure One
without multiplicity and into an Also dissolved into self-sufficient matters.
Through the comparison, consciousness thus finds that not only ##s “taking
the true” has in itself the diversity of [the act of | comprehending’ and that
of returning-into-isself, but it also finds that the true itself, the thing, instead
shows itself to be in this doubled fashion. Therefore, what is present is the
experience of the thing which exhibits itself in a determinate way for the
comprehending consciousness’ but at the same time takes itself in terms of
the way in which it offers itself and is reflected itself back into itself, or in
its own self it has an opposed truth.

*° Das In-eins-setzen.

> sein Nehmen des Wahren. Again, this is an untranslatable play on Wahrnehmen, perceiving or per-
ception, as “taking” the “true.”
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123. Consciousness has thus also outside of this second way of conduct-
ing itself in perceiving, namely, to take the thing as the true, the thing as
self-equal, but to take itself to be the unequal, to be what is returning back
into itself from out of equality; and the object now is, to consciousness,
this whole movement which previously was shared between consciousness
and the thing. The thing is One, reflected into itself; it is for izself, but it
is also for an other, namely, it is an other for itself as it is for an other. The
thing thereby is for itself and a/so for an other, a doubly diverse being, but
it is also One. However, its oneness contradicts its diversity; consciousness
would thereby have to take this positing-into-a-one upon itself again and
keep it apart from the thing. It would therefore have to say that the thing,
insofar as it is for itself is not for others. Yet, as consciousness has learned
from experience, oneness also corresponds to the thing itself; the thing is
essentially reflected into itself. The Also, or the indifferent difference, falls
just as much into the thing as it does into oneness, but since both are dif-
ferent, it does not fall into the same thing but rather into different things.
The contradiction, which is per se in the objective essence, is distributed
into two objects. The thing therefore is in and for itself, self-equal, but this
unity with itself is disturbed through other things. In that way, the unity
of the thing is preserved and, at the same time, that otherness, which is
external to the thing just as it is to consciousness, is preserved.

124. Now, to be sure, although the contradiction in the objective essence
is shared among various things, the difference will for that very reason reach
as far as the isolated singularly individual thing itself. The various things are
therefore posited as each existing for izself; and the conflict falls into each
of them reciprocally such that each is different not from itself but only
from others. However, each is thereby izelf determined as something dif-
ferent and has the essential difference from others iz 7,>* but at the same
time not in such a way that this would be an opposition in its own self.
Rather, it is for itself simple determinateness, which constitutes its essential
character and differentiates it from others. Since diversity is in it, the same
difference necessarily is as an actual difference of multiple constitutions
in it. Yet because the determinateness constitutes the essence of the thing,
whereby it distinguishes itself from others and is for itself, this otherwise
multiple constitution is the inessential. Within its unity, the thing thereby
has in itself the doubled Insofar, but with unequal values. As a result, its
being-posited-in-opposition does not therefore become an actual opposi-
tion of the thing itself. Rather, insofar as this thing comes into opposition
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through its absolute difference, it has that opposition vis-a-vis another thing
external to itself. However, the other multiplicity is also, to be sure, neces-
sarily in the thing such that it cannot be kept away from the thing, but it
is inessential to it.

125. This determinateness, which constitutes the essential character of
the thing and which differentiates it from all others, is now determined
in such a way that the thing thereby is in opposition to others but is sup-
posed to preserve itself for itself in that opposition. However, it is only a
thing, or a One existing for itself insofar as it does not stand in this relation
to others, for instead in this relation, the connection to others is posited,
and the connection to others is the cessation of being-for-itself. Directly
through the absolute kind™ and its opposition, it relates itself? to others and
essentially it is only this relating. However, the relationship is the negation
of its self-sufficiency, and the thing instead perishes through its essential
property.

126. The necessity of the experience for consciousness is that the thing
perishes through the very determinateness which constitutes both its
essence and its being-for-itself. According to its simple concept, this expe-
rience can be briefly looked at in this way. The thing is posited as being-for-
izself, or as the absolute negation of all otherness. Thus, it is posited as the
absolute negation relating only itself to itself, but negation relating itself to
itself is just the sublation of izself; or it has its essence in an other.

127. As the object has shown itself to be, the determination of the object
in fact contains nothing else. The object is supposed to have an essential
property which constitutes its simple being-for-itself, but in this simplicity,
it is also supposed to have diversity in its own self, which in turn is indeed
supposed to be necessary but which is indeed not supposed to constitute its
essential determinateness. However, this is only a verbal difference; some-
thing which is inessential but which at the same time is nonetheless sup-
posed to be necessary is something which is self-sublating. That is, it is what
was just called the negation of itself.

128. The last Insofar which separated being-for-itself and being-for-
others thereby falls by the wayside. Instead, the object is in one and same
respect the opposite of itself; it is for itself insofar as it is for others, and iz is for
others insofar as it for itself. It is for itself; reflected into itself, One. However,
this for itself reflected into itself, Oneness, is posited as existing in a unity
with its opposite, with being for an other, and for that reason is posited

5 Charakter. Rendering it as the English “character” would be misleading here.
26 yerhilt es sich.
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only as what is sublated. Or, this being-for-itself is just as inessential as that
which alone was supposed to be inessential, namely, the relationship to an
other.

129. The object is thereby sublated in its pure determinateness, or in the
various determinatenesses which were supposed to constitute its essential-
ity, in the same way as it had been sublated in its sensuous being. From out
of sensuous being, it becomes a universal, but since it emerged from out of
the sensuous, this universal is essentially conditioned by the sensuous and is
thus not truly self-equal. Rather, it is a universality affected with an opposi-
tion, which for that reason is separated into the extremes of singularity and
universality, of the One of properties and of the Also of the free-standing
matters. These pure determinatenesses seem to express essentiality itself, but
they are only a being-for-itselfwhich is burdened with being for an other. But
while both are essentially 77 one unity, unconditioned absolute universality
itself is now present, and for the first time consciousness truly enters into
the realm of the understanding.

130. Sensuous singularity therefore does indeed vanish in the dialectical
movement of immediate certainty and becomes universality, but it becomes
only sensuous universality. Meaning-something has vanished, and perceiv-
ing takes the object as it is in itself, or as a universal as such. Singularity
emerges in the object as true singularity, as the being-in-itself of the One,
or as being-reflected into itself. However, it [the One] is still a conditioned
being-for-itself, alongside which another being-for-itself comes into view, a
universality opposed to singularity and conditioned by singularity. How-
ever, both of these contradictory extremes are not only alongside each other
but rather are in one unity, or, what amounts to the same thing, that which
is common to both. Being-for-itself is burdened altogether with an oppo-
sition, which is to say that it is at the same time not a being-for-isself. The
sophistry of perceiving seeks to save these moments from their contradic-
tions, to cling tenaciously to them by distinguishing various points of view
and by invoking the Also and the Insofar, as well as finally seeking to take
hold of the true by distinguishing the inessential from an essence which is
opposed to the universal. Yet these expedients, instead of warding off illu-
sion in the [act of] comprehending,”” turn out to be null and void, and
the true, which is supposed to be won through this logic of perceiving,
turns out to be in one and the same regard the very opposite and thereby
to have as its essence the universality completely devoid of difference and
determination.

27 Auffassen.
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131. These empty abstractions of singularity and of the universality
opposed to it, as well as the empty abstraction of essence which is bound
up with an inessential, or an inessential which is nonetheless at the same
time necessary, are the powers whose play is the perceptual understanding,
often called healthy common sense. That healthy common sense which
takes itself to be solid, real consciousness, is, in perceiving, only the play
of these abstractions, and that common sense is the poorest exactly at the
point where it means to be the richest. While it is pushed around by these
empty essences and is thus thrown out of the arms of one abstraction into
the arms of another, and, through its own sophistry, alternately goes to
all the trouble of tenaciously clinging to one of them and asserting it to
be true, only then to turn around and assert its opposite to be true, and
then to set itself against the truth, it says that philosophy only deals with
thought-things.*® In fact, philosophy also deals with such thought-things,
and at the same time it is cognizant® of them in their determinateness and
for that reason is master over them,’ whereas the perceiving understand-
ing takes them to be the true, and such thoughts send it on its way from
one error to another. Perceptual understanding does not amount to the
awareness that it is those kinds of simple essentialities which are governing
in it; rather, it always supposes that it is dealing with entirely solid mate-
rial and content, just as sensuous-certainty does not know that the empty
abstraction of pure being is its essence. However, the essentialities are in
fact that in which the perceptual understanding runs hither and thither
through all material and content; they are the cohesiveness of and what
rules that material and content, and they alone are what the sensuous, as
essence, is for consciousness. They alone are what determines the relation
between consciousness and the sensible, and they are alone that in which
the movement of perceiving as well as that of its truth runs its course. This
course, a constant alternation between determining the truth and sublating
this determining, genuinely constitutes the everyday and constant life and
drive both of perceiving and of the consciousness which supposes that its
own movement takes place within the truth. Within thatlife, consciousness
incessantly presses forward to the result in which it sublates all these essen-
tial essentialities or determinations. However, in each singular moment, it
is conscious only of this one determinateness of the true and then again of
its contrary. It no doubt suspects their inessentiality and in order to save
them from the danger threatening them, it passes over into sophistry where
it asserts as true what it had just asserted as untrue. Just where the nature
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of these untrue essences really wants to push this understanding is to bring
together all those thoughts of that universality and singularity, of the Also and
the One, of that essentiality that is necessarily bound up with an inessential-
ity and of an inessentiality that is nonetheless necessary — that is, to push it
to bring together the thoughts of these non-essences and thereby to sublate
them. In contrast, the understanding strives to avoid this by basing its sup-
port on the /nsofar and the various considerations, or by taking upon itself
one thought in order to keep the other thoughts separated from it and
to preserve it as the true thought. However, the nature of these abstrac-
tions bring them together in and for themselves; common sense is the prey
of these abstractions which, in all their spinning circularities, bring it to
such grief. While healthy common sense wants to bestow truth on them,
sometimes by their untruth onto itself, sometimes by calling the semblance
of unreliable things an illusion, and sometimes by separating the essential
from the necessary but nonetheless inessential, and by clinging to the for-
mer as their truth in the face of the latter, in doing so, it does not secure
their truth for them, but it does manage to bestow untruth on itself.

III. FORCE AND THE UNDERSTANDING; APPEARANCE AND THE
SUPERSENSIBLE WORLD

132. In the dialectic of sensuous-certainty, hearing and seeing are bygones
for consciousness, and, as perceiving, consciousness has arrived at thoughts,
which it brings together only in the unconditioned universal. This uncon-
ditioned would now itself again be nothing but the extreme of being-for-
irself set off to one side were it to be taken to be a motionless simple essence,
in which case the non-essence would confront the unconditioned. How-
ever, related to the non-essence, it would be itself non-essential, and con-
sciousness would have not gotten out of the illusion of perceiving. Yet that
universal has turned out to be such that it has returned into itself from
out of such conditioned being-for-itself. — This unconditioned universal,
which is henceforth the true object of consciousness, is still an object of
consciousness; consciousness has not yet grasped its concept as concept. Both
are essentially to be distinguished from each other. To consciousness, the
object has returned into itself from out of its relations to an other and
has thereby come to be in izself concept. However, consciousness is not
yet for itself the concept, and it thus does not yet recognize® itself in that
reflected object. For us, this object has come to be through the movement of
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consciousness so that this consciousness is interwoven in the coming-to-be
of the object, and the reflection is the same on both sides, or is only one
reflection. However, because in this movement consciousness only had the
objective essence and not consciousness as such as its content, the result for
consciousness is to be posited in its objective meaning. Consciousness itself
is still withdrawing from what has come to be so that to consciousness the
essence is what has come to be as objective.

133. The understanding has thereby sublated its own untruth and the
untruth of the object, and what to it as a result has come to be is the con-
cept of the true as the true existing 77 izself, which is not yet the concept, or
which lacks the being-for-itself of consciousness, and which the understand-
ing without knowing itself to be doing so, allows to go its own way. This,
the true, works out its essence for itself so that consciousness has no part
in its free realization but instead only watches it and purely grasps it. First
of all, we therefore have to step into its place and to be the concept that
works out what is contained in the result. In this fully worked-out object,
which presents itself to consciousness as an existing result, consciousness
first becomes, to itself, a comprehending consciousness.?

134. The result was the unconditioned universal, at first in the negative
and abstract sense that consciousness negated its one-sided concepts and
abstracted them, that is to say, it gave them up. However, the result has
in itself the positive meaning that therein the unity of being-for-itself and
being-for-an-other, or the absolute opposition is immediately posited as the
same essence. [t seems at first only to concern the form of the moments with
regard to each other; however, being-for-itself and being-for-others are just
as much the content itself because the opposition in its truth can have no
other nature than that which has turned up in the result, namely, that the
content, which was held to be true in perceiving, in fact only belongs to
the form, and it dissolves into the form’s unity. This content is at the same
time universal; there can be no other content which through its particular
composition would withdraw from returning into this unconditioned uni-
versal. Such a content would be some kind of determinate mode of being
for itself and mode of relating itself to others. Yet z0 be for izself and to relate
itself to others, full stop, constitutes its nature and essence, whose truth lies in
its being the unconditioned universal, and the result is absolutely universal.

135. However, because this unconditioned universal is an object for con-
sciousness, the difference of form and content emerges in it, and, in the
shape of content, the moments have the look in which they first presented
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themselves: On the one hand, to be a universal medium of many stably
existing matters, and, on the other hand, to be a One reflected into itself,
in which this self-sufficiency is eradicated. The former is the dissolution of
the self-sufhiciency of the thing, or, the passivity that is being for an other,
whereas the latter, however, is being for itself. It remains to be seen how
these moments will display themselves in that unconditioned universality
which is their essence. In the first place, it becomes clear that as a result of
their existing only within that unconditioned universality they no longer
diverge from each other at all;* rather, in themselves they are essentially
self-sublating aspects, and what is posited is only that transition of each of
them into each other.

136. The one moment therefore appears as the essence set off to one side,
as the universal medium, or as the stable existence of self-sufficient matters.
However, the self-sufficiency of these matters is nothing but the medium, or,
this universal is, to all intents and purposes, the multiplicity of such distinct
universals. The universal is in its own self in undivided unity with this mul-
tiplicity, which means, however, that these matters are each where the other
is; they reciprocally permeate each other — without, however, touching each
other because, on the other side of the coin, the many distinct matters are
likewise self-sufficient. At the same time, their pure porousness, or their
sublation, is thereby also posited. This sublation, or the reduction of this
diversity to pure being-for-itself, is again nothing but the medium itself,
and this medium is the se/fsufficiency of the differences. Or, those differ-
ences which are posited as self-sufficient immediately pass over into their
unity, and their unity immediately passes over into an unfolding,3* and this
unfolding immediately passes back into the reduction. This movement is,
however, what is called force. One moment of this, namely, the force as
the propagation of the self-sufficient matters in their being, is their expres-
sion. However, the force as the disappearance of the self-sufficient matters
is the force driven out of its expression back into itself, or the genuine force.
However, the force, first driven back into itself, must express itself, and, sec-
ond, in the expression, the force is just as much the force existing within
irself as it is the expression in this inwardly-turned-being. — While in that
way we preserve both moments in their immediate unity, the concept of
force really belongs to the understanding. The understanding is itself really
the concept, and it supports the different moments as different, for on their
own, they are not supposed to be different. The difference thereby is only
in thought. — That is, in the foregoing what was posited was in fact only
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the concept of force and not its reality. However, the force is in fact the
unconditioned universal, which is in itself just what it is for an other. That
is, it is what has the difference in itself — for the difference is nothing but
being-for-others. — Because the force is said to be in its truth, it must be set
entirely free from thoughts and must be posited as the substance of these
differences, which means at one time that the substance, as this whole force,
essentially is enduring in and for itself, and it then means that its differences
endure as substantial, or as moments enduring for themselves. The force as
such, or as driven back into itself, is thereby for itself as an excluding One
for which the unfolding of the matters is another stably existing essence. In
that way two distinct self-sufficient aspects are posited. However, the force
is also the whole, or it remains what it is according to its concept. This is to
say that these differences remain pure forms, superficial vanishing moments.
At the same time, the differences between the genuine force driven back
into itself and the unfolding of the self-sufficient matters would not be at
all if they were not to have a stable existence, or the force would not be
if it did not exist in these opposing ways. However, their existing in these
opposing ways means nothing but that both moments are themselves at the
same time self-sufficient. — This movement of the two moments as stably-
existing-rendering-themselves-self-sufficient® and then as “again sublating
themselves” is what is now up for examination. — In general it is clear that
this movement is nothing but the movement of perceiving itself in which
both aspects, namely, the perceiver and, at the same time, the perceived,
as the apprehending of the true are at one time One and are not differenti-
ated from each other, but at another time each aspect is just as well reflected
into itself, or is for itself. Here both of these aspects are moments of force;
they are as much in a unity as this unity (which appears as the mediating
middle with regard to the extremes being for themselves) is forever falling
apart into these very extremes (which are as a result of this falling apart). —
The movement, which previously turned out to be the self-defeating con-
tradictory concept, therefore here has objective form and is a movement of
force, the result of which is the emergence of the unconditioned-universal
as the un-objective, or as the inner of things.

137. While in the way it has been determined, force is represented as
such, or as reflected into isself, force is one aspect of its own concept, but as a
substantialized extreme, namely, as the extreme posited under the determi-
nateness of the One. The stable existence of the unfolded matters is thereby
excluded from force, and it is an ozher than force. While it is necessary that
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force itself is supposed to be this stable existence, or while it is necessary that
force express itself, its expression is represented so that this other approaches
it and solicits it. However, while force indeed necessarily expresses itself, in
its own self it has what was posited as another essence. The assertion must
be retracted that force is posited as a2 One, and that its essence, which is
to express itself, is posited as an other joining it from the outside. Instead,
force is itself this universal medium of the stable existence of the moments
as matters or force has expressed itself, and instead what is supposed to be
the soliciting other is force. Force therefore now exists as the medium of the
unfolded matters. However, it has without more ado essentially the form
of the sublatedness of the stably existing matters, or it is essentially One;
this bez’ng—ane36 is thereby now an other than force, since force is posited
as the medium of the matters, and force has this, its essence, external to
itself. However, while force must necessarily be what it is zoz yet posited as
being, this other joins it in that way and solicits it to a reflective turn into
itself, or the other sublates its expression. However, force itself really is izself
this being-reflected-into-itself, or the sublatedness of the expression. The
oneness vanishes 77 the way it appeared, namely, as an other. Force is itself
this other; force is force driven into itself.

138. What came on the scene as an other, which solicited force to expres-
sion as well as solicited it to return into itself, is, as it immediately turns
out, iself force, for the other shows itself to be a universal medium as well
as a One, and it does this in such a way that each of these shapes emerges at
the same time only as a vanishing moment. Hence, as a result of an other
existing for it and it existing for an other, force has in no way come out
from its concept. At the same time, there are two forces present, and the
concept of both is, to be sure, the same; however, the concept has gone out
from its unity and entered into duality. Instead of the opposition remaining
entirely and essentially for just a moment, it seems to have withdrawn from
the unity’s dominion over it through its estrangement into entirely se/f
sufficient forces. What is at stake in this self-sufficiency needs to be viewed
more precisely. First of all, the second force emerges as the soliciting force,
in fact according to its content, as a universal medium, as facing off with
what is determined to be the solicited force. However, while the former, the
second force, is essentially the flux of both moments and is itself force, it
is in fact likewise only the universal medium as a result of izs being solicited
to that end and likewise is also a negative unity, or it solicits the recession
of force as a result of its being solicited. This difference, which came to pass
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between both forces such that one of them was supposed to be the solicit-
ing and the other the solicited force, is thereby transformed into the same
reciprocal exchange of determinatenesses.

139. The play of both forces thereby consists in this oppositional deter-
minateness on both parts, or in their being-for-each-other within both this
determination and the absolute immediate flux of the determinations —
within a transition, as a result of which alone these determinations are that
in which the forces seem to make their appearance self-sufficiently. The one
which is soliciting is, for example, posited as a universal medium and, in
contrast, the solicited one as the force driven back. However, the former is
a universal medium itself only as a result of the other being the force that is
driven back; or, the latter is instead the one that is soliciting for the former
and is what makes the former into a medium in the first place. The for-
mer only has its determinateness through the other, and it is soliciting only
insofar as it is solicited by the other. It immediately loses as well this deter-
minateness given to it, for this determinateness passes over into the other,
or, instead, it has already passed over into that other. What is alien and is
soliciting the force emerges as a universal medium but only as a result of its
having been solicited by the other force; which is to say that #he force posits
it in that way and is instead izself essentially the universal medium. It posits
what is soliciting in such a way for the reason that this other determination
is essential 0 7¢, which is to say, because it is instead the other determination
iself.

140. For the completion of the insight into the concept of this move-
ment, attention can be drawn to the following. The differences themselves
show themselves to be within a duplicated difference, ar one time as dif-
ferences of content, while the one extreme is the force reflected into itself,
and the other extreme is the medium of the matters; at another time as
differences of form, while one solicits, the other is solicited, and the for-
mer is active, whereas the latter is passive. According to the difference of
content, they are as such, or for us, differentiated. However, according to
the difference of form they are self-suflicient in their relation to each other,
separating themselves off from each other and opposing themselves to each
other. That, according to both aspects, the extremes are nothing in them-
selves, but rather (within that which their differentiated essence ought to
stably exist) only vanishing moments, each an immediate transition into
the opposite, becomes for the consciousness in perception the movement
of force. However, for us (as noted above), there was also still this: In them-
selves the differences vanished as differences of content and of form and, on
the side of form, according to the essence, the active, the soliciting force,
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or what-is-existing-for-itself, was the same as what, on the side of the con-
tent, was the force driven back into itself. The passive, solicited, or what is
existing-for-an-other on the side of form, exhibits itself as the same as that
which on the side of content turned out to be the universal medium of the
many matters.

141. What results from all of this is that the concept of force becomes
actual through its being doubled into two forces and evident how it
becomes actual. These two forces exist as essences existing for themselves;
but their existence lies in the kind of movement of each against the other so
that their being is instead a pure being-posited through an other, which is to
say, that the pure meaning of their being is instead that of vanishing. They
are not like extremes which retain something fixed for themselves and trans-
mit only an external property to each other in the mediating middle and in
their contact. Rather, they are what they are only in this mediating middle
and this contact. Immediately therein there is the force driven back into
itself, or the being-for-itself of force, as there is the expression, or the solic-
iting as much as the solicited. These moments are thereby not distributed
into two extremes which would only proffer an opposing tip. Rather, their
essence is purely and simply this: Each is only through the other; what each
is through the other is immediately no longer to be while it is the other.
They thereby in fact have no substance of their own which would support
and preserve them. The concepr of force sustains itself instead as zhe essence
in its actuality itself. The force as actual is purely and simply in the expres-
sion, which at the same time is nothing but a self-sublation. This acrual
force, represented as free-standing from its expression and as existing for
itself, is the force driven back into itself; however, as it has turned out, this
determinateness is in fact itself only a moment of expression. The truth of
force remains therefore only the thought of force; and without pause, the
moments of its actuality, its substances, and its movement collapse together
into an undifferentiated unity, which is not the force driven back into itself
since this is itself only one such moment. Rather, this unity is its concept as
concept. The realization of force is therefore at the same time the loss of real-
ity; it has instead become within that movement wholly other, namely, this
universality, which the understanding at first, or immediately, cognizes as
its essence, and which also proves itself to be its essence in what is supposed
to be its reality, in the actual substances.

142. Insofar as we consider #he first universal as the concept of the under-
standing, in which force does not yet exist for itself, so the second univer-
sal is now its essence as it exhibits itself iz and for izself. Or, conversely, if
we regard the first universal as the immediate, which is supposed to be an
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actual object for consciousness, then this second universal is determined as
the negative of the sensuously objective force. It is force as it is in its true
essence, as the object of the understanding. The former, the first universal,
would be the force driven back into itself, or the force as substance; how-
ever, the second universal is the inner of things as the inner, which is the
same as the concept as concept.

143. This genuine essence of things now has been determined as not exist-
ing immediately for consciousness. Rather, consciousness has a mediated
relation to the inner, and, as the understanding, it looks into the true back-
ground of things by means of this mediating middle of the play of forces. The
mediating middle, which merges together the two extremes (the under-
standing and the inner) is the developed being of force, which for the under-
standing is henceforth a vanishing. For that reason, it is called appearance,
for being that is immediately in its own self a non-being is what is called
semblance. However, it is not only a semblance but rather an appearance,
a whole of semblances. This whole as a whole, or a universal, is what con-
stitutes the inner, the play of forces as that play’s reflective turn into itself.?”
Within that play, the essences of perception are so posited for conscious-
ness in the objective mode as they are in themselves, namely, as moments
immediately transforming themselves into their opposites, without rest and
without being, the One immediately transforming itself into the universal
and immediately transforming the essential into the inessential and vice
versa. This play of forces is thus the developed negative. However, the truth
of the play of forces is the positive, namely, the universal, the object existing
in itself. — The being of that object for consciousness is mediated through
the movement of appearance, in which the being of perception and what is
sensuously objective have only a negative meaning, and out of which con-
sciousness therefore reflects itself into itself as reflecting itself into the true.
However, again as consciousness, it makes this, the true, into the objectively
inner and distinguishes the reflection of things into themselves from its own
reflection-into-self, just as into consciousness, the mediating movement is
still as much an objective movement. This inner thus is to consciousness
an extreme confronting it. However, for that reason it is, to consciousness,
the true, because therein, as it does in the in-isself, it has the certainty of
itself, or the moment of its being-for-itself. However, it is not yet conscious
of this ground, for being-for-itself, which is supposed to have the inner in its
own self, would be nothing but the negative movement. But to conscious-
ness, this negative movement is still the objectively vanishing appearance,

37" Reflexion desselben in sich selbst.
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not yet its own being-for-itself. The inner is to consciousness undeniably
the concept, but consciousness is not yet acquainted with the nature of the
concept.

144. In this inner true, as the absolutely universal which is purified of
the opposition of universal and singular and which has come to be for rhe
understanding, is disclosed for the first time and henceforth a supersensible
world as the #7ue world over and above the sensuous world (as the appearing
world). That is, over and above the vanishing this-worldliness,’® there is
disclosed an enduring other-worldly beyond,? an in-itself which is the first
and for that reason incomplete appearance of reason, or the pure element
in which the truth has its essence.

145. With that, our object is henceforth the syllogism, which has, for
its extreme terms, the inner of things and the understanding, and, for its
middle term, appearance. However, the movement of this syllogism yields
the further determination of what the understanding, through the middle
term, beholds in this inner. It also yields what it learns from experience
about this relation of syllogistic closure.*°

146. The inner is still a pure other-worldly beyond for consciousness, for
consciousness does not encounter itself within it. The inner is empzy, for it
is only the nothingness of appearance and, positively, the simple universal.
This way of being the inner meets with immediate agreement among those
who say that the inner of things is not to be known;* however, the ground
for this assertion should be understood in a different way. There is certainly
no acquaintance with the inner, in the way that it is immediately here, but
this is not because reason would be too short-sighted, or restricted, or what-
ever else one wants to call it. Why this is so is not something especially well
known to us here, for we have not yet gone very deeply into the matter.
Rather, it has to do with the simple nature of what is at stake,** because in
the void, nothing is known, or, to speak about it in another way, because it
is defined® as the very other-worldly beyond of consciousness. — The result
is of course the same as if a blind person were to be set amidst the wealth
of the supersensible world — if that world has such wealth, whether it be
its own distinctive content or whether it be consciousness itself that is this
content — or if a person with sight were to be situated in total darkness, or
if you please, situated in pure light (if the supersensible world were indeed
to be something like that). In that pure light, the person with sight sees
as little as he sees in total darkness, and he sees exactly as much as the
blind person sees of the riches lying right in front of him. However much
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it were to be the case that there would be nothing more to the inner and
the syllogistic closure with the inner through appearance, still there would
be nothing more left to do except to stop short at appearances, which is to
say, to perceive something which we know not to be true. Or, suppose we
are nonetheless to take there to be something in the void after all; this is a
void which came about as the void of objective things but which now must
be taken both as emptiness in itself, or as the void of all spiritual relations,
or even as the void of the differences of consciousness as consciousness —
and if the void is taken as this complete void, which is also called the holy,
nonetheless there is supposed to be something with which to fill it out,
even if it is only filled out with daydreams, or with appearances which con-
sciousness itself creates. If so, then consciousness would just have to rest
content with being so badly treated, for it would deserve no better, while
daydreams themselves are still better than its emptiness.

147. However, the inner, or the supersensible other-worldly beyond, has
developed. It comes forth from out of appearance, and appearance is its medi-
ation. That is, appearance is its essence and in fact its fulfillment. The super-
sensible is the sensuous and the perceived posited as they are in z7uzh. How-
ever, the truth of the sensuous and the perceived is to be appearance. The
supersensible is therefore appearance as appearance. — However much it is
thought that the supersensible is #herefore the sensuous world, or the world
as it is for immediate sensuous-certainty and perception, still this is an inverted
understanding of the supersensible, for appearance is instead 7oz the world
of sensuous knowing and perceiving as an existing world. It is rather that
world posited as sublated, or posited in truth as the inner. It is commonly
said that the supersensible is 7oz appearance; but “appearance” there is not
understood to be appearance but rather to be the sensuous world as being
itself real actuality.

148. Our object, the understanding, is situated in this very place: To
itself, the inner has just come to be only as the universal which is still not
the in-itself brought to fulfillment. The play of forces has just the negative
meaning that it does not exist in itself and the positive meaning only of
being what does the mediation, which is, however, external to the under-
standing. However, the understanding’s relation to the inner through the
mediation is the understanding’s own movement through which the inner
will, to the understanding, bring itself to fulfillment. — The play of forces
is the immediate for the understanding, but the #7ue, to the understanding,
is only as zhe simple. However, we have seen that this play of forces has the
following composition: The force which is solicited by another force like-
wise is soliciting this other force, which itself thereby becomes a soliciting
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force. What is present within this play is just the immediate flux, or the
absolute exchange of determinateness which constitutes the sole content of
what is coming on the scene: to be either a universal medium or a negative
unity. In its determinate onset, it itself immediately ceases to be what it was
as it came on the scene. Through its determinate onset, it solicits the other
aspect, which thereby expresses itself. This is to say that the latter is now
immediately what the first is supposed to be. The two sides, the relations of
soliciting and the relations of the determinately opposed content are each
on their own** absolute invertedness and confusion. However, both of these
relations are again themselves the same; and the difference of form (namely,
the solicited and the soliciting) is the same as the difference of content (the
solicited as such, namely, the passive medium). In contrast, the soliciting
is the active, negative unity, or the One. All differences between the par-
ticular forces, which are supposed to be present in this movement, thereby
vanish, for the forces rest solely on those differences. Together with the dif-
ferences vanishing, the difference of forces likewise collapses in the same
way into one. There is therefore neither force, nor soliciting and being
solicited, nor the determinateness of being a stably existing medium and
a unity reflected into itself; there is neither something singularly for itself,
nor are there various oppositions. Instead, what there is in this absolute
flux is just the difference as the universal difference, or as the kind of differ-
ence into which the many oppositions have been reduced. This difference
as universal difference is thus the simple in the play of force itself and it is the
true in that play of forces. It is the law of force.

149. Through its relation to the simplicity of the inner, or the under-
standing, the absolutely fluctuating appearance comes to be the simple
difference. The inner is at first only the universal in itself. However, this
universal, in itself simple, is essentially just as absolutely the universal differ-
ence, for it is the result of the flux itself, or the flux is its essence. However,
flux, posited as existing in the inner as it is in truth, is likewise incorpo-
rated into the inner as an absolutely universal motionless difference, as the
self-consistent difference. Or negation is essentially a moment of the uni-
versal, and it, or mediation, is therefore within the universal the universal
difference. It is expressed in law as the stable picture of unstable appearance.
The supersensible world is thus a motionless realm of laws. It is to be sure,
beyond the perceived world, for this perceived world exhibits the law only
through constant change. However, those laws are just as much current in
the perceived world and are its immediately motionless likeness.

4 fiir sich.
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150. This realm of laws is, to be sure, the truth of the understanding,
which has its content in the difference that lies within the law. However,
it is at the same time only the understanding’s firsz truth and does not
completely bring appearance to its fulfillment. The law is now current in
appearance, but it is not the entire presence of appearance; under ever dif-
ferent circumstances, the law has an ever different actuality. As a result,
there remains for appearance for itself an aspect which is not within the
inner; that is, appearance is in truth not yet posited as appearance, as sub-
lated being-for-itself. This defect in the law must in its own self be like-
wise brought into prominence. What seems to be lacking in it is that it
admittedly has the difference in it, but it has it as universal, as an indeter-
minate difference. However, insofar as it is not #be law per se but only one
law, it has determinateness in it. As a result there are indeterminately many
laws present. Yet this multiplicity is instead a defect; it contradicts the very
principle of the understanding as the consciousness of the simple inner for
which the true is the unizy that is in itself universal. For that reason, it must
instead let the many laws collapse together into o7e law. For example: The
law according to which a stone falls and the law according to which the
heavenly spheres move have been conceptually grasped as one law. How-
ever, in this collapse into each other, the laws lose their determinateness;
the law becomes ever more superficial, and as a result, what is found is not
really the unity of these determinate laws but rather one law, which omits
their determinateness in the way that the one law, which unifies within itself
the law of bodies falling to the earth and the law of heavenly movement,
does not in fact express either of them. The unification of all laws into uni-
versal attraction expresses no further content than that of the mere concept
of law itself, which is posited as existing therein. Universal attraction only
says this: Everything has a constant difference with regard to everything else. In
saying that, the understanding supposes that it has found a universal law
which expresses universal actuality as such, but it has in fact only found the
concept of law itself. Nonetheless, it has done so in such a way that it says
at the same time that all actuality is in its own self lawful. For that reason,
the expression of universal attraction has to that extent great importance
as it is directed against the unthinking representation for which everything
presents itself in the shape of contingency and for which determinateness
has the form of sensuous self-sufficiency.

151. Universal attraction, or the pure concept of law, thereby stands over
and against determinate laws. Insofar as this pure concept is regarded as
the essence, or, the true inner, the determinateness itself of determinate laws
still belongs to appearance, or rather it belongs to sensuous being. Yet the
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pure concept of law does not only go beyond the law, which, itself being
a determinate law, stands over and against other determinate laws. Instead,
it goes beyond the law as such. The determinateness that was talked about
is itself really only a vanishing moment, which no longer comes into view
here as an essentiality, for what is present here is only the law as the true.
However, the concept of the law is turned against the law itself. That is,
in the law, the difference itself is immediately grasped and incorporated
into the universal, and as a result there is in the law a stable existence of
the moments, whose relation the law expresses, as indifferent essentialities
existing in themselves. However, these parts of the difference in the law
are at the same time themselves determinate aspects. The pure concept of
the law as universal attraction must be grasped in its true significance so
that within it, as the absolutely simple, the differences, which are present in
the law as such, themselves rezurn again into the inner as simple unity. The
simple unity is the inner necessity of the law.

152. As a result, the law is present in a doubled manner, at one time
as a law in which the differences are expressed as self-sufficient moments,
and at another time in the form of simple being-that-has-returned-into-
itself.# This again can be called force, but not in such a way that it is the
force driven back but rather so that it is the force as such, or the concept
of force, which is itself an abstraction and which itself draws into itself the
differences between what attracts and what is attracted. For example, simple
electricity is in that way force. However, the expression of the difference
belongs in the law, and this difference is positive and negative electricity.
In the movement of falling, force is the simple, or gravity, for which the
law is that the magnitudes of the distinct moments of the motion, or the
time elapsed and the space traversed, relate themselves to each other as
root and square. Electricity itself is not the difference in itself, or is not
in its essence the doubled-essence of positive and negative electricity; thus,
one is accustomed to saying that it 4as the law*® of being that way, or that it
has the property of expressing itself in that way. This property is, to be sure,
essentially and solely the property of this force, or it is zecessary to that force.
However, necessity is an empty word here. The force must double itself in
that way simply because it must. If, of course, positive electricity is posited,
then negative electricity in itselfis also necessary, for the positive is only as a
relation to the negative. That is, the positive is 772 its own self the difference
from itself in the same way that the negative is. However, that electricity
divides itself as such in that way, is not in itself the necessary; as simple force
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electricity is indifferent vis-a-vis its law, which declares it 0 be positive and
negative. If we call the former its concept and the latter its being, then its
concept is indifferent to its being; it only Aas this property, which is just to
say that its property is not iz itself necessary to its being. — This indifference
takes on another shape if it is said that it only belongs to the definition of
electricity to be positive and negative, or that this is purely and simply its
concept and essence. Its being would then mean i#s existence as such; however,
the necessity of its existence does not lie in that definition; one either comes
upon its existence, which is to say, it is not necessary at all; or it has its
existence through other forces, which is to say that its necessity is external.
However, by thereby locating necessity within the determinateness of being
through others, we fall back again into the multiplicity of determinate laws,
which we had just abandoned in order to consider #he law as law. It is only
with the law as law that its concept as concept is to be compared. However,
in all these forms, necessity has still only shown itself to be an empty word.

153. The indifference of law and force, or of concept and being, is present
in yet another way than that already indicated. In the law of motion, for
example, it is necessary that motion be divided into time and space, or
else then into distance and velocity. While motion is only the relation of
those moments, motion, or the universal, is here divided i7 itself. However,
these parts, time and space, or distance and velocity, do not now express in
themselves this origination out of one universal. They are indifferent to each
other. Space is represented as being able to be without time, time without
space, and distance at least without velocity — in the same way that their
magnitudes are indifferent to each other while they do not relate to each
other as positive and negative and thus are not related to each other through
their essence. Thus, there is of course the necessity of division but not the
necessity of the parts as such for each other. However, for that reason, that
first necessity is itself also just a sham, a false necessity. That is, motion itself
is not represented as simple essence or as pure essence, but rather as already
divided. Time and space are its se/f-sufficient parts, or essences in themselves,
or distance and velocity are ways of being or of representational thinking,
where any one of them can be just as well without the other. Motion is
thus only their superficial relation, not their essence. Represented as simple
essence, or as force, motion is indeed gravity, which does not, however,
contain these differences at all within itself.

154. The difference is therefore in both cases no difference in isself. Either
the universal, the force, is indifferent to the division which lies in the law,
or the differences, the parts of the law, are indifferent to each other. How-
ever, the understanding has the concept of this difference in itself just in the
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law’s being on the one hand the inner, or existing-in-izself; but at the same
time differentiated in it. That this difference is thereby an inner difference
is here in that the law is simple force, or, as the concepr of the difference,
is thus a difference of conceprs. However, this inner difference still just falls
within the understanding and is not yet posited in the item itself# It is thus
only its own necessity that the understanding expresses. It makes this dis-
tinction in such a way that it expresses at the same time that the difference
is to be no difference in the item itself. This necessity, which only lies in
the words used, is thus the recital of the moments that constitute the circle
of necessity; they are, to be sure, distinguished, but at the same time their
difference is expressed as being no difference of the item itself and thus it is
itself again straightaway sublated. This movement is called explanation. A
law is thus declared, and from this law, its universal in itself, or the ground,
is distinguished as force. However, it is said of this difference that it is no
difference at all, but rather, that the grounding reason*® is instead entirely
constituted in the same way as is the law. For example, the singular event
of lightning is comprehended* as universal, and this universal is expressed
as the /aw of electricity. The explanation then condenses the /zw into the
force as the essence of the law. This force is then so constituted that when
it expresses itself, opposed electricities come forth; these opposed electrici-
ties then again vanish into each other, which is to say, #he force is composed
exactly as is the law; it is said that both are not different at all. The dif-
ferences are the pure universal expression (or the law) and the pure force.
However, both have the same content, the same constitution; the difference
as a difference of content, which is to say, in the item izself, is therefore also
again withdrawn.

155. As it turns out, within this tautological movement, the understand-
ing steadfastly insists on its object’s motionless unity, and the movement
only takes place in the understanding itself, not in the object. The move-
ment is an explanation which not only explains nothing, but is, rather, so
clear that as it makes a move to say something different from what has
already been said, it says instead nothing at all and only repeats the same
thing. Through this movement nothing new emerges about the item itself.
Instead the movement only comes into view as a movement of the under-
standing. However, within that movement we cognize just what was miss-
ing in the law, namely, the absolute flux itself, for this movement, when
we look at it more closely, is immediately the opposite of itself. It posits a
difference, which is not only no difference for us but is a difference which
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it itself sublates as difference. This is the same flux that turned out to be
the play of forces. Within that flux, there was the difference between the
soliciting and the solicited, between the force expressing itself and the force
driven back into itself, but they were differences that in truth were no differ-
ences at all and which for that reason were again also immediately sublated.
What is present is not only the mere unity so that no difference would be
posited; rather, it is this movement that undeniably makes a differentiation.
However, because the difference is no difference at all, it is again sublated. —
With explanation, therefore, the change and the flux, which were previ-
ously external to the inner and which existed only in appearance, have
pushed their way into the supersensible itself. However, our consciousness
has moved out of the inner as object over to the other side, into the under-
standing, and it is in the understanding that it has such flux.

156. In this way, this flux is not yet a flux of the thing itself. As a result
of that, it exhibits itself as pure flux in that the content of the moments
of the flux remains the same. However, while the concept, as the concept of
the understanding, is the same as the inner of things, so #his flux becomes
the law of the inner for the understanding. The understanding thus learns
from experience that what is the law of appearance itself is that differences
come to be that are no differences at all, or it learns that like poles repel>°
themselves from each other and likewise that the differences are only such
that they are in truth no differences at all, which is to say that they sublate
themselves, or that unlike poles attract> each other. — There is a second law,
whose content is opposed to what was previously called law, that is to say, it
is opposed to the enduring self-consistent’> difference. This is because this
new law instead expresses the becoming-unequal of what is equal and the
becoming-equal of the unequal. The concept asks of the thoughtless that he
bring both laws together and become conscious of their opposition. — The
second law is, of course, also a law, or a being in inner self-equality, but it
is instead a self-equality of inequality, a constancy of inconstancy. — In the
play of forces, this law turned out to be just this absolute transition and
pure flux. Poles being alike,? i.e., force, fall apart into opposition, which
at first seems to be a self-sufficient difference but which proves in fact to
be really none at all, for it is this, poles being alike, which repels itself from
itself, and what is repelled thus essentially attracts itself, since it is the same
“pole being alike.” The distinction that is made, which is none at all, is
therefore again sublated. The difference turns out to be a difference in the

5° das Gleichnamige. Gleichnamige means the “like” of a charge in electricity, or the different poles of
a magnet.
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item itself, or it turns out to be the absolute difference, and this difference in
the item isself is thus nothing other than that of “poles being alike,” which
repelled themselves from themselves. Thus, this differentiating only posits
an opposition that is none at all.

157. Through this principle, the first supersensible becomes the motion-
less realm of laws, the immediate likeness of the perceived world inverted
into its opposite. The law was itself what is self-consistent just as are its differ-
ences. However, it is now posited that each of them is instead the opposite
of itself. What is equal to itself instead repels itself from itself, and what
is unequal to itself instead posits itself as what is equal to itself. In fact,
it is only with this determination that the difference is an inner difference,
or is a difference in irself, while what is equal to itself is unequal to itself,
and what is unequal to itself is equal to itself. — 7his second supersensible
world is in this way the inverted world, namely, while one aspect is already
present in the first supersensible world, this is the inverted version of this
forst supersensible world. The inner as appearance is thereby brought to cul-
mination. The first supersensible world was only the immediate elevation
of the perceived world into the universal element, and it had its necessary
counterpart in this perceived world, which still retained for izself the princi-
ple of flux and alteration. The first realm of laws did without that principle,
but now it obtains it as the inverted world.

158. According to the laws, therefore, of this inverted world, /ike poles in
the first world are each the unlike of itself, and the unlike in the first is just
as unlike to itself, or it comes to be equal to itself. In determinate moments
this will turn out to be such that what in the law of the first is sweet is,
in this inverted in-itself, sour; what is black in the former is white in the
latter. What in the law of the first world is the north pole in the magnet,
is in its other supersensible in-itself, namely, in the earth, the south pole,
whereas what was there the south pole is here the north pole. Likewise,
what in the first law of electricity is the oxygen pole becomes in its other
supersensible essence the hydrogen pole; and conversely, what is the hydro-
gen pole here becomes the oxygen pole there. In another sphere, according
to the immediate law, revenge on an enemy is the highest satisfaction of
injured individuality. However, #his law states that I am to show the subject
who does not treat me as an independent being’* that I am the indepen-
dent being,” and that it is instead I who sublates him as the independent
being; through the principle of the other world, this law inverss itself into

54 Selbstwesen. Grimms Wirterbuch identifies this as equivalent to selbstindiges Wesen. “ Wesen” is here
rendered as (a) being. Luther also uses the term in this way in his Table Talk.
55 Wesen. Given the reference to Selbstwesen above, it could also be rendered as “independent essence.”
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the opposite law: the recovery of myself as the independent being through
the sublation of the alien independent being, which then inverts itself into
self-destruction. However much this inversion, which is exhibited in the
punishment of crime, is now made into /aw, it is still again also only the
law of a world which has a supersensible world standing in inverted opposi-
tion to itself, in which what is despised in the former is honored, and what
in the former is honored is despised. The punishment which, according
the law of the former, dishonors a person and destroys him, is transformed
in its inverted world into the pardon preserving his independent being and
bringing honor to him.

159. Superficially viewed, this inverted world is the opposite of the first
in that it has the latter external to itself, and repels that first world from
itself as an inverted actuality. The one is appearance, the other is the in-
irself. The one world is as it is for others, whereas the other is as it is for
irself, so that, to use the previous examples, what tastes sweet is really, or
inwardly in the thing itself, sour. Or what in appearance is the north pole in
the actual magnet, would be, in the inner or essential being the south pole.
Or what presents itself as the oxygen pole in electricity in its phenomenal
appearance would be the hydrogen pole in non-phenomenal’® electricity.
Or an action, which in the realm of appearance is a crime, should be in
its inwardness genuinely good, or a bad action having a good intention.
Punishment would only be punishment iz the realm of appearance; in irself
or in another world it could be a benefit for the criminal. Yet such oppo-
sitions — of inner and outer, appearance and the supersensible — which
have been taken as two kinds of actualities are no longer present here. The
repelled differences do not distribute themselves anew to two kinds of sub-
stances that would support them and lend them a separate stable existence,
in which case the understanding would again fall out of the inner back into
its previous place. The one aspect, or substance, would be again the world
of perception in which the one of those two laws would drive its essence,
and, over and against that law, there would be an inner world, just #he kind
of sensible world like the first, but one which existed in the realm of rgp-
resentation. Unlike the sensuous world, that world could not be pointed
out, seen, heard, or tasted, and yet it would be represented in the terms of
such a sensuous world. But if the one posiz is in fact something perceived
and if its in-izself, as its inversion, is likewise sensuously represented, then the
sourness, which would be the in-itself of the sweer thing, would be just as
actual as the sweet thing, or it would be a sour thing. The black, which
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would be the in-itself of the white, would be the actual black. The north
pole, which is the in-itself of the south pole, would be the north pole present
in the same magnet. The oxygen pole, which is the in-itself of the hydrogen
pole, would be the oxygen pole present in the same voltaic pile [battery].
However, the actual crime has its own invertedness and its in-itself as possi-
bility in the intention as such, but not in a good intention, for the truth of
intention is only the deed itself. The crime, according to its content, has its
reflective turn into itself, or has its inversion in actual punishment, and this
is the conciliation of the law with the actuality opposed to it in the crime.
Finally, the actual punishment has in it its own nverted actuality in such a
way so that it is a kind of actualization of the law, within which the activity,
which the law has as punishment, sublates itself. From being active, the law
again comes to be both at rest and in valid force, and both the movement
of individuality against it and of it against individuality expires.

160. Therefore, from the representation of inversion, which constitutes
the essence of one aspect of the supersensible world, the sensuous repre-
sentation of the attachment of the differences in diverse elements of stable
existence must be detached, and this absolute concept of difference is to be
purely exhibited and grasped as inner difference, as the repulsion of the like
pole (as the like pole) from itself, and as the sameness of the non-same (as
the non-same).’ It is to make one think through the pure flux, or e oppo-
sition within itself, the contradiction. For in the difference, which is an inner
difference, what is opposed is not just oze of two — otherwise, it would be
an existent, not an opposite — but rather it is the opposite of an opposite,
or the other is itself immediately present within it. To be sure, I put the
opposite here, and I put the other of which it is the opposite #here, and 1
therefore set the opposite off to one side, where it is in and for itself without
the other. However, just for that reason, while I have here the opposite in and
for izself; it is the opposite of itself, or it has in fact the other immediately in
itself.’® — In that way, the supersensible world, which is the inverted world,
has at the same time enveloped the other world and has it in itself. It is for
itself the inverted world, which is to say, it is the inversion of itself, and it
is itself and its opposed world within oze unity. Only in that way is it the
difference as inner difference, or the difference in itself, or is the difference
as infinity.

161. Through infinity, we see that the law has been perfected in its own
self into necessity, and we see all moments of appearance incorporated into
the inner. What is simple in law is infinity, and this means, according to
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how things have turned out. (a) There is a self-equal which is, however,
the difference in itself; or it is the “like pole” which repels itself from itself,
or which estranges itself. What was called simple force doubles itself, and
through its infinity is law. (§) The estranged, which constitutes the parts
represented in the /zw, turns out to be what is stably existing; and, if the
parts are considered without the concept of the inner difference, then space
and time, or distance and velocity, which appear as moments of gravity, are
just as much indifferent to one another and without any necessity for each
other as they are for gravity itself, just as this simple gravity is indifferent
to them, or the simple electricity is indifferent to the positive and nega-
tive. (y) However, through this concept of inner difference, what is unlike
and indifferent, space and time, etc., is a difference that is no difference, or
only a difference of /ike poles, and its essence is unity; they are reciprocally
spiritualized®® as positive and negative. Their being is instead this: to posit
itself as not-being and to sublate itself in the unity. Both of the distin-
guished poles stably exist, they are in themselves as opposites, which is to say,
they are the opposites of themselves. They have their other in themselves
and are only oze unity.

162. This simple infinity, or the absolute concept, is to be called the sim-
ple essence of life, the soul of the world, the universal bloodstream, which
is omnipresent, neither dulled nor interrupted by any difference, which is
instead itself both every difference as well as their sublatedness. It is there-
fore pulsating within itself without setting itself in motion; it is trembling
within itself without itself being agitated. It is itself self-equality, for the
differences are tautological; they are differences that are none at all. This
self-equal essence relates itself only to itself. It relates itself 7o izself so that
this is an other essence to which the relation directs itself, and the relating ro
itselfis in fact [the act of] estranging, or it is that very self-equality which is
inner difference. These estranged items thus are in and for themselves, each an
opposite of the other — of 7 other so that within that estrangement, express-
ing one moment is at the same time expressing the other. Or, it is not the
opposite of an other, but rather it is only the pure opposite, and in that way it
is thus in its own self the opposite of itself. That s, it is not an opposite at all
but instead is purely for itself, a pure self-equal essence, which has no differ-
ence in it. Thus, we neither need to ask such questions nor need we regard
the distress over such questions as philosophy, nor do we even need to hold
that these questions are ones that philosophy cannot answer — [such as] how
difference or otherness is supposed to come ouz of this pure essence. For
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the estrangement has already taken place, the difference has been excluded
from what is self-equal and set to one side; what was supposed to be se/f-
equality is thus already instead one of the estranged moments rather than
being the absolute essence itself. “The self-equal estranges itself” means just
that it, as already estranged, thereby sublates itself, and sublates itself as oth-
erness. The unity, about which it is commonly said that difference cannot
come out of it, is in fact itself only oze moment of estrangement; it is the
abstraction of simplicity, which stands in contrast to difference. However,
while it is an abstraction, or while it is only one of the two opposites, it thus
has already been said that the unity is itself what is doing the estranging, for
if the unity is itself a negative, is an opposite, then it is posited as what has
opposition in it. For that reason, the differences between estrangement and
coming-to-be-self-equal are likewise only this movement of self-sublation, for
while what is self-equal, which is supposed simply to estrange itself, or to
become its opposite, is itself an abstraction, or is already itself the estranged,
its estranging is in that way thereby a sublation of what it is and is there-
fore the sublation of its estrangement. Coming-to-be-self-equal is likewise
an estrangement. What becomes se/f-equal thereby takes up a stance over
and against the estrangement, which is to say, it thereby places itself off 70
one side; that is, it becomes instead an e:tmngementﬁo

163. Infinity, or this absolute restlessness of pure self-movement which is
such that whatever is determined in any manner, for example, as being, is
instead the opposite of this determinateness. This infinity is, to be sure,
already the soul of all that came before, but it was in the inner that it
itself first freely emerged. Appearance, or the play of forces, already exhibits
infinity itself, but infinity first freely emerges as explanation. As infinity
is finally an object for consciousness, and consciousness is aware of it
as what it is, so is consciousness self-consciousness. The explanation pro-
vided by the understanding at first constitutes only the description of what
self-consciousness is. The understanding sublates the differences already
present in the law, differences that have already become pure differences
but which are still indifferent differences, and it posits them within « unity,
that of force. However, this coming-to-be-equal is likewise immediately an
estrangement, for it is only as a result of that estrangement that the under-
standing sublates the differences and posits the One of force by means of
making a new difference between force and law, but which is at the same
time no difference at all. With regard to this difference which is no dif-
ference, the understanding goes further and again sublates this difference

60 ein Entzweites.

I0I



102

100 The Phenomenology of Spirit

while it allows force to be constituted in the same way as it does law. —
However, this movement, or this necessity, is in this way still a necessity
and a movement of the understanding, or as such it is not the understand-
ing’s object. Rather, within that movement, the understanding has for its
objects positive and negative electricity, distance, velocity, force of attrac-
tion, and a thousand other things, objects which constitute the content of
the moments of the movement. It is just for that reason that there is so
much self-satisfaction in explanation, because the consciousness involved
in it is, to put it this way, in an immediate conversation with itself, enjoying
only itself. While it undeniably seems to be pursuing something else, it is
really just consorting with itself.

164. In the opposite law as the inversion of the first law, or in the inner
difference, infinity indeed becomes itself the object of the understanding,
but again the understanding fails to notice it as such, while the understand-
ing again distributes to two worlds, or to two substantial elements, the
difference in itself, the self-repulsion of like poles and the self-attraction
of what is unlike; for the understanding, the movement as it is here in
experience, is an event, and like poles and the unlike are predicates whose
essence is an existing substrate. What is an object in sensuous covering for
the understanding is now there for us in its essential shape as the pure con-
cept. This grasping of the difference as it is in truth, or the grasping of
infinity as such, is for us, or in itself. The exposition of its concept belongs
to science. However, consciousness as it immediately has this concept again
comes on the scene as its own form or as a new shape of consciousness
that does not recognizeéI its essence in what has gone before but instead
regards it as something wholly different. — While this concept of infin-
ity is, to consciousness, the object, it is therefore consciousness of the dif-
ference as likewise immediately sublated; consciousness is for itself, it is a
distinguishing of what is not distinct, or it is self-consciousness. 1 distinguish
myself from myself, and in doing so, what is immediately for me is this: What
is distinguished is not distinguished. 1, the like pole, repel myself away from
myself; but what is distinguished, what is posited as not the same as me, is,
while it is differentiated, immediately no difference for me. Consciousness
of an other, of an object as such, is indeed itself necessarily self-consciousness,
being-reflected into itself, consciousness of its own self, in its otherness.
The necessary advance from the previous shapes of consciousness, to whom
their truth was a thing, or was something other than themselves, expresses
just the following. Not only is consciousness of things only possible for
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a self-consciousness; rather, it is this self-consciousness alone which is the
truth of those shapes. However, this truth is here only for us and not yet
for consciousness. Self-consciousness has first come to be for izself but not
yet as unity with consciousness itself.

165. We see that the understanding in truth experiences in the inner of
appearance nothing but appearance itself, but not appearance in the way it
is as the play of forces; rather, it experiences the play of forces within their
absolutely universal moments and their movement; in fact, the understand-
ing experiences only izself. Raised above perception, consciousness exhibits
itself as merged with the supersensible world through the mediating mid-
dle of appearance through which it gazes into this background. The two
extremes, the one of the purely inner, the other of the inner gazing into the
purely inner, have now merged together, and just as they have vanished as
extremes, the mediating middle, as something other than these extremes,
has also vanished. The curtain is therefore lifted away from the inner, and
what is present is the gazing of the inner into the inner, the gazing of the
non-distinguished “like pole,” which repels itself from itself, positing itself as
a distinguished inner, but for which there is present just as immediately the
non-difference of both of them, self-consciousness. It turns out that behind
the so-called curtain, which is supposed to hide what is inner, there is noth-
ing to be seen if we ourselves do not go behind it, and one can see some-
thing behind the curtain only if there is something behind the curtain to
be seen. However, at the same time it turns out that one cannot without
any more fuss go straightway behind the curtain, for this knowing of the
truth of the representation of appearance and of appearance’s inner is itself
only the result of a complex movement, through which the modes of con-
sciousness that go from meaning something, then to perceiving, and then
to the understanding itself all vanish. It likewise turns out that the cogni-
tion of what consciousness knows while knowing itself requires still further
circumstances. The exposition of those circumstances lies in what follows.
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IV. THE TRUTH OF SELF-CERTAINTY

166. In the preceding kinds of certainty, the truth for consciousness is
something other than consciousness itself. However, the concept of this
truth vanishes in the experience of it. The way the object immediately was
in itself, as sensuous-certainty’s entity, perception’s concrete thing, or the
understanding’s force, proves not to be the way it is in truth. Rather, this
in-itself turns out to be a way in which the object is only for an other. The
concept of the object is sublated in the actual object or the first immediate
representation is sublated in experience, and, in the truth, certainty falls by
the wayside. However, what has now emerged is something which did not
happen in these previous relationships, namely, a certainty that is equal
to its truth, for certainty is, to itself, its object, and consciousness is, to
itself, the true. To be sure, there is also therein an otherness, but conscious-
ness draws a distinction which for it is at the same time no distinction. If
we call the movement of knowing concept, but call the object, knowing as
motionless unity, or as the I, then we see that the object corresponds to the
concept, not only for us but for knowing itself. — Or, to put it another way,
if one calls concept what the object is in itself but calls the object what it
is as an object, or what it is as for an other, it is clear that being-in-itself
and being-for-an-other are here the same, for the in-itself is consciousness.
However, consciousness is likewise that for which an other (the in-izself ) is,
and it is for consciousness that the object’s in-itself and the object’s being
for an other are the same. The I is the content of the relation and the relat-
ing itself. It is in confronting an other that the I is itself. At the same time,
it reaches out over and beyond this other, which, for the I, is likewise only
itself.

167. Thus, with self-consciousness we have now entered into the native
realm of truth. It must be seen how the shape of self-consciousness first
makes its appearance. If we consider this new shape of knowing, knowing
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of itself, in relation to what has come before, knowing of an other, then
the latter knowing has, to be sure, vanished. However, at the same time
its moments have likewise been preserved, and the loss consists in this,
that those moments are present here as they are in-themselves. The being
of what was meant, along with the singularity and the universality opposed
to that singularity in perception, as well as the empty inner of the under-
standing, no longer are as the essence. Rather, they are only as moments
of self-consciousness. That is to say, they are as abstractions or differences
which are at the same time nullities for consciousness itself, or they are no
differences at all but purely vanishing essences. It thus seems that only the
principal moment itself has disappeared, namely, simple self-sufficient stable
existence for consciousness. However, self-consciousness is in fact the reflec-
tion out of the being of the sensuous and perceived world and is essentially
the return from out of otherness. As self-consciousness, it is movement, but
while self-consciousness only distinguishes izself from itself as itself, that
difference as an otherness is, to itself, immediately sublated. There simply
is no difference, and self-consciousness is only the motionless tautology of
“I am 1.” While, to itself, the difference does not also have the shape of
being, it is not self-consciousness. Otherness thereby is for it as a being,
or as a distinguished moment, but, for it, it is also the unity of itself with
this difference as a second distinguished moment. With that first moment,
self-consciousness is as consciousness, and the whole breadth of the sensuous
world is preserved for it, but at the same time only as related to the second
moment, the unity of self-consciousness with itself. The sensuous world
is thereby for it a stable existence, which is, however, only appearance, or
is the difference which in-itself has no being. But this opposition between
its appearance and its truth has only the truth for its essence, namely, the
unity of self-consciousness with itself. This unity must become essential
to self-consciousness, which is to say, self-consciousness is desire, full stop.’
As self-consciousness, consciousness henceforth has a doubled object: The
first, the immediate object, the object of sensuous-certainty and percep-
tion, which, however, is marked for ir with the character of the negative;
the second, namely, izself, which is the true essence and which at the out-
set is present only in opposition to the first. Self-consciousness exhibits
itself therein as the movement within which this opposition is sublated,
and within which, to itself, the equality of itself with itself comes to be.

' Begierde iiberhaupt. This is a matter not just of translation but of interpretation. The sberhaupt here
can be rendered as an underlining word (like “desire, period” or “desire, full stop” as I have it), or it
can be rendered as “in general.” How you translate it depends on your interpretation of the whole
section and on how you hear Hegel’s voice in reading this section (would he stress the iberhaupr?).
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168. For its part, the object, which for self-consciousness is the negative,
has likewise for us, or in itself, returned into itself, just as consciousness,
for its part, has done the same. Through this reflective turn into itself, the
object has become /ife. What self-consciousness distinguishes from itself s
existing also has in it, in as much as it is posited as existing, not merely the
modes of sensuous-certainty and perception. Rather, it is being reflected
into itself, and the object of immediate desire is what is /iving,* for the
in-isself, or the universal result of the relations between the understand-
ing and the inner of things, is the differentiating of that which is not to
be distinguished, or it is the unity of what is differentiated. However, this
unity is, as we saw, just as much its repelling itself from itself, and this
concept estranges itself into the opposition between self-consciousness and
life. The former is the unity for which the infinite unity of differences is,
but the latter 75 only this unity itself such that this unity is not at the same
time for irself. As self-sufficient as consciousness is, its object is in-izself just
as self-sufficient. Self-consciousness, which is utterly for izself and which
immediately marks its object with the character of the negative, or is ini-
tially desire, will instead thus learn from experience about this object’s self-
sufficiency.

169. The determination of life as it has resulted from the concept, or from
the general results with which we enter this sphere, is sufficient to charac-
terize it. (There is no further need to develop its nature any further out
of those factors). Its cycle resolves itself into the following moments. The
essence is infinity as the sublation of all differences, the pure movement rotat-
ing on its own axis, its own motionless being as absolutely restless infinity.
It is to be characterized as self-sufficiency itself into which the differences of
the movement have been dissolved. Moreover, it is to be characterized as
the simple essence of time, which in this se/f-equalizy is the unalloyed shape
of space. However, in this simple universal medium, the differences are just
as much as differences, for this universal fluidity has its negative nature only
as it is their sublating. However, it cannot sublate them if they have no sta-
ble existence. This very fluidity, as self-equal self-sufficiency, is their szable
existence, or it is their substance in which they are thus differentiated mem-
bers and parts, where each is existing-for-itself. The meaning of “Being” is
no longer that of the abstraction of being, nor is it that of their pure essen-
tiality, of the abstraction of universality; rather, their being is just that simple
fluid substance of the pure movement within itself. However, the difference
among these members with respect to each other consists, as difference, in no
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other determinateness at all other than that of the determinateness of the
moments of infinity, or of the pure movement itself.

170. The self-sufficient members are for themselves. However, this being-
Jor-isself is instead likewise immediately their reflection into unity, just as
this unity is estrangement into self-sufhicient shapes. The unity is estranged
because it is absolutely negative unity, or infinite unity, and because #he
unity is stable existence, the difference also has self-sufficiency only in the
unity. This self-sufliciency of the shape appears as something determinate, as
for an other, for it is something estranged. The sublating of the estrangement
likewise happens in this respect through an other. However, this sublating is
just as much in its own self, for it is that very fluidity which is the substance
of the self-sufficient shapes. This substance is, however, infinite, and for
that reason, the shape, in its stable existence, is itself the estrangement, or
the sublating of its being-for-itself.

171. If we distinguish more precisely the moments contained therein, we
see that for the first moment, we have the stable existence of the self-sufficient
shapes, or the suppression of what differentiating is in itself, namely, not to
be in-itself and to have no stable existence. However, the second moment is
the subjugation of that stable existence under the infinity of the differences.
In the first moment, there is the stably existing shape; as existing-for-itself
or as the infinite substance in its determinateness, it comes on the scene as
confronting the universal substance. It denies this fluidity and continuity
with that substance and affirms itself as not having been dissolved within
this universal but rather instead as preserving itself through both its separa-
tion from its inorganic nature and by its consuming this inorganic nature.
Within the universal luid medium, life in its motionless elaboration of itself
into various shapes becomes the movement of those shapes, or life becomes
life as a process. The simple universal fluidity is the in-itself, and the differ-
ence among the shapes is the other. However, through this difference this
fluidity itself becomes #he other, since it now is for the difference which is
in and for itself and which is thus the infinite movement by which that
peaceful medium is consumed. As such, it is life as living things. — How-
ever, this inversion is for that reason again invertedness in-itself. What is
consumed is the essence, and as a result, individuality, in preserving itself
at the expense of the universal and giving itself the feeling of its unity with
itself, straightaway sublates its opposition to the other through which it is for
itself. The unity with itself that it gives itself is just the fluidity of the dif-
ferences, or it is the universal dissolution. However, the sublating of indi-
vidual stable existence is, conversely, just as much its own engendering.
Since there the essence of the individual shape, namely, universal life, and
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what is existing for itself are in themselves the simple substance, then while
it places the other into itself,? it sublates its simplicizy, or its essence, i.e., it
estranges that simplicity. This estrangement of the undifferentiated fluidity
is the very positing of individuality. The simple substance of life is thus the
estrangement of itself into shapes and is at the same time the dissolution of
these stably existing differences. The dissolution of this estrangement is to
the same extent itself an estrangement, or a division of itself into groupings.
As a result, both aspects of the entire movement, which had been distin-
guished, collapse into one another. Namely, it is the shapes motionlessly
elaborated in the universal medium of self-sufficiency and the process of
life which collapse into one another. The latter, the process of life, is just
as much a taking shape* as it is the sublating of the shape, and the for-
mer, the taking shape, is just as much a sublating as it is a division into
groupings. The fluid element is itself only the abstraction of essence, or
it is only actual as a shape. That it divides itself into groupings is again
an estranging of the expressed groups, or it is their dissolution. The whole
cycle constitutes life. It is neither what is first expressed, namely, the imme-
diate continuity and unmixed character of its essence, nor is it the stably
existing shape and what is “the discrete” existing for itself, nor is it the
pure process of all of this, nor again is it the simple gathering together of
these moments. Rather, it is the whole developing itself, then dissolving
its development, and, in this movement, being the simple self-sustaining
whole.

172. While having departed from the first immediate unity, and through
the moments of settling down into shapes and processes and therewith to
unity, and thereby again having returned to the first simple substance, this
reflected unity is a unity which is different from the first one. As opposed
to that immediate unity, which was expressed as a being, this second is the
universal unity which contains all those moments as sublated within itself.
It is the simple genus, which in the movement of life itself does not exist for
irself as this simple. Rather, in this result, life points towards something other
than itself, namely, towards consciousness, for which life is as this unity, or
as genus.

173. But this other life for which the genus as such is and which is the
genus for itself, namely, self-consciousness, initially is, to itself, only as this
simple essence and, to itself, is an object as the pure I. In its experience,
which is now up for examination, this abstract object will, to itself, become
enriched and will contain the development that we have seen in life.

3 das Andre in sich setzt. 4 Gestaltung.
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174. The simple I is this genus, or the simple universal for which the
differences are no differences at all as it is the negative essence of the shaped
self-sufficient moments. Self-consciousness is therefore only certain of itself
through the sublating of this other, which, to itself, exhibits itself as self-
sufficient life. Self-consciousness is desire. Certain of the nullity of this
other, it posits for izself this nullity as its truth, it destroys the self-sufficient
object, and it as a result gives itself the certainty of itself as #rue certainty,
as the sort of certainty which, to itself, has come to be in an objective
manner.

175. However, in this satisfaction it learns from experience about the
self-sufficiency of its object. Desire and the certainty of itself achieved in
its satisfaction are conditioned by the object, for the certainty is through
the sublating of this other. For this sublating even to be, there must be this
other. Self-consciousness is thus unable through its negative relation to the
object to sublate it, and for that reason it again, instead re-engenders the
object as well as the desire. There is in fact an other than self-consciousness,
the essence of desire, and it is through this experience that, to itself, this
truth has itself come to be. However, at the same time self-consciousness
likewise is absolutely for itself, and it is absolutely for itself only through
sublating the object, and, to itself, it is this which must become its satisfac-
tion, for self-consciousness is the truth. For the sake of the self-sufficiency
of the object, self-consciousness can thus only arrive at satisfaction by this
object itself effecting the negation in itself;> and the object must in itself
effect this negation of itself, for it is in itself the negative, and it must be
for the other what it is. As the object is the negation in itself and at the
same time is therein self-sufficient, it is consciousness. In life, which is the
object of desire, the negation is either in an other, namely, in desire, or it
is as determinateness confronting another indifferent shape, or it is as the
inorganic universal nature of this life. However, this universal self-sufficient
nature, in which the negation is as absolute, is the genus as such, or as
self-consciousness. Self-consciousness attains its satisfaction only in another self-
COnsciousness.

176. In these three moments the concept of self-consciousness is brought
to completion: (a) the pure I without differences is its first immediate
object. (b) However, this immediacy is itself absolute mediation; it is only as
sublating the self-sufficient object, or it is desire. The satisfaction of desire
is indeed the reflection of self-consciousness into itself, or it is the cer-
tainty which has become the truth. (c) But the truth of that certainty is

5 indem dieser selbst die Negation an ihm vollzieht.
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instead the doubled reflection, the doubling of self-consciousness. There
is an object for consciousness which in itself posits its otherness, or which
posits the difference as a nullity and is therein a self-sufficient object. To be
sure, the differentiated, only /ving shape also sublates its self-sufficiency in
the process of life itself, but, along with its differences, it ceases to be what
it is. However, the object of self-consciousness is just as self-sufhicient in
this negativity of itself, and it is thereby for itself the genus, the universal
fluidity in the ownness of its isolation. It is living self-consciousness.

177. A self-consciousness is for a self-consciousness. Only thereby is there in
fact self-consciousness, for it is only therein that the unity of itself in its
otherness comes to be for it. The 7, which is the object of its concept, is in
fact not an object. But the object of desire is only self-sufficient, for it is the
universal, inerasable substance, the fluid self-equal essence. While a self-
consciousness is the object, the object is just as well an I as it is an object. —
The concept of spirit is thereby present and available for us. What will later
come to be for consciousness will be the experience of what spirit is, this
absolute substance which constitutes the unity of its oppositions in their
complete freedom and self-sufficiency, namely, in the oppositions of the
various self-consciousnesses existing for themselves: The 7 that is we and the
we that is /. Consciousness has its turning point in self-consciousness, as
the concept of spirit, where, leaving behind the colorful semblance of the
this-worldly sensuous, and leaving behind the empty night of the super-
sensible other-worldly beyond, it steps into the spiritual daylight of the
present.

A. Self-Sufficiency and Non-Self-Sufficiency of Self-Consciousness;
Mastery and Servitude

178. Self-consciousness is iz and for itself while and as a result of its being in
and for itself for an other; i.e., it is only as a recognized being.® The concept
of its unity in its doubling, of infinity realizing itself in self-consciousness,
is that of a multi-sided and multi-meaning intertwining, such that, on
the one hand, the moments within this intertwining must be strictly kept
apart from each other, and on the other hand, they must also be taken and
cognized at the same time as not distinguished, or they must be always
taken and cognized in their opposed meanings. This twofold sense of what
is distinguished lies in the essence of self-consciousness, which is to be
infinitely or immediately the opposite of the determinateness in which it

6 ein Anerkanntes.
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is posited. The elaboration of the concept of this spiritual unity in its dou-
bling presents us with the movement of recognizing.

179. For self-consciousness, there is another self-consciousness; self-
consciousness is outside of itself.”7 This has a twofold meaning. Firsz, it has
lost itself, for it is to be found as an ozher essence. Second, it has thereby
sublated that other, for it also does not see the other as the essence but
rather sees izself in the other.

180. It must sublate izs otherness. This is the sublation of that first two-
sided ambiguity and is for that reason itself a second two-sided ambiguity.
First, it must set out to sublate the other self-sufficient essence in order as
a result to become certain of izself as the essence through having sublated
the other. Second, it thereby sets out to sublate izself,, for this other is itself.

181. This double-edged sense of the sublating of its double-edged sense
of otherness is likewise a double-edged sense of a return inz0 itself. This is so
in the first place because it gets itself back through sublation, for it comes
to be in equality with itself again through the sublation of izs otherness.
However, in the second place, it likewise gives the other self-consciousness
back to itself, since it existed for itself in the other, but it sublates 7#s being
in the other, and it thus sets the other free again.

182. In this way, this movement of self-consciousness in its relation to
another self-consciousness has been represented as #he doing of one self-
consciousness, but this doing on the part of one self-consciousness has itself
the twofold significance of being its own doing just as well as it is the other’s
doing, for the other is just as self-sufficient. The other is just as enclosed
within himself, and there is nothing within him which is not there through
himself. The first does not have the object before it in the way that the
object only is initially for desire. Instead, it has an object existing for itself
self-sufficiently. For that reason, it can do nothing on its own about that
object if that object does not do in itself what the first self-consciousness
does in it. The movement is thus straightforwardly the doubled movement
of both self-consciousnesses. Each sees the other do the same as he does; each
himself does what he demands of the other and for that reason also does
what he does only insofar as the other does the same. A one-sided doing
would be useless because what is supposed to happen can only be brought
about through both of them bringing it about.

7 es ist aufSer sich gekommen. The term aufler sich usually means “to be beside oneself” (to be swept
up in rage, or hilarity, and so on); but Hegel also clearly wants to play on the literal meaning of the
term, so that he is also saying “It has come ouzside of izself,” or self-consciousness exists as an “external
object” to itself. The sentence also has the overtones of saying that “self-consciousness has come to
be anxious about itself.”
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183. The doing thus carries not only a double-edged sense inasmuch as
it is a doing directed as much towards isself as it is directed towards the other,
but also inasmuch as it is just as much inseparably #e doing of one as well
as the doing of the other.

184. In this movement we see the process repeat itself which had been
exhibited as the play of forces in consciousness. What existed for us in
that process is here for the extremes themselves. The mediating middle is
self-consciousness, which disintegrates into the extremes, and each extreme
term is this exchange of its own determinateness and the absolute transi-
tion into what is its opposite. However, as consciousness, it does indeed
get outside of itself,® but in its being-outside-of-itself, it is at the same time
kept back within itself. It is for izself, and its self-externality is for iz. It is
for consciousness that it immediately is and is 7o an other consciousness.
Likewise, this other is only for itself as it sublates itself as existing-for-itself,
and it is for itself only in the being-for-itself of the other. Each is the medi-
ating middle to the other, through which each mediates itself with itself
and integrates itself with itself. Each s, to itself, and in that of the other, an
essence immediately existing for itself which at the same time is for itself
in that way only through this mediation. They recognize themselves as
mutually recognizing each other.

185. This pure concept of recognition, the pure concept of the doubling
of self-consciousness in its unity, is itself now up for examination according
to how its process appears for self-consciousness. It will first of all exhibit
the aspect of inequality between both of them, or the mediating middle
breaking apart into the extremes, which are, as extremes, opposed to each
other, and of which one is only recognized while the other only recognizes.

186. Self-consciousness is at first simple being-for-itself, and it is self-
equal through the exclusion from itself of all that is oher, to itself, its essence
and absolute object is the 7, and within this immediacy, or within this being
of its being-for-itself, it is a singular being.? What is other for it, is, as an
inessential object, designated by the character of the negative. However, the
other is also a self-consciousness, and thus what comes on the scene here is
an individual™ confronting an individual. In the way that they immediately
make their appearance, they are for each other in the way ordinary objects

do. They are self-sufficient shapes absorbed within the being of life — for

8 aufSer sich. The sentence could be much more loosely rendered: “it becomes anxious in its externality
to itself.”

9 Einzelnes. This could be rendered more simply, but perhaps misleadingly, as “an individual.” Hegel
does speak of Individualitit and Individuum in other places.

' Individuum.
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the existing object has here been determined to be life — which for each
other have not yet achieved the movement of absolute abstraction, they
have not yet achieved the destruction of all immediate being and of being
themselves only the purely negative being of self-equal consciousness, or
they have not yet presented themselves to each other as pure being-for-
itself, which is to say, as se/f-consciousness. Each is, to be sure, certain of
itself but not of the other, and for that reason its own certainty of itself is
still without truth, for its truth would be only if its own being-for-itself
were, to itself, to have exhibited itself as a self-sufficient object, or, what
is the same thing, that the object would have turned out to be this pure
certainty of itself. However, according to the concept of recognition, this
is not possible without the other being for it in the way it is for the other,
without each in itself achieving this pure abstraction of being-for-itself,
without each achieving this through its own activity and again through the
activity of the other.

187. However, the exhibition of itself as the pure abstraction of self-
consciousness consists in showing itself to be the pure negation of its objec-
tive mode, or in showing that it is fettered to no determinate existence, that
it is not at all bound to the universal singularity of existence, that it is not
shackled to life. This display is the doubled act, namely, both what the other
does and what is done through oneself. To the extent that it is what is done
by the other, each thus aims at the death of the other. However, the second
aspect is also therein present, namely, what is done through oneself, for the
former involves putting one’s own life on the line. The relation of both self-
consciousnesses is thus determined in such a way that it is through a life
and death struggle that each proves its worth to itself, and that both prove
their worth to each other.” — They must engage in this struggle, for each
must elevate its self-certainty of existing for itself to truth, both in the other
and in itself. And it is solely by staking one’s life that freedom is proven to
be the essence, namely, that as a result the essence for self-consciousness is
proven to be not being, not the immediate way self-consciousness emerges,
not its being absorbed within the expanse of life — but rather, it is that there
is nothing present in it itself which could not be a vanishing moment for it,
that self-consciousness is only pure being-for-itself. The individual who has
not risked his life may admittedly be recognized as a person,” but he has not
achieved the truth of being recognized as a self-sufficient self-consciousness.
As each risks his own life, each must likewise aim at the death of the other,

™ sich selbst und einander . . . bewihren. 2 Person.
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for that other no longer counts to him as himself. To himself, his essence
exhibits itself as that of an other; he is external to himself,? and he must
sublate that being-external-to-himself. The other is a diversely entangled
and existing consciousness; he must intuit his otherness as pure being-for-
itself, or as absolute negation.

188. However, this trial by death likewise sublates the truth which was
supposed to emerge from it, and, by doing so, completely sublates the
certainty of itself. For just as life is the natural location of consciousness,
self-sufficiency without absolute negativity, death is the natural negation
of this same consciousness, negation without self-sufficiency, which thus
endures without the significance of the recognition which was demanded.
Through death, the certainty has been established that each has risked his
life, and that each has cast a disdainful eye towards death both in him-
self and in the other. But this is not the case for those who passed the test
in this struggle. They sublate their consciousness, which was posited in
this alien essentiality which is natural existence, or they elevate themselves
and, as extremes wanting to be for themselves, are themselves sublated. The
essential moment thereby vanishes from the fluctuating interplay, namely,
that of disintegrating into extremes of opposed determinatenesses, and the
mediating middle collapses into a dead unity, which breaks down into dead
extremes which are merely existents and not opposed. Neither gives back
the other to itself nor does it receive itself from the other through con-
sciousness. Rather, they only indifferently leave each other free-standing,
like things. Their deed is abstract negation, not the negation of conscious-
ness, which sublates so that it preserves and maintains what has been sublated
and which thereby survives its having become sublated.

189. In this experience self-consciousness learns that life is as essential to
itas is pure self-consciousness. In immediate self-consciousness, the simple
I is the absolute object. However, for us, or in itself, this object is absolute
mediation and has stably existing self-sufficiency as its essential moment.
The dissolution of that simple unity is the result of the first experience.
It is through that experience that a pure self-consciousness is posited, and
a consciousness is posited which is not purely for itself but for an other,
which is to say, is posited as an existing consciousness, or consciousness
in the shape of thinghood. Both moments are essential — because they are
initially not the same and are opposed, and because their reflection into
unity has not yet resulted, they are as two opposed shapes of conscious-
ness. One is self-sufficient; for it, its essence is being-for-itself. The other is

B aufer sich.
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non-self-sufficient; for it, life, or being for an other, is the essence. The
former is the master, the latter is the servant.

190. The master is consciousness existing for izself. However, the master
is no longer consciousness existing for itself only as the concept of such a
consciousness. Rather, it is consciousness existing for itself which is medi-
ated with itself through an osher consciousness, namely, through an other
whose essence includes its being synthetically combined with self-sufficient
being, or with thinghood itself. The master relates himself to both of these
moments, to a thing as such, the object of desire, and to the consciousness
for which thinghood is essential; while (a) the master is, as the concept of
self-consciousness, the immediate relation of being-for-itself, but (b) hence-
forth is at the same time as mediation, or as a being-for-itself that is for itself
only through an other, the master in that way relates himself (a) immedi-
ately to both, and (b) mediately to each through the other. The master
relates himself zo the servant mediately through self-sufficient being, for it is
on this very point that the servant is held fast. It is his chain, the one he
could not ignore in the struggle, and for that reason he proved himself to
be non-self-sufficient and to have his self-sufficiency in the shape of thing-
hood. However, the master is the power over this being, for he has proved
in the struggle that to him it only counted as a negative. While he is the
power over this being, this being, however, is the power over the other, so
that the master thus has within this syllogism the other as subordinate to
him. The master likewise relates himself 70 the thing mediately through the
servant. The servant, as self-consciousness itself, relates himself negatively
to the thing and sublates the thing. However, at the same time the thing is
for him self-sufficient, and, for that reason, he cannot through his negat-
ing be over and done with it, cannot have eliminated it; or, the servant
only processes it. On the other hand, to the master, the immediate relation
comes to be through this mediation as the pure negation of the thing, or
as the consumption of the thing. Where desire had failed, the master now
succeeds in being over and done with the thing, and he achieves satisfac-
tion in his consumption of it. On account of the thing’s self-sufficiency,
desire did not achieve this much, but the master, who has interposed
the servant between the thing and himself, as a result only links up with
the non-self-sufficiency of the thing and simply consumes it. He leaves the
aspect of its self-sufficiency in the care of the servant, who works on the
thing.

191. For the master, it is in these two moments that his recognition comes
about through another consciousness, since the latter consciousness posits
itself as inessential within those moments, first of all by working on the
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thing, and second of all by his dependence on a determinate existence.
In both moments, he cannot achieve mastery over existence and achieve
absolute negation. This moment of recognition is present here such that the
other consciousness sublates itself as being-for-itself, and it thereby itself
does what the first does to it. This is just as much the case for the other
moment. What the second self-consciousness does is the first’s own doing,
for what the servant does is really the master’s doing. The latter is only
being-for-itself, the essence; he is the pure negative power for which the
thing is nothing, and he is thus the pure essential doing in this relationship.
However, the servant is not a pure but rather an inessential doing. However,
what prevents this from being genuine recognition is the moment where
what the master does with regard to the other, he also does with regard to
himself, and where what the servant does with regard to himself, he also is
supposed to do with regard to the other. As a result, a form of recognition
has arisen that is one-sided and unequal.

192. The inessential consciousness is therein for the master the object
which constitutes the truzh of his certainty of himself. However, it is clear
that this object does not correspond to its concept, but rather that the
object in which the master has achieved his mastery has become, to the
master, something entirely different from a self-sufficient consciousness. It
is not a self-sufficient consciousness which is for him but above all a non-
self-sufficient consciousness. His certainty is therefore not that of being-for-
irself as the truth; instead, his truth is the inessential consciousness and the
inessential doing of that inessential consciousness.

193. The truth of the self-sufficient consciousness is thus the servile con-
sciousness. To be sure, this consciousness admittedly first appears external to
itself'* and not as the truth of self-consciousness. However, in the way that
mastery showed that its essence is the inversion of what mastery wants to
be, so too in its consummation will servitude become instead the opposite
of what it immediately is. As a consciousness forced back into itself, it will
take the inward turn” and convert itself into true self-sufficiency.

194. We only saw what servitude is in relation to mastery. However, servi-
tude is self-consciousness, and thus what it is in and for itself is now up for
examination. For servitude, the master is initially the essence. Therefore,
to servitude, the zruth is the self-sufficient consciousness existing for itself, a
truth which for servitude is nonetheless not yet in servitude. Yet servitude
has this truth of pure negativity and of being-for-itself in fact in servitude
in its own self, for servitude has experienced this essence in servitude. This

4 auffer sich. Alternatively, this could be rendered: “beside itself.” S in sich gehen.
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consciousness was not driven with anxiety about just this or that matter,
nor did it have anxiety about just this or that moment; rather, it had anxi-
ety about its entire essence. It felt the fear of death, the absolute master. In
that feeling, it had inwardly fallen into dissolution, trembled in its depths,
and all that was fixed within it had been shaken loose. However, this pure
universal movement, this way in which all stable existence becomes abso-
lutely fluid, is the simple essence of self-consciousness; it is absolute neg-
ativity, pure being-for-itself, which thereby is in this consciousness. This
moment of pure being-for-itself is also for this consciousness, for, to itself, its
object lies within the master. Furthermore, not only is there this universal
dissolution as such, but, in his service, the servant also achieves this disso-
lution in actuality. In his service, he sublates all of the singular moments
of his attachment to natural existence, and he works off his natural
existence.

195. However, the feeling of absolute power as such, and in the particu-
larities of service, is only dissolution 77 itself, and, although the fear of the
lord is the beginning of wisdom, in that fear consciousness is what it is that
is for it irself, but it is not being—ﬁ)r-itse[f.m However, through work, this
servile consciousness comes round to itself. In the moment corresponding
to desire in the master’s consciousness, the aspect of the non-essential rela-
tion to the thing seemed to fall to the lot of the servant, as the thing there
retained its self-sufficiency. Desire has reserved to itself the pure negating
of the object, and, as a result, it has reserved to itself that unmixed feeling
for its own self.”” However, for that reason, this satisfaction is itself only
a vanishing, for it lacks the objective aspect, or stable existence. In contrast,
work is desire held in check, it is vanishing staved off, or: work cultivates
and educates.”® The negative relation to the object becomes the form of the
object; it becomes something that endures because it is just for the laborer
himself that the object has self-sufficiency. This negative mediating middle,
this formative doing, is at the same time singularity, or the pure being-for-
itself of consciousness, which in the work external to it now enters into
the element of lasting. Thus, by those means, the working consciousness
comes to an intuition of self-sufficient being as its own self .

196. However, what the formative activity means is not only that the
serving consciousness as pure being-for-itself becomes, to itself, an exisz-
ing being within that formative activity. It also has the negative mean-
ing of the first moment, that of fear. For in forming the thing, his own

6 darin fiir es selbst, nicht das Fiir-sich-sein.
17 Selbstgefiihl. This could also be rendered as “self-awareness,” or even “self-assurance.”
8 sie bildet.
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negativity, or his being-for-itself, only as a result becomes an object to him-
self in that he sublates the opposed existing form. However, this objective
negative is precisely the alien essence before which he trembled, but now
he destroys this alien negative and posits himself as such a negative within
the element of continuance. He thereby becomes for himself an existing-
being-for-itself. Being-for-itself in the master is to the servant an other,
or it is only for him. In fear, being-for-itself is 7z its own self. In cultur-
ally formative activity," being-for-itself becomes for him Ais own being-
for-itself, and he attains the consciousness that he himself is in and for
himself. As a result, the form, by being posited as external, becomes to
him not something other than himself, for his pure being-for-itself is that
very form, which to him therein becomes the truth. Therefore, through
this retrieval, he comes to acquire through himself a mind of his own, and
he does this precisely in the work in which there had seemed to be only
some outsiders mind. — For this reflection, the two moments of fear and
service, as well as the moments of culturally formative activity are both
necessary, and both are necessary in a universal way. Without the disci-
pline of service and obedience, fear is mired in formality and does not
diffuse itself over the conscious actuality of existence. Without culturally
formative activity, fear remains inward and mute, and consciousness will
not become for it [consciousness] itself.* If consciousness engages in for-
mative activity without that first, absolute fear, then it has a mind of its
own which is only vanity, for its form, or its negativity, is not negativity iz
irself, and his formative activity thus cannot to himself give him the con-
sciousness of himself as consciousness of the essence. If he has not been
tried and tested by absolute fear but only by a few anxieties, then the nega-
tive essence will have remained an externality to himself, and his substance
will not have been infected all the way through by it. While not each and
every one of the ways in which his natural consciousness was brought to
fulfillment was shaken to the core, he is still attached iz himself to deter-
minate being. His having a mind of his own is then only stubbornness, a
freedom that remains bogged down within the bounds of servility. To the
servile consciousness, pure form can as little become the essence as can the
pure form — when it is taken as extending itself beyond the singular indi-
vidual — be a universal culturally formative activity, an absolute concept.
Rather, the form is a skill which, while it has dominance over some things,
has dominance over neither the universal power nor the entire objective
essence.

" in dem Bilden. 20 wird nicht fiir es selbst.
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B.  Freedom of Self-Consciousness: Stoicism, Skepticism,
and the Unhappy Consciousness

197. On the one hand, to the self-sufficient self-consciousness, its essence
is only the pure abstraction of #he 1. However, on the other hand, while
this abstract I develops itself and gives itself differences, this differenti-
ating does not become, to itself, an objective essence existing-in-itself.
This self-consciousness thus does not become an I that is genuinely self-
distinguished in its simplicity, or a self-consistent I*" within this absolute
difference. In contrast, pressed back into itself and as the form of the cul-
turally shaped thing, consciousness becomes in formative activity an object
to itself, and, in the master, it intuits being-for-itself at the same time as
consciousness. However, to the servile consciousness as such a servile con-
sciousness, both of these moments come undone from each other — the
moments of izself as the self-sufficient object, and this object as a con-
sciousness and thereby its own essence. — However, while for us, or in itself,
the form and the being-for-itself are the same, and while in the concept of
self-sufficient consciousness, being-in-itself is consciousness, the aspect of
being-in-itself, or thinghood, which received its form through labor, is no
other substance but consciousness itself, and, for us, a new shape of self-
consciousness has come to be, a consciousness that, to itself, is essence as
infinity, or the pure movement of consciousness which #hinks, or free self-
consciousness. 10 think does not mean to think as an abstract I, but as an
I which, at the same time, signifies being-in-izself, or it has the meaning
of being an object to itself, or of conducting itself vis-a-vis the objective
essence in such a way that its meaning is that of the being-for-itself of that
consciousness for which it is. — To thinking, the object does not move itself
according to representations or shapes but rather in concepts, which is to
say, the object moves itself within a differentiated being-in-itself, which for
consciousness is not anything immediately differentiated from it. What is
represented, already shaped, what is an existent, has as such the form of being
something other than consciousness. However, a concept is at the same
time an existent — and this difference, insofar as it is in its own self, is con-
sciousness’ determinate content. — However, in that this content is at the
same time a conceptually grasped** content, consciousness remains imme-
diately self-aware of its unity with this determinate and distinguished exis-
tent, not as it would be in the case of representation, in which consciousness
especially has to remind itself that this is 7#s representation; rather, the con-
cept is to me immediately 72y concept. Within thinking, I am free because

! sich gleichbleibendes Ich. > begriffener.
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I am not in an other, but rather I remain utterly at one with myself, and
the object, which to me is the essence, is in undivided unity my being-for-
myself; and my moving about in concepts is a movement within myself. —
However, in this determination of the shape of self-consciousness, it is
essential to hold fast to this: That this determination is thinking conscious-
ness iself, or its object is the immediate unity of being-in-itself and being-
for-itself. Consciousness, which to itself is that of a “like pole”” and which
repels itself from itself, becomes, to itself, an element existing-in-itself. How-
ever, initially it is, to itself, this element only as the universal essence as such
and not as this objective essence in the development and movement of its
manifold being.

198. As it consciously appeared in the history of spirit, this freedom of
self-consciousness has, as is well known, been called szoicism. Its principle is
this: Consciousness is the thinking essence and something only has essen-
tiality for consciousness, or is true and good for it, insofar as consciousness
conducts itself therein as a thinking being.**

199. The multiple self-differentiating spreading out, isolation, and com-
plexity of life is the object with respect to which desire and labor are active.
This multifarious doing has now been concentrated into the simple differ-
ence that is in the pure movement of thinking. There is no more essentiality
to be found in the difference which has been posited as a determinate thing,
or as consciousness of a determinate natural existence, or as a feeling, or as
desire and its purpose, whether that purpose is posited by izs own conscious-
ness or by that of an alien consciousness. Rather, what has more essentiality
is solely the difference that has been thought, or the difference which is not
immediately differentiated from me. This consciousness is thereby negative
with regard to the relationship of mastery and servitude. Its doing consists
in neither being the master who has his truth in the servant nor in being
the servant who has his truth in the will of the master and in serving him.
Rather, it consists in being free within all the dependencies of his singu-
lar existence, whether on the throne or in fetters, and in maintaining the
lifelessness which consistently withdraws from the movement of existence,
withdraws from actual doing as well as from suffering, and withdraws into
the simple essentiality of thought. Stubbornness is the freedom that hitches
itself to a singular individuality standing within the bounds of servitude.
However, stoicism is the freedom which always immediately leaves servi-
tude and returns back into the pure universality of thought. As a universal
form of the world-spirit, it can only come on the scene during a time of

3 Das sich gleichnamige BewufStsein. ** denkendes Wesen.
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universal fear and servitude but which is also a time of universal cultural
formation that has raised culturally formative activity all the way up to the
heights of thinking.

200. Now, to be sure, it is true that for this self-consciousness the essence
is neither something other than itself, nor is it the pure abstraction of the
I. It is instead the I which has otherness in it, but as a difference which
has been conceived™ such that within its otherness, this I has immediately
returned into itself, and its essence is at the same time only an abstract
essence. The freedom of self-consciousness is indifferent with respect to
natural existence and for that reason has likewise let go of natural existence,
has let it be free-standing, and the reflection is a doubled reflection. Free-
dom in thought only has pure thoughts as its truth, a truth without any
fulfillment in life, and thus it is also not living freedom itself but only the
concept of freedom, and, initially it is, to itself, only thinking itself which
is its essence. That is, it is the form as such which, in turning away from
the self-sufficiency of things, has returned into itself. However, while indi-
viduality, as acting, is supposed to show itself to be living, or, as thinking,
is supposed to grasp the living world as a system of thoughts, so too within
the thoughts themselves there must be for the former expansion a content for
what is good, and, for the latter expansion, a content for what is true. There
would thereby be for all intents and purposes no other ingredient in what is
for consciousness than the concept which is the essence. Yet in the way that
the concept as an abstraction has here cut itself off from the manifoldness
of things, the concept has iz its own self no content; instead, it has a given
content. Consciousness indeed abolishes the content as an alien being as
it thinks it. However, the concept is a determinate concept, and it is this
determinateness of the concept that is the alien which the concept has in
it. For that reason, stoicism found itself in an embarrassing situation when
it was asked, as the expression had it, for the criterion of truth per se, i.e.,
when it was in fact asked for a content of thought itself. To the question
put to it, “What is good and true?”, its answer was once more that it was
the abstract thinking devoid of all content itself, namely, that the true and
the good is supposed to consist in rationality. However, this self-equality of
thinking is only again the pure form in which nothing is determinate. The
general terms, “true” and “good,” or “wisdom” and “virtue,” with which
stoicism is stuck, are on the whole undeniably uplifting, but because they
cannot in fact end up in any kind of expansion of content, they quickly
start to become tiresome.

» gedachten.
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201. In the way it has determined itself as abstract freedom, this think-
ing consciousness is therefore only the incomplete negation of other-
ness. Having only pulled itself back into itself from out of existence, it
has not in itself achieved itself as the absolute negation of this existence.
To be sure, the content counts to it only as thought, but thereby also
as determinate thought and at the same time determinateness as such
determinateness.

202. Skepticism is the realization of that of which stoicism is only the
concept — and it is the actual experience of what freedom of thought is.
Skepticism is i izself the negative, and that is the way it must exhibit itself.
With the reflection of self-consciousness into the simple thoughts of itself,
self-sufficient existence, or the lasting determinateness confronting it, has
in fact fallen outside of the infinity of thought. In skepticism, the whole
inessentiality and non-self-sufficiency of this other comes to be for con-
sciousness; thought becomes the thinking that annihilates the being of the
manifoldly determinate world, and the negativity of free self-consciousness
in the heart of these multifarious shapes of life becomes, to itself, real neg-
ativity. — It is clear that just as stoicism corresponds to the concepr of self-
sufficient consciousness (which appeared as a relationship between mastery
and servitude), skepticism corresponds to the realization of the concept of
self-sufficient consciousness as the negative direction (of desire and work)
towards otherness. However much desire and work were not able to achieve
the negation for self-consciousness, by contrast this polemical direction
towards the manifold self-sufficiency of things meets with success because,
within itself, as an already culminated and free self-consciousness, it turns
against them. To put it more precisely, because this polemical orientation
has thinking in its own self, or infinity, those self-sufficiencies, according
to their differences, are therein only as vanishing magnitudes to it. The
differences which in the pure thinking of itself are only the abstraction of
differences become here a// of the differences, and every differentiated being
becomes a difference of self-consciousness.

203. Thereby what skepricism as such does, as well as its way of doing
it, determines what skepticism is. It highlights the dialectical movement,
which is sensuous-certainty, perception, and the understanding, as well as
the inessentiality of what counts as determinate both within the relation-
ship between mastery and servitude and for abstract thinking itself. At the
same time, that relationship comprehends within itself a determinate man-
ner in which ethical laws, as commands by the master, are also present.
However, the determinations within abstract thinking are concepts of sci-
ence in which contentless thinking expands itself and attaches the concept
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in an external manner only onto the being which, to itself, is self-sufficient
and which constitutes its content. It holds only such determinate concepts
to be valid even though they are also only pure abstractions.

204. The dialectical, as negative movement in the way that such move-
ment immediately Zs, initially appears to consciousness as something to
which consciousness must give way and which does not exist through
consciousness itself. In contrast, as skepticism, it is a moment of self-
consciousness, to which it does not simply Aappen that the true and the
real for it vanishes without its knowing how this comes about. Rather, it
is what, within the certainty of its freedom, lets this other, which is giving
itself the appearance of being real, itself vanish. It not only lets the objec-
tive as such vanish but also its own conduct towards the object in which
self-consciousness both counts as objective and is affirmatively asserted. It
thus also allows its perceiving to vanish in the way that it reinforces what it is
in danger of losing, namely, sophistry and the sruth which it has itself deter-
mined and has izself established. Through that self-conscious negation, self-
consciousness itself engenders for itself both the certainty of its own freedom
and the experience of that freedom, and as a result it raises them to truzh.
What vanishes is the determinate, or the difference which, no matter what
it is or from where it comes, is established as fixed and unchangeable. The
difference has nothing lasting in it, and it zusz vanish for thinking because
what is differentiated is just this: Not to be i7 its own self but rather to have
its essentiality only in an other. However, thinking is the insight into this
nature of what is differentiated; it is the negative essence as simple essence.

205. Throughout the changing flux of everything which would secure
itself for it, skeptical self-consciousness thus experiences its own freedom,
both as given to itself by itself and as sustained by itself to itself; it is this
Ataraxia [indifference] of thought-thinking-itself,* the unchangeable and
genuine certainty of its own self. This certainty does not emerge from an
alien source whose multifarious development would have collapsed into
itself, nor does it emerge as a result which would have its coming-to-
be firmly behind it. Rather, consciousness itself is the absolute dialecti-
cal unrest, this mixture of sensuous representations and representational
thought, whose differences collapse into each other and whose equality —
for this equality is itself determinateness with respect to the unequal — like-
wise is again brought to dissolution. However, this consciousness, instead
of being a self-equal consciousness, is in fact therein only an utterly
contingent disarray, the vertigo of a perpetually self-creating disorder. 7%is
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is what it is for irself, for it itself sustains and engenders this self-moving
disarray. For that reason, it avows that it is an entirely contingent singu-
larly individual consciousness — a consciousness which is empirical, which
orients itself according to what has no reality for it, which obeys what is
not essential for it, and which acts on and actualizes what has no truth
for it. However, just in the way that, to itself, it counts as a singular indi-
vidual, as contingent, and in fact, as both animal life and as forsaken self-
consciousness, it also, on the contrary, makes itself again into wuniversal
self-equal self-consciousness, for it is the negativity of all singular individ-
uality and all difference. From this self-equality, or from within itself, it
instead falls back once again into that contingency and disarray, for this
self-moving negativity has to do solely with what is singularly individual,
and it occupies itself with what is contingent. This consciousness is thus the
insensible claptrap that goes to and fro from the one extreme of self-equal
self-consciousness to the other extreme of contingent, disordered, and dis-
ordering consciousness. It does not itself bring either of these two thoughts
of itself into contact with each other. Az one time, it has cognizance® of its
freedom as an elevation above all the disarray and contingency of existence,
and at another time it again just as much avows that it is backsliding into
inessentiality and wandering aimlessly within it. It lets the inessential con-
tent in its thinking vanish, but it is therein the very consciousness of some-
thing inessential. It speaks about absolute disappearance, but that “speaking
abour” itself is, and this consciousness is the disappearance spoken about.
It speaks about the nullity of seeing, hearing, and so on, and it izself sees,
hears, and so on. It speaks about the nullity of ethical essentialities, and
then it makes those essentialities themselves into the powers governing its
actions. Its acts and its words always contradict each other, and it itself has
the doubled contradictory consciousness of unchangeableness and equality
combined with that of utter contingency and inequality with itself. How-
ever, it keeps its contradictions separated from each other, and it conducts
itself in relation to them in the way it does in its purely negative move-
ment itself. If equality is pointed out to it, it points out inequalizy, and if
it is reproached with the latter (about which it had just spoken), it quickly
shifts over into pointing out eguality. Its talk is indeed like that of a squab-
ble among stubborn children, one of whom says A when the other says
B, and then says B when the other says A. By being in contradiction with
himself, each of them purchases the delight of remaining in contradiction
with each other.

%7 erkennt.
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206. In skepticism, consciousness experiences itself in truth as a self-
contradictory consciousness. From out of this experience, there then arises
a new shape which brings together the two thoughts which skepticism keeps
asunder. Skepticism’s thoughtlessness about itself has to vanish because
it is in fact one consciousness that has these two modes in it. This new
shape is thereby one that is for izself the doubled consciousness of itself
as self-liberating, unchangeable, self-equal self-consciousness, and of itself
as absolutely self-confusing, self-inverting — and it is the consciousness of
its being this contradiction. — In stoicism, self-consciousness is the simple
freedom of itself; in skepticism, it realizes itself and annihilates the other
aspect of determinate existence, but on the contrary it doubles izself and
is, to itself, now something twofold. The doubling, which was previously
distributed between two singular individuals, the master and the servant,
is thereby brought back into one singular individual. Although the dou-
bling of self-consciousness within itself, which is essential in the concept
of spirit, is thereby present, its unity is not yet present, and the unhappy
consciousness is the consciousness of itself as a doubled, only contradictory
creature.?

207. Because, to itself; this contradiction of its essence is oze conscious-
ness, this unhappy and estranged consciousness within itself also must always
have in one consciousness that of an other consciousness. But just when
it thinks itself to have achieved victory and to have achieved restful unity
with the other consciousness, each must again be immediately expelled
from the unity. However, its true return into itself, or its reconciliation
with itself, will exhibit the concept of the spirit that has been brought to
life and has entered into existence, because in it, as one undivided con-
sciousness, it is already a doubled consciousness. It itself is the beholding
of a self-consciousness in an other; it itself s both of them; and, to itself,
the unity of both is also the essence. However, for itself it is, to itself, not
yet this essence itself, nor is it yet the unity of both.

208. While at first it is only the immediate unity of both, but while, for it,
the two are opposed consciousnesses and not the same consciousness, one
of them, namely, the simple unchangeable, is, to itself, as the essence, the
other, however, the manifoldly changeable, as the inessential. For iz, both are
essences that are alien to each other. Because it is the consciousness of this
contradiction, it itself takes the side of the changeable consciousness and is,
to itself, the inessential. However, as consciousness of unchangeableness, or
of the simple essence, it must at the same time concern itself with freeing
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itself from the inessential, which means to free itself from itself. For whether
it is indeed for izself only the changeable and the unchangeable is, to itself,
something alien, iz is in that way izself simple and thereby unchangeable
consciousness. It is thereby aware of the unchangeable consciousness as izs
essence, although it is still aware of it in such a way that for itself iz izself is
again not this essence. The stance that it assigns to both thus cannot be
an indifference of one to the other, i.e., cannot be an indifference of itself
with respect to the unchangeable. Rather, it is immediately itself both of
them, and, for it, it is the relation of both as a relation of essence to the
inessential, in such a manner that this latter is to be sublated. However,
while both are, to itself, equally essential and equally contradictory, it is
only the contradictory movement in which the opposite does not come
to rest in its own opposite but instead newly engenders itself only as an
opposite within it.

209. As a result, there is a struggle against an enemy in which victory
really means defeat and in which attaining one thing means instead losing
it in its opposite. Consciousness of life, of its existence, and of its activities
only amounts to a sorrow over this existence and these doings, for con-
sciousness has therein only the consciousness both of its opposite as being
its essence and of its own nullity. In elevating itself beyond this, conscious-
ness makes a transition into the unchangeable. However, this elevation is
itself this same consciousness; it is thus immediately the consciousness of
the opposite, namely, of itself as singular individuality. Just as a result of
that, the unchangeable which enters into consciousness is at the same time
affected by singular individuality, and it is current there only together with
singular individuality. Instead of singular individuality having been abol-
ished in the consciousness of the unchangeable, it only continues to emerge
within it.

210. However, in this movement consciousness experiences this very
emergence of singular individuality in the unchangeable and the emergence
of the unchangeable in singular individuality. For consciousness, that singular
individuality #zself comes to be iz the unchangeable essence, and, at the
same time, its own singular individuality comes to be in the unchangeable
essence. For the truth of this movement is the very oneness of this doubled
consciousness. However, to itself, this unity becomes at first itself the sort of
unity in which the difference of both is still dominant. As a result, what is
present for consciousness is the threefold way in which singular individu-
ality is bound up with the unchangeable. Az one time, it comes forth again,
to itself, as opposed to the unchangeable essence, and it is thrown back
to the beginning of the struggle, which remains the element of the whole
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relationship. However, ar another time, for consciousness the unchangeable
itself has in irself singular individuality such that singular individuality is a
shape of the unchangeable into which the entire way of existing moves over.
At a third time, consciousness finds izself to be this singular individuality
within the unchangeable. To consciousness, the firsz unchangeable is only
the alien essence passing sentence on it. While the other unchangeable is
a shape of singular individuality like itself, consciousness becomes, thirdly,
spirit. It has the joy of finding itself therein, and it is aware that its singular
individuality is reconciled with the universal.

211. What appears here to be a mode and a relationship obtaining in the
unchangeable has turned out to be the learning experience of the estranged
self-consciousness in its own unhappiness. To be sure, now this experience
is not its one-sided movement, for it is itself unchangeable consciousness.
Hence, it is also at the same time singularly individual consciousness; the
movement is just as much a movement of the unchangeable consciousness,
which makes its appearance in it just as the other makes its appearance in
it. This is so because the movement runs through the following moments:
First, there is the unchangeable opposed to the singular individual per se,
then there is itself as a singular individual opposed to other singular indi-
viduals, and, finally, there is its being One with the singular individual.
However, this observation, insofar as it is made by us, is ill-timed here,
for until now, it has, to us, only been unchangeableness as the unchange-
ableness of consciousness which has arisen, and which, still burdened with
an opposite, is not true unchangeableness. It is thus not the unchangeable
in and for irself. Hence, we do not know how this latter will acquit itself.
What has resulted here is only that for consciousness, which is our object
here, the determinations indicated above appear in the unchangeable.

212. For this reason, with regard to singularly individual consciousness,
the unchangeable consciousness thus itself also retains within its shape the
character and the fundamentals of estrangement and of being-for-itself.
For the latter, it is simply an event such that the unchangeable receives
the shape of singular individuality. This is so because singularly individual
consciousness is only 7o be found as opposed to the unchangeable, and it
therefore has this relationship #hrough a fact of nature.*® That it is finally ro
be found within it appears to it in part as something engendered through
itself, or it comes about for the reason that it itself is singularly individual.
However, one part of this unity, in accordance with its origin and insofar
as it is, appears to it as belonging to the unchangeable, and the opposition
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remains within this unity itself. It is through the unchangeable zaking shape
that the moment of the other-worldly beyond has not only lasted but has
become even more securely fixed, for if, on the one hand, the other-worldly
beyond seems to be brought closer to the singular individual by this shape
of singular actuality, then it is, on the other hand, henceforth opposed
to it as an opaque sensuous One possessing all the aloofness of something
actual. The hope of coming to be at one with it must remain a hope, which
is to say, it must remain without fulfillment, without ever being present.
Between the hope and the fulfillment stands the absolute contingency or
immovable indifference which lies in the shape itself, or in the very basis of
the hope. Through the nature of this existing One, or through the actuality
it has taken on, it necessarily happens that in time it has disappeared, and,
having once existed, it remains spatially utterly distant.

213. However much at first the mere concept of the estranged conscious-
ness is determined as seeking to sublate itself as a singular consciousness and
thereby to become the unchangeable consciousness, still its striving hence-
forth takes on the following determination. It sublates its relationship to
the pure unshaped unchangeable, and it gives itself instead only a relation
to the shaped unchangeable. It does this because, to itself, the oneness of
the singular individual with the unchangeable is henceforth the essezce and
object, and it is this in the way that in the concept, the essential object was
only the shapeless, abstract unchangeable. It must now turn its back on
the relationship in this absolute estrangement of the concept. However, it
must elevate the initially external relation to the shaped unchangeable as
an alien actuality into an absolute oneness with it.

214. The movement within which the inessential consciousness strives to
achieve this union is itself #hreefold according to the threefold relationships
that this consciousness will have with its shaped other-worldly beyond:
once as pure consciousness; second, as a singular essence which, as desire and
labor, relates itself to actuality; and third, as consciousness of its being-for-
itself. — How these three modes of its being are present and how they are
determined within those universal relationships is what is now to be seen.

215. If therefore at first it is taken to be pure consciousness, then while
it is for pure consciousness, the shaped unchangeable seems to be posited
as it is in and for itself. Yet the shaped unchangeable as it is in and for
itself has, as was already noted, not yet emerged. If the unchangeable were
in consciousness as it is in and for itself, then this would surely have to
come out instead from the unchangeable than from out of consciousness
itself. However, through consciousness, its presence is initially here only
one-sidedly present. For that very reason, it is not perfectly and genuinely
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present but instead remains encumbered with imperfection, or with an
opposite.

216. However, even though the unhappy consciousness does not there-
fore have this presence in its possession, it is at the same time high above
pure thinking insofar as it is stoicism’s abstract thinking turning a blind
eye to singular individuality altogether and is the only wnsettled and agi-
tated thinking of skepticism — which is indeed only singular individuality
both as the unconscious contradiction and the unremitting movement of
that contradiction. — It transcends both of these; it both brings together
and keeps together pure thinking and singular individuality, but it has not
yet been elevated to that thinking for which the singular individuality of
consciousness is reconciled with pure thinking itself. Put more correctly, it
stands instead at the midpoint where abstract thinking comes into contact
with the singular individuality of consciousness as singular individuality. It
itself is this contact; it is the unity of pure thinking and singular individu-
ality. For it, it is also this thinking singular individuality, or pure thinking;
it is essentially the unchangeable itself as singular individuality. However,
what is not for it is that its object, the unchangeable, which, to it, essentially
has the shape of singular individuality, is 7z izself, is itself the singularity of
consciousness.

217. In this first way in which we view it as pure consciousness, the
unhappy consciousness does not conduct itself rowards its object in a think-
ing manner. Rather, while it is just iz izself pure, thinking singular individ-
uality, and while its object is itself just this pure thinking, and while pure
thinking is not itself the relation of each to the other, it only, so to speak,
launches itself in the direction of thinking, and on that path it becomes
devotion’® As such, its thinking remains that of the shapeless roar of the
pealing of bells, or that of a warm, all-suffusing vapor, or that of a musical
thinking which does not amount to concepts, which themselves would be
the sole, immanent, objective mode of thinking. To be sure, the object for
this infinite, pure, inward feeling will eventually come to be, but coming
on the scene in that way, this object does not make its entrance as con-
ceptualized, and for that reason it comes on the scene as something alien.
What is thereby present is the inward movement of the pure heart which
painfully feels itself as estranged. It is the movement of an infinite longing
which is certain that its essence is that of a pure heart, that it is a pure
thinking that thinks of itself as singular individuality, and that this object

3 Hegel is making the obvious verbal play on Denken (“thought”), with its past form, gedacht, and
devotion (Andacht).
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takes cognizance of it and bestows recognition on it for the very reason
that this object thinks of itself as singular individuality. However, at the
same time this essence is the unattainable ozher-worldly beyond which, in
the act of being seized, escapes, or rather has already escaped. It has already
escaped, for it is in part the unchangeable thinking of itself as singular indi-
viduality, and consciousness thus immediately attains 7zsef within it, but
it does so as what is opposed to the unchangeable. Instead of catching hold of
the essence, consciousness only feels it and has thus fallen back into itself.
While attaining this, consciousness cannot prevent itself from being this
opposed consciousness, it has only caught hold of inessentiality instead of
having caught hold of the essence. While in one aspect, in striving to attain
irself in the essence, it only catches hold of its own divided actuality, so too
in another aspect, it cannot catch hold of that other as # singular individ-
ual or as an actual other. Where the other is sought, it cannot be found,
for it is just supposed to be an other-worldly beyond, or the kind of thing
that cannot be found. Sought as individual, it turns out not to be a uni-
versal singular individuality of thought,** or it turns out not to be a concept
but rather to be the singular individual as an object, or as an actuality, an
object of immediate sense certainty. Just for that reason, it thus turns out
only to be the kind of thing that has vanished. For consciousness, what can
thus be for it at the present time can only be the grave of its life. However,
because this grave itself is an actuality, and since it is contrary to the nature
of this actuality to confer any lasting possession, the present moment of
that grave is only the struggle over an endeavor that must end in defeat.
However, while consciousness has learned from experience that the grave of
its actual unchangeable essence has 7o actuality, that the vanished singular
individuality as vanished is not true individuality, it will give up searching
for the unchangeable singular individuality as aczual, or it will cease trying
to hold on to it as something that has vanished. Only then is it for the first
time capable of finding singular individuality as genuine, or as universal.
218. However, initially the rezurn of the heart into itself is to be taken
in the sense that, to itself, it is the heart which has singularly individual
actuality. It is the pure heart for us, or in itself, which has found itself and
which is satiated within itself, for even though for iz, to itself, in its feel-
ings, the essence has in fact cut itself off from it, this feeling is nonetheless in
itself self-feeling.?® It has felt the object of its pure feeling, and this object is
itself; it thus emerges as self-feeling, or as the actual existing for itself. In this
return into itself, its second relationship has come to be for us, namely, those
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of desire and labor, which to consciousness has proven itself to be the inner
certainty of consciousness itself, a certainty it had achieved for us through
the sublation and the consumption of the alien essence, specifically, of
that essence in the form of self-sufficient things. However, the unhappy
consciousness #s to be found only as desiring and laboring consciousness; it
is not in a position to find itself so that its inner certainty of itself would
be its ground, nor so that its feeling of the essence would be only this
feeling of its own self.3* While it does not have that certainty for izself; its
innerness still remains instead a shattered self-certainty. Its proving its own
worth,?> which it would obtain through work and consumption, is for that
reason just the same shattered proof of its worth; or instead it must itself
do away with this proof of its worth so that it finds such a proof on its
own, but only the proof of the worth of what it is for itself, namely, its
estrangement.

219. The actuality which desire and work turn against is for this con-
sciousness no longer something which is null in itself, something only to
be sublated and consumed by that consciousness. Rather, it is something
like consciousness itself, an actuality at odds with itself,36 which in one
respect is only null in itself but which in another respect is also a sanctified
world. This actuality is a shape of the unchangeable, for the latter has pre-
served singular individuality in itself, and because, as the unchangeable, it
is the universal, the meaning of its singular individuality itself is that of all
actuality.

220. However much consciousness were for itself self-sufficient con-
sciousness, and however much actuality were, to itself, in and for itself null,
still in work and consumption, consciousness would arrive at the feeling of
its own self-sufficiency, and as a result, it would then itself be that which
would sublate actuality. However, while this actuality is, to itself, the shape
of the unchangeable, consciousness is not on its own capable of sublating
that actuality, but rather, while consciousness does indeed arrive at anni-
hilating actuality and consuming it, what essentially happens for it as a
result is that the unchangeable itself surrenders its shape and hands it over
to consciousness to consume. — For its part, consciousness /ikewise comes
on the scene as what is actual, but, just as much, as internally shattered.
This estrangement shows up in its work and its consumption, such that it
breaks itself up into a relation to actuality, or it breaks itself up into a being-
Jor-itself and a being-in-itself . That relation to actuality is the alreration, or
the doing, the being-for-itself, which belongs to the singularly individual
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consciousness as such. However, it is therein also iz izself, and this aspect
belongs to the unchangeable other-worldly beyond. They are the abilities
and powers, an alien gift, which the unchangeable likewise hands over to
consciousness to make use of.

221. Accordingly, in its doing, consciousness is initially in relationships
between two extremes. On one side, it is positioned as an active this-
worldliness, confronted by passive actuality [on the other side]. Both are in
relation to each other, but both also have returned into the unchangeable,
where each in itself tenaciously clings to itself. Hence, it is in both aspects
that it is only the superficialities which detach themselves with respect to
each other, and each of them then joins the game which consists in mov-
ing around with respect to the other. — The extreme of actuality is sublated
by the active extreme. However, on its side, actuality can only be sublated
because it is its unchangeable essence itself which sublates it, which repels
itself from itself, and which surrenders what it has repelled to the activity.
The active force appears as the power in which actuality is dissolved. This
consciousness is that to which the in-izself, or the essence, is, to itself, an
other, and for this reason, this power, which is how consciousness enters
into doing, is for this consciousness the other-worldly beyond of itself.
Therefore, instead of making an inward return into itself from out of its
doing, and instead of having itself proven its worth for itself, conscious-
ness instead reflects this movement of doing into the other extreme. This
other extreme thereby shows up as what is purely universal, as the absolute
power which was the starting point for a movement in all directions. It is
supposed to be the essence of the self-corroding extremes both in the way
that they first made their appearance and in the flux itself.

222. The unchangeable consciousness relinquishes its shape and sur-
renders it, and, in exchange, the singular individual consciousness gives
thanks, i.c., denies itself the satisfaction of the consciousness of its se/f*
sufficiency and assigns the essence of its doing not to itself but to the other-
worldly beyond. From both of these moments of reciprocal self-surrender
on both sides, its unity with the unchangeable emerges. However, at the
same time, this unity is affected by division, and it is again broken up
within itself. It is from out of this unity that the opposition of universal
and singular again comes on the scene. To be sure, consciousness makes
a show of renouncing the satisfaction of its own self-feeling.’” However, it
achieves the actual satisfaction of that self-feeling, for 7z is desire, work, and
consumption; as consciousness, it has willed, acted, and consumed. Its
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giving thanks, in which it recognizes the other extreme as the essence
and thus sublates itself, is likewise 7zs own doing, which offsets the other
extreme’s doing and counters the self-surrendering favor with an egual act.
If the former cedes to consciousness what is superficial, consciousness still
gives thanks but only goes that far, and while it itself surrenders its doing, i.e.,
its essence, it thus really does more therein than the other, which only repels
the superficial from itself. The whole movement is therefore reflected not
only in actual desire, labor, and consumption, but even in its very giving of
thanks, a doing in which the very opposite seems to take place. That is, the
whole movement is reflected off into the extreme of singular individuality.
Consciousness therein feels itself to be this singular individual conscious-
ness, and it does not let itself be deceived by its own show of renunciation,
for the truth in all of this is that it has not given itself up. What has come
about is only the doubled reflection into both extremes, and the result is
the repeated fissure into the opposed consciousness of the unchangeable and
the consciousness of a willing, performing, and consuming consciousness.
It is also the repeated fissure in the self-renunciation itself which confronts
it, or of singular individuality existing-for-iself as such.

223. The third relationship in the movement of this consciousness has
thereby come on the scene. This third relationship follows from the sec-
ond and has in truth, through its willing and through its accomplishment,
put itself to the test as self-sufficient consciousness. In the first relationship,
it was only the concepr of actual consciousness, or the inner heart, which
was not yet actual in doing and in consumption. The second is this actu-
alization as external doing and as consuming. However, having returned
from out of all of this, consciousness is now such that it has experienced
itself as actual and as efficacious, or as that for which it is #7ue that it is in
and for itself. However, the enemy is found therein in its ownmost shape. In
the battle of hearts, the singular individual consciousness is only as a musi-
cal, abstract moment. In work and consumption, as the realization of this
essenceless being, it can immediately forget izself, and its conscious ownness
in this actuality is suppressed through the thankful bestowal of recognition.
However, this suppression is in truth a return of consciousness back into
itself, namely, into itself, to itself, as the genuine actuality.

224. This third relationship, in which this genuine actuality is one
extreme, is the relation of this actuality as nullity to the universal essence.
The movement of this relation is still open to examination.

225. To begin with, with regard to the opposed relation of consciousness
within which its reality is, to itself, immediately a nullity, the actual doing of
consciousness becomes a doing of nothing, and its consumption becomes
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a feeling of its unhappiness. Doing and consumption thereby lose all #7:i-
versal content and meaning, for if they had such content and meaning, they
would have existed as being-in-and-for-itself. Instead, both are withdrawn
back into singular individuality, and consciousness directs itself towards
that singular individuality with a view to sublating both doing and con-
sumption. In its animal functions, consciousness is consciousness of itself as
this actual singular individual. These functions, instead of being performed
without embarrassment as something which are in and for themselves null
and which can acquire no importance and essentiality for spirit, are instead
now objects of serious attention and they acquire the utmost importance,
since it is in them that the enemy shows itself in its distinctive shape. How-
ever, while this enemy engenders itself in its very suppression, conscious-
ness, by fixating itself on the enemy, is instead continually dwelling on it
instead of freeing itself from it. It continually sees itself as polluted, and,
at the same time, the content of its strivings, instead of being something
essential, is the very lowest, and instead of being a universal, is the most
singular. What we see here is only a personality limited to itself and its own
petty acts; we see a brooding personality, as unhappy as it is impoverished.

226. However, in both the feeling of its unhappiness and in the poverty
of its acts, consciousness just as much binds itself to its unity with the
unchangeable. For the attempted immediate annihilation of its actual being
is mediated through the thought of the unchangeable, and it takes place
within this relation. The mediated relation constitutes the essence of the
negative movement in which this consciousness directs itself against its sin-
gular individuality, but which as a relation, is likewise positive i izself and
will engender its #nity for this consciousness itself.

227. This mediated relation is thereby a syllogism in which singular indi-
viduality, which had initially fixed on itself as opposed to the in-itself, is
merged with this other extreme only through a third. It is through this
mediating middle that the extreme of unchangeable consciousness is for
the inessential consciousness. At the same time in the inessential conscious-
ness, there is also the following. The inessential consciousness is just as
much supposed to be for the unchangeable consciousness only through
the mediating middle, and this mediating middle is thereby what both
presents®® the two extremes to each other and is the mutual servant of each
for the other. This mediating middle is itself a conscious essence, for it is
a doing which mediates consciousness as such. The content of this doing
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is what consciousness is undertaking, namely, the erasure of its singular
individuality.

228. Within the mediating middle, this consciousness frees itself from
doing and consumption as what are i#s own. As an extreme existing-for-
itself, it repels from itself the essence of its will, and it shifts over to the
mediating term, or to the servant, the very ownness of its decisions and its
freedom and, with that, any blame® for its own acts. Since this mediator
is in an immediate relation to the unchangeable essence, he renders service
by offering counsel about what is right. According to those aspects of doing
or of willing, the action, as it is obedience to an alien decision, ceases to be
its own. However, for the inessential consciousness, what still remains is its
objective aspect, namely, the fruir of its labor and its consumption. It likewise
repels these from itself, and it renounces its willing as well as the actuality
contained in its labor and consumption. /z part, it renounces that acruality
as the truth it has attained concerning its self-conscious self-sufficiency —
while it preoccupies itself with representational thinking and with talking
about something that is, to itself, totally alien and senseless. In part, it
renounces it as being exzernal property — while it gives up something of the
possession it has acquired through its labor. And in part, it renounces its
consumption — while in its fastings and its mortifications, it again denies
itself that consumption.

229. Through these moments of first surrendering its own decision,
then surrendering its property and consumption, finally, through the pos-
itive moment of carrying out a task 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 emptied*® itself of its /, and of having made its immediate self-
consciousness into a thing, into an objective being. — It could prove the
worth of its self-renunciation solely by this actual sacrifice, for only in that
sacrifice does the deception vanish which lies in the inner recognition of
giving thanks through the heart and through one’s disposition and one’s
speech. In that self-renunciation, there is a bestowal of recognition that
shifts all the power of being-for-itself away from itself and instead treats
this power as a gift from above. However, in this very shifting, it itself
retains its external ownness in the possession which it does not give up,
and it retains its izner ownness both in the consciousness of the decision

39 Schuld. Alternatively it could be translated as “responsibility,” or even as “guilt.”
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that it itself has taken and in the consciousness of the content determined
through itself, which it has not exchanged for an alien content that would
fill it only with meaninglessness.

230. But in the actual, completed sacrifice, its wunhappiness has in
irself been purged from it just in the way that consciousness has sublated
its doing as its own. However, that this purging has taken place in itself is
itself a doing that has been carried out by the other extreme of the syllo-
gism, which is the essence existing-in-isself. That sacrifice of the inessential
extreme, however, was at the same time not a one-sided doing; instead, it
contained the other’s doing within itself. For on the one hand, surrender-
ing one’s own will is only negative according to its concept, or in itself, but
at the same time it is positive, specifically, it is the positing of the will as
an other, and, especially, it is the positing of the will as universal, not as
the will of a singular individual. For this consciousness, the positive sig-
nificance of the negatively posited singular individual will is the will of the
other extreme, which, just because it is an other for consciousness, becomes,
to itself, the act of giving counsel. It becomes this not through itself but
through the third, the mediator. Hence, for consciousness, its will becomes
universal will, a will existing i7 izself, although, to itself, it itself is not this
will zn-itself. That it surrenders its own will as a singular individual is, to
itself and according to the concept, not what is positive about the univer-
sal will. Its surrender of possessions and its abandonment of consumption
likewise only have the same negative significance, and the universal which
as a result comes to be for it is, to itself, not its own doing. With regard to
this unity of objective being and being-for-itself which lies in the concept
of doing, and which for that reason, to consciousness, comes to be as the
essence and object — just as this unity is, to consciousness, not the concept
of its doing, it is also not the case, to consciousness, that the unity comes to
be immediately as an object for that consciousness and through itself. Rather,
it lets the mediating servant express this yet shattered certainty; that expres-
sion turns out to be that it is only in izself that its unhappiness is the inverse,
that is to say, only in itself is it a self-satisfying doing or a blessed enjoyment
in consuming. Likewise, only i7 itself is its impoverished doing the inverse,
namely, absolute doing, or, to put it according to the concept, a doing is
only a doing at all as the doing of a singular individual. However, for the
consciousness itself, doing continues, and its actual doing remains impov-
erished. Its enjoyment in consumption remains sorrowful, and the subla-
tion of these in any positive sense continues to be postponed to an ozher-
worldly beyond. However, within this object, its doing and its being as this
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singularly individual consciousness is, to itself, being and doing 7 itself.
Thus, within this object, the representational thought of reason has, to
itself, come to be. This is the representational thought of the certainty for
this consciousness that it is absolutely 7z itself within its singular individ-
uality, or it is its certainty of being all reality.
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V. THE CERTAINTY AND TRUTH OF REASON

231. Consciousness has taken hold of the thought that singular individual
consciousness 7z itself is absolute essence, and in that thought, conscious-
ness again takes an inward turn. For the unhappy consciousness, being-in-
irself is the other-worldly beyond of itself. However, what its movement has
achieved in the unhappy consciousness is that it has posited singular indi-
viduality in its complete development, or it has posited singular individ-
uality, which is actual consciousness, as the negative of its own self, namely,
as the objective extreme, or, it has driven its being-for-itself outside of itself
and made it into an existent. In having done so, its unity with this uni-
versal has also come to be for it, or a unity which for us no longer falls
outside the bounds of consciousness since the sublated singular individ-
uality is the universal. Since consciousness preserves itself within its own
negativity, in consciousness itself this unity as such is its essence. Its truth is
what appears in the syllogisms as the middle term, or within the syllogisms
in which the extreme terms came on the scene as absolutely distinguished
and kept apart from each other. This middle says to the unchangeable con-
sciousness that the singular individual has renounced himself, and it says
to the singular individual that the unchangeable consciousness is for it no
longer an extreme but is instead reconciled with it. This middle is the unity
that immediately knows both of the other terms, relates both of them to
each other, and is the consciousness of their unity. This middle expresses
this unity to consciousness and thereby expresses izself to itself, the certainty
of being all truth.

232. Since self-consciousness is reason, what had so far been its negative
relation to otherness is now converted into a positive relation. Until now it
had occupied itself only with its self-sufficiency and its freedom in order to
save and preserve itself for itself at the cost of the world or its own actuality,
both of which appeared to it as the negative of its own essence. However,
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as reason which is assured of itself, self-consciousness has come to be at rest
with regard to both of them, and self-consciousness can sustain them, for
it is certain of itself as reality, or it is certain that all actuality is nothing but
itself, that its thinking itself is immediately actuality. It therefore conducts
itself as idealism in relation to actuality. As it grasps itself in this way, it is,
to itself, as if the world had only now come to be for it for the first time.
Formerly, it did not understand the world; it desired it and worked on it,
withdrew itself from it, took an inward turn back into itself away from
it, and erased the world for itself and itself as consciousness, and it erased
itself both as consciousness of it as the essence as well as consciousness
of its nullity. After it has lost the grave of its truth, after it has erased the
erasing of its actuality itself, and the singular individuality of consciousness
is, to itself, the absolute essence in itself, self-consciousness discovers here
for the first time the world as iz newly actual world. In its continuing
existence, this world interests it in the way it previously was only interested
in the world’s disappearance, for, to self-consciousness, that world’s szable
existence comes to be its own truth and present moment, and it is certain that
it experiences only itself within it.

233. Reason is the certainty which consciousness has of being all reality;
or so it is in that way that idealism expresses its concept of itself. In the way
that as consciousness, which comes on the scene as reason and immediately
has that certainty in itself, so too does idealism immediately give expres-
sion to that certainty. I am [, in the sense that the I, which is an object for
me, is not as it is within self-consciousness in general, where it was there
only as an empty object, nor as it is within free self-consciousness, where
here it is just an object that withdraws itself from others which nonetheless
still count as valid alongside it. Rather, it is an object with the conscious-
ness of the non-being of anything that is other. It is a singular object; it is
all reality and presence. However, not only is self-consciousness for izself
all reality; it is also in itself all reality, as a result of its becoming this real-
ity, or, instead by proving itself to be this reality. It initially proves itself
to be this in #he very path along which otherness vanishes in the dialecti-
cal movement of meaning-something, of perceiving, and of understanding.
What vanishes along that path is otherness as existing iz izself. In the move-
ment that passes through the self-sufficiency of consciousness in mastery
and servitude, and then on through the thoughts of freedom, skeptical lib-
eration, and then forward to the struggle for absolute liberation by the
consciousness estranged within itself, this otherness, insofar as it is only for
self-consciousness, vanishes for self-consciousness itself. Two aspects came on
the scene one after the other: The one in which the essence, or the true, had
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the determinateness for consciousness of being, the other in which it had
the determinateness of only being for consciousness. However, both were
reduced down to one truth, namely, that what is, or the in-izself, is only
insofar as it is for consciousness, and that what is for consciousness is also
what is in itself. The consciousness that is this truth has this path behind
it and has forgotten it while it immediately comes on the scene as reason.
Or this reason, as immediately coming on the scene, does so only as the
certainty of that truth. It only gives the assurance of being all reality, but
does not itself comprehend this, for the comprehension of this immedi-
ately expressed assertion is that forgotten path itself. Likewise, when one
who has not taken this path hears it expressed in this pure form — for in a
concrete shape, he surely makes the same assertion himself — this assertion
is incomprehensible.

234. Hence, the idealism which does not present that path but which
begins with this assertion is itself only a pure assurance, which neither com-
prehends itself nor can it make itself comprehensible to others. It expresses
an immediate certainty against which other immediate certainties stand in
contrast, but all of which have been lost along the way. With equal right,
the assurances of these other certainties place themselves alongside the assur-
ance of that certainty. Reason appeals to the se/f-consciousness of each con-
sciousness: / am I, my object and my essence is the /, and no one will deny
this truth to reason. However, while reason grounds its appeal on this truth,
it sanctions the truth of that other certainty, namely, that there is an other
for me, or to me, an other than the /is and is to me the object and essence,
or while 7 am object and essence to myself, I am so only as I completely
withdraw myself from that other, and I come on the scene alongside it as
an actuality. — Only when, coming out of this opposed certainty, reason
comes on the scene as reflection does reason’s assertion about itself manage
to come forward not only as certainty and assurance but rather as #ruzh,
and not as a truth alongside other truths but as the only truth. The imme-
diate entrance onto the scene is the abstraction of its present existence,' whose
essence and whose being-in-itself is the absolute concept, i.e., the movement
of its having-come-to-be. — Consciousness will determine its relationship to
otherness, or to its object, in various ways depending on just which stage it
finds itself occupying vis-a-vis how the world-spirit is becoming conscious
of itself. How consciousness is immediately to be found, and how it deter-
mines itself and its object at any given time, or how it is for izself, depends
on what it has already come to be, or on what it already is in itself.
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235. Reason is the certainty of being all reality. However, this in-izself, or
this realizy, is still for all intents and purposes a universal, the pure abstrac-
tion of reality. It is the first positivity in which self-consciousness is in izself
as it is for itself, and thus the I is only the pure essentiality of the existing, or
the simple category. The category which otherwise signified the essentiality
of the existing, where it was indeterminate if that meant the essentiality of
what is existing, full stop, or what is existing as confronting consciousness,
is now the essentiality, or the simple unity of the existing only as a thinking
actuality. Or, to put it differently, the category is this: Self-consciousness
and being are zhe same essence, or the same not in comparison with each
other, but rather the same in and for itself. It is only a one-sided, bad ide-
alism which lets this unity again come on the scene as consciousness on
one side and an in-itself confronting it on the other side. — Now, this cat-
egory, or the simple unity of self-consciousness and being, has the differ-
ence in itself, for its essence is just this, that it is immediately self-equal in
otherness, or immediately self-equal in the absolute difference. Thus, the
difference s, but it is as a completely transparent difference which is at
the same time therefore no difference at all. That difference appears as a
plurality of categories. While idealism expresses the simple unity of self-
consciousness as being all reality and immediately makes it the essence,
without comprehending it as the absolutely negative essence — for only this
absolutely negative essence has in its own self negation, i.e., determinate-
ness, or the difference itself — it is along these lines that there is a second
idealism even more incomprehensible than the first idealism. This second
idealism declares that there are differences in the category, or species of the
category. This assurance itself, just like the assurance about any determi-
nate number of species of the category, is a new assurance, which, however,
contains in its own self the claim that we no longer need to accept it as an
assurance. For while it is in the pure I, in the pure understanding itself, that
difference itself gets underway, it is thereby posited that immediacy, issuing
assurances, finding the given, is to be abandoned here, and comprehension is
to begin. However, to take up again the plurality of categories in some way
or other as something we simply come upon, for example, in judgments,
and then to continue to put up with them in that form, is in fact to be
regarded as a disgrace to science. Where is the understanding supposed to
be capable of demonstrating necessity if it is incapable of demonstrating
the pure necessity it has within itself?

236. Now because the pure essentiality of things, like their difference,
belongs to reason, we can no longer really talk of #hings at all, which is to say,
we can longer speak of what for consciousness would only be the negative
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of itself. For the many categories are species of the pure category, which is to
say that the pure category is still their genus or essence and is not opposed to
them. However, the many categories are already equivocation itself, since
at the same time they have in themselves otherness in its plurality as opposed
to the pure category. They in fact contradict the pure category through
this plurality, and the pure unity must sublate them in themselves, and
thereby constitute itself as the negative unity of the differences. However,
as negative unity, it excludes from itself both the differences as such and that
first immediate pure unity as such, and it is singular individualizy. This is a
new category, which is an excluding consciousness, which is to say, it has an
other for it. Singular individuality is its transition out of its concepts into an
external reality; it is the pure schema, which is just as much consciousness as
it is thereby singularity and an excluding One, a pointing towards an other.
However, these others of this category are only other caregories mentioned
for the first time, namely, pure essentiality and pure difference, and in this
category, i.e., in the very positedness of the other, or in this other itself,
consciousness is equally itself. Each of these different moments points to
another moment, but at the same time, within each of them, there is never
any otherness at all. The pure category refers to the species, which passes
over into the negative category, or into individuality. However, this latter
refers back to thems; it is itself pure consciousness which within each of
them remains this clear unity with itself. However, this clear unity with
itself is just as much directed to an other, which, while it is, has vanished,
and, while it has vanished, is engendered all over again.

237. We see pure consciousness here posited in a twofold manner. At one
time, it is posited as the restless movement to and fro which runs through all
its moments, which have otherness in mind, an otherness which, in being
grasped, is sublated. At another time, it is instead posited as the motionless
unity which is certain of its truth. For this unity, that former movement is
the other, but for this movement that former unity-at-rest is the other; con-
sciousness and object alternate in these reciprocal determinations. There-
fore, to itself, consciousness is at one time a seeking to and fro, and its
object is the pure in-itself and the essence; and at another time, to itself,
consciousness is the simple category, and the object is the movement of
the differences. However, as essence, consciousness is the whole course of
the movement itself as it makes a transition from out of itself (as the simple
category) into singular individuality and the object. In the course of this
movement, it is to intuit the object as something to be sublated, to appro-
priate the object, and to express itself as this certainty of being all reality, a
certainty of both itself and its object.
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238. Its first utterance is only this abstract, empty phrase: Everything
is its own. This is so because the certainty of being all reality is initially
the pure category. This reason which first takes cognizance of itself” in its
object is the expression of an empty idealism, and this empty idealism only
grasps reason in the way reason is initially to itself. In its having pointed
out this pure mine of consciousness within all being, and in having declared
things to be sensations or representations, such an idealism fancies itself to
have shown that the abstract mine of consciousness is all of reality. For that
reason, it must at the same time be an absolute empiricism because for
the fulfillment of this empty mine, which is to say, to bring to fulfillment
the difference and all the development and shaping of that difference, its
reason needs an alien impact in which the basis of the multiplicity of sens-
ings or representational thinking lies. Hence, this kind of idealism becomes
precisely the same kind of self-contradictory equivocation as skepticism.
However, whereas the latter only expresses itself negatively, the former does
so positively, but it too fails just as completely as skepticism does to bring
together its contradictory thoughts about pure consciousness being all real-
ity, justas it likewise fails with its thoughts about the alien impact,’ or about
sense-impressions and representations as themselves those of an equal real-
ity. Instead, it tosses itself from one side to the other, and it falls into the
bad infinite, which is to say, it falls into the sensuous infinite. While reason
is all reality in the sense of being the abstract mine, and the other is what is
indifferently alien to it, reason’s knowing of an other is posited; it is a know-
ing which previously appeared as meaning-something, as perceiving and as
the understanding grasping what is meant and what is perceived. At the same
time, such knowing is asserted (through the concept of this idealism itself)
to be not true knowing, since only the unity of apperception is the truth of
knowing. Thus, in order to reach this ozher which is essential to it, which
is to say, in fact to reach he in-itself which this pure reason does not have
within itself, the pure reason of this idealism is through itself returned to
that knowing which is not a knowing of the true. In doing so, it condemns
itself knowingly and voluntarily to being untrue knowing, and it cannot
divest itself of that kind of meaning-something and perceiving, neither of
which has any truth for it itself. It is situated in immediate contradictions in
its assertion that the essence consists in a stark twofold opposition, namely,
the unity of apperception and the thing, which no matter whether the thing
is called an alien impact, or an empirical being,* or sensibility, or the thing
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in itself, remains in its concept the same as what is alien to that unity of
apperception.

239. This idealism is caught in this contradiction because it asserts the
abstract concept of reason as the truth. Hence, to itself, the reality that imme-
diately emerges is instead not the reality of reason, while at the same time
reason is supposed to be all reality. This reason remains a restless seeking,
which in its very seeking itself declares that the satisfaction of finding any-
thing is utterly impossible. — However, actual reason itself is not so incon-
sistent. Rather, as only the cerzainty of being all reality, it is aware within
this concept that, as certainty, as the 1, it is not yet reality in truth, and it is
thus driven to raise its certainty into truth, and to fulfill the empty mine.

A.  Observing Reason

240. We now see this consciousness, for which being has the meaning of
“its own,” again entering into meaning-something and perceiving, but not
as the certainty of entering into what is only ozher, but rather with the cer-
tainty of being this other itself. Formerly, it just happened to conscious-
ness that it perceived and experienced quite a bit in the thing; however,
here it itself makes the observations and engages the experience. Meaning-
something and perceiving, which formerly were sublated for us, are now
sublated by consciousness for consciousness itself. Reason sets out to know
the truth, and what was a thing for meaning-something and perceiving is
now to be found as a concept, which is to say, reason is to have in thinghood
only the consciousness of itself. Reason thus now has a universal interest in
the world because it is the certainty of having its present moment in the
world, or is certain that the present is rational. It seeks its other, while
knowing that it possesses nothing else in that other but itself; it seeks only
its own infinity.

241. At first having only a vague sentiment of itself existing within actu-
ality, or only knowing this in general to be something of its own, it strides
in this sense forward towards a universal appropriation of its own assured
property and plants the signs of its sovereignty on both the high and the
low. However, this superficial mine is not its final interest; the joy to be
found in this universal appropriation still finds the alien other in its prop-
erty, which abstract reason in its own self does not possess. Reason surmises
itself to be a deeper essence than the pure I is, and reason must demand
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that difference, diverse being, is to become for the I what is its own, that
the I should view itself as actuality and find itself currently present as both
a shape and as a thing. But if reason rummages around through all the
innards of things, and opens all their veins so that reason might encounter
itself gushing out from them, then it will have no luck; rather, it must at
an earlier point have perfected itself in its own self in order to be able to
experience its perfection.

242. Consciousness observes, i.e., reason wants to find itself and to have
itself as an existent object, as an actual, sensuously-current mode. Observing
consciousness supposes and even says that it wants to learn from experi-
ence not about itselfbut rather about the essence of things as things. That this
consciousness means this and says so is based in this: That consciousness is
reason, but reason as such is not yet, to itself, the object. However much
it were likewise to know reason to be the essence of things and the essence
of itself, and however much it knew that reason can only be current in
consciousness in its own distinctive shape, it would still instead descend
into its own depths and look for reason there rather than in things. If it
were to find reason there, it would at that point again turn around and be
directed outwards towards actuality in order to see its own sensuous expres-
sion in actuality, but it would take that sensuous expression essentially to
be a concept. Reason, as it immediately comes on the scene as consciousness’
certainty of being all reality, grasps its reality in the sense of the immediacy
of being, and it likewise grasps the unity of the I with this objective essence
in the sense of an immediate unity, a unity within which reason has not yet
separated and then again united the moments of being and the I, or a unity
which reason has not yet recognized.® As observing consciousness, reason
therefore concerns itself with things, supposing that it is taking them in
their truth as sensuous things opposed to the I. However, its actual doing
contradicts this supposition, for it knows things, and it transforms their
sensuousness into concepts, i.e., precisely into a being which is at the same
time the I. In doing so, it transforms thinking into an existing thinking, or
transforms being into a being that has been conceived” and asserts in fact
that things have truth only as concepts. For this observing consciousness,
what comes to be is only what #hings are, but for us what comes to be is
what observing consciousness izself is. However, the result of the movement
of observing consciousness will be its coming to be for itself what it is in
itself.
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243. What observing reason is doing is to be examined in the moments
of its movement as it incorporates nature, spirit, and, finally, the relation
of both as sensuous being, and when as an existing actuality, it seeks itself.

a.  Observation of Nature

244. However much the unthinking consciousness speaks of observation
and experience as the source of truth, still its words may make it sound
as if the whole business were only a matter of tasting, smelling, feeling,
hearing, and seeing. In the enthusiasm with which it recommends tasting,
smelling, etc., it forgets to say that it also in fact has no less essentially
already determined the object of this sensing, and that, to itself, this deter-
mination counts for at least as much as that sensing. It will also without
further ado admit that it is in general not that much concerned with per-
ceiving, and that, for example, the perception that the penknife lies next
to this tobacco-box will not count for it as an observation. The meaning of
what is perceived should at least be that of a universal, not a sensuous this.
245. At first, this universal is only just what remains self-consistent, and
its movement is only the uniform repetition of the same doing. The con-
sciousness which finds in the object only universality, or the abstract mine,
must shift the responsibility to izselffor the real movement of the universal.
While it is not yet the understanding of it, it must at least be the memory
of it, a memory which expresses in a universal manner what is in actuality
only available in a singularly individual manner. This superficial accentu-
ation of individuality and the equally superficial form of universality into
which the sensuous is only incorporated, but without the sensuous having
in itself become a universal, or the describing of the thing, still does not have
the movement in the object itself. Instead, the movement is in the describ-
ing. The object as it is described is no longer of interest; if one object is
described, then another must be given preference and always sought out so
that the describing does not itself just peter out. If it is no longer easy to find
new, whole things, then it must turn back to those already found in order
to divide them still further, to analyze them, and then to track down new
aspects of thinghood in them. This restless, unceasing instinct can never
run out of material; to find a new genus of distinctive significance, or even
to discover a new planet, which, although it is an individual,® nonethe-
less corresponds to the nature of a universal, can only fall to the lot of
the lucky few. However, the boundary line that singles out, for example,

8 Individuum.



C. (AA) Reason 145

what is an elephant, an oak, gold, and the line between the genus and the
species itself pass through many stages into the endless particularization of
the chaotic range of animals and plants, mountain ranges, metals, earth,
etc., such that it is only violence and artfulness which can first put them on
view. In this realm of the indeterminateness of the universal, in which par-
ticularization again approximates to singularization and into which partic-
ularization again entirely descends here and there into such singularization,
what is opened up is an inexhaustible supply for observing and describing.
However, here at the limits of the universal, where such an enormous field
is opened up for it, what it has found is, instead of an immeasurable wealth,
in fact only the limits of nature and of its own doings. It can no longer know
whether what seems to have being in itself is not a contingency. What bears
in itself the stamp of a confused or immature structure, of weakness and the
elemental indeterminateness of a structure barely developing itself, cannot
also make even a claim only to be described.

246. However much these acts of seeking and describing seem to be con-
cerned only with things, still we see that in fact they do not advance into
sensuous perceiving. Rather, what enables things to be 70w is more impor-
tant for this seeking and describing than is the left-over range of sensuous
properties, something which the thing itself cannot do without but from
which consciousness exempts itself. By making this difference between the
essential and the inessential, the concept elevates itself out of the distrac-
tions of sensibility, and, in doing so, cognition® explains that what is at
issue essentially has to do at least as much with #zself as it does with things.
Within this twofold essentiality, it slips into wavering back and forth about
whether what is essential and necessary for cognition can also be said to be
in the things. On the one hand, the distinguishing marks'® of things should
only serve cognition as those marks through which the things are to be
distinguished from each other. However, on the other hand it is not what
is inessential in things which is cognized,” but rather that through which
they themselves break free from the universal continuity of being as such,
cut themselves loose from others, and be on their own.”> Those distinguish-
ing marks should not only have an essential relation to cognition; they
should also be the essential determinatenesses of the things, and that arti-
ficial system should be in accordance with the system of nature itself and
only express it. This follows necessarily from the concept of reason, and
in its systems, the instinct of reason — for it behaves in this observing only
as an instinct — has also reached this unity where its very objects are so
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constituted that they have an essentiality within them, or they have a being-

for-izself within them, and they are not simply an accident of this moment
or of just being here. The distinguishing marks of animals, for example,
are taken from their claws and teeth. Indeed, not only does cognition dis-
tinguish one animal from another by this means, but it is by these means
that the animal itself separates itself off from others. It is through these
weapons that it preserves itself for izself and keeps itself detached from the
universal. In contrast, the plant never gets as far as being-for-itself; instead,
it only makes contact with the limit of individuality. It is at this limit where
plants show the semblance of dividing themselves in two" into sexes, and for
that reason it is at this very limit that plants have been surveyed and dis-
tinguished from each other. However, what stands at an even lower level
cannot itself any longer differentiate itself from an other; instead, it dwin-
dles away as it comes into opposition. The motionless being and the being
in relationships come into conflict with each other, and the thing in the lat-
ter is something different from the thing in the former, since, in contrast,
the individual is what preserves itself in relations with others. However,
what is incapable of this and chemically becomes something other than it
is empirically, confuses cognition. It thereby brings it into the same con-
flict about whether cognition is to stay put with one side or with the other,
since the thing itself is not consistent,” and these two sides come undone
in it.

247. In those systems of universal self-consistencies, this self-consistency
therefore means the self-consistency of cognition as much as it means the
self-consistency of the things themselves. Yet this expansion of these consis-
tent determinatenesses, each of which peacefully describes the course of its
progress and maintains a space in order to answer to itself, just as essentially
passes over into its opposite, into the disarray of these determinatenesses.
For the distinguishing mark, the universal determinateness, is the unity
of opposites, of the determinate and of the universal in itself, and it must
therefore break apart into this opposition. Now however much the deter-
minateness overpowers, on the one hand, the universal in which it has its
essence, still this universal likewise keeps, on the other hand, that deter-
minateness under its dominance, and both forces that determinateness to
its limit, and mingles its differences and its essentialities together there.
Observation, which kept them apart in orderly fashion and believed that
in them it had hold of something fixed, sees one principle reaching out
over and across another, sees disarray and transitions forming themselves,
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and sees something combined in this one which it at first took to be utterly
separated, and sees something separated which it had counted as belong-
ing together. Only in the most universal determinations — for example, in
what count as the essential distinguishing marks of an animal or a plant —
the observing, in clinging tenaciously to motionless self-consistent being,
must see itself here teased with cases that rob it of every determination,
which silence the universality it has reached, and which set it back again to
unthinking observing and describing,.

248. In restricting itself to the simple or to sensuous distractions through
the universal, this restrictive observing thus finds in its object the disarray
of its own principle because what is determinate must by its very nature
lose itself in its opposite. On those very grounds, reason must progress
instead from inert determinateness, which had the semblance of lasting,
to the observation of what such determinateness is in truth, namely, izs
relating itself to its opposite. What are called essential distinguishing marks
are motionless determinatenesses, which, as they express themselves and
as they are grasped as simple, do not exhibit what constitutes their nature,
namely, to be vanishing moments of that movement taking itself back into
itself. While the instinct of reason now gets around to seeking out these
distinguishing marks, it searches for the /zw and the concepts of those deter-
minatenesses. It does this according to the determinateness of the nature
of those distinguishing marks, which for each of them essentially consists
in not existing for itself but in passing over into its opposite. To be sure,
it searches for them just as much as existing actuality, but, to itself, this
actuality will in fact disappear, and the aspects of the law will become pure
moments, or abstractions, such that the law itself comes to light in the
nature of the concept, which has abolished in itself the indifferent stable
existence of sensuous actuality.

249. To observing consciousness, the truth of the law is in experience in
the way that sensuous being is for it, which is to say, it is not in and for
itself. However much the law does not have its truth in the concept, still it
is something contingent and not a necessity, or not really a law. However,
that the law’s being as a concept not only does not conflict with its being
available for observation but for that very reason is instead in possession
of necessary existence, and it is for observation. The universal in the sense
of a rational universality is also the universal in the previous sense of its
exhibiting itself for har consciousness as what is current and actual, or the
concept presents itself in the mode of thinghood and sensuous being — but
without for that reason losing its nature and falling back down into inert
stable existence or indifferent succession. What is universally valid is also
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what is universally effective:’ What ought to be is also in fact what s, and
what only should be, but is not, has no real truth. The instinct of reason
remains in the right when it stands firm on this point and when it does
not allow itself to be led into error by intellectual fantasies' which only
ought to be, and which, as what ought to be, are supposed to be true even
if they have never been encountered in any experience at all — it does not
allow itself to be led into error by hypotheses, much less by all the other
invisibilities of the perennial ought, for reason is just this certainty of being
in possession of reality, and what for consciousness is not an independent
being,'7 which is to say, what does not appear, is for consciousness nothing
atall.

250. That the truth of law is essentially realizy becomes for the conscious-
ness which sticks to observation again an opposition to the concept and to
the universal in itself, or, to itself, such a thing as its law is not an essence
that stems from reason. In that law, it supposes that it has received some-
thing alien. Yet it refutes its own supposition in its taking its universality
not to mean that a// singular sensuous things must have provided evidence
for the appearance of law in order for it to be able to assert the truth of
the law. The assertion that “if you pick a stone off the ground and drop
it, then it falls,” does not at all require the experiment to have been made
with all stones; more likely, it just says that this experiment must have been
tried with at least a good many stones, and from that we can with the great-
est probability, or with perfect right by analogy, draw an inference about
the rest. Yet analogy not only gives no perfect right, but its very nature
refutes itself so often that the inference to be drawn from analogy itself is
instead that analogy does not permit an inference to be drawn. Probability,
to which the result of the inference would be reduced, loses with regard to
truth every difference of lesser and greater probability; let the probability
be as great as it may, vis-a-vis truth, it is nothing. However, the instinct of
reason accepts such laws as the z7uth, and it is in the relation to its necessity,
of which it does not take cognizance,18 that it first slips into making this
distinction and then slips into reducing to probability the truth about what
is atissue in order to designate the incomplete way that truth is available for
the consciousness which has not yet achieved insight into the pure concept,
for universality is present only as simple immediate universality. However,
at the same time, on account of this universality, the law has truth for that
consciousness: That “the stone falls” is, to that consciousness, true because,
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to consciousness, the stone is seavy, which is to say, because in its weight the
stone has in and for itself an essential relation 70 the earth which is expressed
in its falling. Consciousness thus has in experience the existence of the
law, but it likewise has it there as concept, and only on account of both
circumstances together is the law true, to itself. The law counts as law
because it exhibits itself in appearance and at the same time is in itself the
concept.

251. Because at the same time the law is in itself the concept, the instinct
of reason of this consciousness necessarily sets itself to purifying the law
and its moments into concepts but without knowing that this is what it
wants to do, and it thus sets up experiments about the law. As the law at
first appears, it exhibits itself impurely, as enveloped in singular sensuous
being, and the concept which constitutes its nature exhibits itself as sunken
into empirical material. In its experiments, the instinct of reason sets itself
to finding out what follows in such and such circumstances. The law seems
thereby only to be immersed even more in sensuous being, yet in all this,
this sensuous being is instead lost. The inner significance of this research
is that it finds the pure conditions of the law, and even if the conscious-
ness expressing this should think that by doing so it is saying something
different, it is saying that it is supposed to elevate the law entirely into
the concept and 70 do away with all the links its moments have to determi-
nate being. For example, negative electricity more or less first makes itself
known as resin-electricity, just as positive electricity more or less first makes
itself known as glass-electricity. Through experiment, both entirely lose this
significance and become purely positive and negative electricity, neither of
which is any longer bound up with things of a particular kind. We then
can no longer say that there are bodies which are positively electrical and
others which are negatively electrical. In the same way, the relation between
acid and base and their movement with regard to each other constitute a
law in which these oppositions appear as bodies. Yet these isolated things
have no actuality; the violence which tears them apart cannot prevent them
from promptly entering again into a process, for they only are this relation.
They cannot last on their own,* like a tooth or a claw, and be pointed out
in that way. That their essence is to pass over immediately into a neutral
product makes their being into a sublated being, or into a universal, and
acid and base have truth only in being universal. In the way that glass and
resin thus can be positively electrical as well as negatively electrical, so too
are acid and base in the same way not bound as properties to this or that
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actuality. Rather, each thing is only relatively acidic or basic. What seems
to be decidedly a base or an acid receives in the so-called synsomates the
opposite significance in relation to an other. — In this way, the result of the
experiments sublates the moments, or the spiritualizations,” as properties
of determinate things, and it frees the predicates from their subjects. It is
only as universal, as they are in truth, that these predicates are discovered.
On account of this self-sufficiency, they therefore are given the names of
matters, which are neither bodies nor properties. One does well to be on
one’s guard against using the term, “bodies,” to characterize oxygen, etc.,
positive and negative electricity, heat, etc.

252. In contrast, matter is not an existing thing but is rather being as a uni-
versal, or being in the mode of the concept. Reason, which is still instinct,
correctly makes this distinction without being conscious that it, as it seeks
the law in all sensuous being, sublates therein their merely sensuous being,
and, as it construes the moments of the law as matters, their essentiality has
become universal, and, in such a way of putting things, has expressed them
as a non-sensuous sensuousness, an incorporeal and nonetheless objective
being.

253. It is still to be seen what twists and turns its result will take for the
instinct of reason and what new shape of its observing will thereby come
on the scene. We see the pure law which is freed from sensuous being as the
truth of this experimenting consciousness,** as the concept, which, present
in sensuous being self-sufficiently and unrestrainedly, moves itself within
that sensuous being; it is immersed within sensuous being while being free-
standing from it, and it is the simple concept. For this consciousness itself,
what is in truth the resu/t and the essence now makes its entrance, however,
as object, and, while it is for consciousness not a resu/t and has no relation
to the preceding movement, as a particular kind of object. Its relation to
this consciousness is that of another kind of observing.

254. Such an object, which in itself contains the process in the simplicity
of the concept, is the organic. The organic is this absolute fluidity within
which the determinateness, through which it would be only for others, has
itself been dissolved. However much the inorganic thing has determinate-
ness as its essence and as a result only together with other things does it
constitute the completeness of the moments of the concept, nonetheless
it as a result disappears when it enters the movement. In contrast, in an
organic being® all the determinatenesses through which it is open to oth-
ers are bound together under the simple organic unity. None of them come
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forward as essential, or as items that could relate themselves free-standingly
to others, and the organic thus preserves itself in its relation.

255. The instinct of reason here sets itself to observing the aspects of law,
which are, as it follows from this determination, at first organic nature and
inorganic nature in their relation to each other. For organic nature, inor-
ganic nature is just the free-standingness** which is opposed to the simple
concept of organic nature, or of the unbound determinatenesses in which
individual nature has az the same time been dissolved. From out of the con-
tinuity of those determinatenesses, individual nature ar the same time iso-
lates itself and is for izself. Air, water, earth, zones, and climate are such
universal elements which constitute the indeterminate simple essence of
individualities and within which they are at the same time reflected into
themselves. Neither individuality nor what is elemental is utterly in and
for itself. Rather, within that self-sufhicient free-standingness in which they
come on the scene for observation vis-a-vis each other, they relate to each
other at the same time as essential relations, but in such a way that it is their
self-sufficiency and mutual indifference which are dominant and which
only in part pass over into abstraction. Law is therefore present here as the
relation of an element to the formative generation® of the organic, which at
one time has elemental being confronting itself and at another time exhibits
it in its own organic reflection. Yet such /zws, such as those that state that
animals which belong to the air have the constitution of birds, that those
which belong to water have the constitution of fish, and that animals in
northerly latitudes have thick coats of fur, and so forth, all directly point
to a poverty which does not correspond to the diversity of the organic. In
addition, organic freedom knows how to exempt itself from the determina-
tions of its forms, and everywhere necessarily offers exceptions to such laws
or such rules, or whatever one wants to call them. This happens in such a
way that these remain as only superficial determinations for all the things
falling under such laws, and so too the expression of their necessity cannot
be anything more than superficial; it cannot get much beyond the “grear
influence,” as a result of which one does not know what really belongs to
this influence and what does not. Hence, relations such as that between
the organic and the elemental are not really to be called /aws, for in part
such a relation, according to its content, does not in any way exhaust the
range of the organic, and in part the moments of the relation themselves
remain indifferent to each other and express no necessity. In the concept
of an acid, there lies the concept of a base, just as in the concept of positive
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electricity there lies that of negative electricity. However, as often as a thick
coat of fur may be found to go together with northerly latitudes, and that
the structure of a fish is to be found to go together with water, and that
the structure of birds goes together with air, nevertheless the concept of a
thick covering of fur is neither contained in the concept of the north, nor
does the concept of the sea contain the concept of the structure of fish, nor
does the concept of air contain the concept of the structure of birds. On
account of this freedom of the two aspects from each another, so too there
are land animals with the essential characters of a bird, of a fish, and so on.
Because it cannot be conceived to be internal to the essence, that necessity
also ceases to have a sensuous existence and can no longer be observed in
actuality; rather, it has departed from actuality. Since it is not to be found
in the real essence itself, it is what is called a teleological relation, a relation
that is external to what is related, and instead is thus the very opposite of
a law. It is a thought entirely freed from nature as necessary; it leaves this
necessary nature behind and moves itself for itself above it.

256. However much the previously treated relation of the organic to ele-
mental nature does not express the essence of that relation, still the concept
of purpose does in contrast contain it. For this observing consciousness, the
concept of purpose, is to be sure, not the ownmost essence of the organic.
Rather, to observing consciousness, this concept seems to fall outside the
bounds of the organic, where it then is only the former external, zeleological
relation. Yet in the way that the organic had been previously determined,
the organic is in fact the real purpose itself, for while it izse/f maintains
itselfin relation to an other, it is just that kind of natural being?® in which
nature reflects itself into the concept, and those moments which necessarily
lie apart from each other, such as the moments of a cause and an effect, or
of an active and a passive, are here combined into one. As a consequence,
something comes on the scene here not only as the result of necessity, but,
because it has returned into itself, it is a finality,”” or the result is just as
much the first which starts the movement and is, to itself, the purpose which
it realizes. The organic does not engender something, it only conserves itself,
or what is engendered is, as it is engendered, just as much already present.

257. This determination needs to be more precisely discussed both as it
is in itself and as it is for the instinct of reason, and this needs to be done
in order to see how the instinct of reason both is to be found therein and
also how it thus does not recognize?® itself in what it finds there. Thus, the
concept of purpose to which observing reason has elevated itself is, in the
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way that it is observing reason’s comscious concept, just as much present here
as what is actual, and it is not only an external relation of the actual but
rather its essence. This actuality, which is itself a purpose, relates itself pur-
posively to an other, which is to say, its relation is a contingent relation
with respect to what both immediately are. Inmediately, they are both self-
sufficient and indifferent to each other. However, the essence of their rela-
tion is something other than they themselves seem to be, and their doing
has another sense than it has as it is immediately for sensuous perceiving.
The necessity, which lies in what happens, is hidden, and it first shows itself
at the end,” but in such a way that this end shows that it was also to have
been what was first. However, the end points out this priority of itself as
a result of the fact that through the change, which the doing undertook,
nothing else emerges other than what was already there. Or, if we begin
with what is first, then what is first only comes back round to itself in its
end, or it comes back round to itself in the very result of its doing. Only
thereby does it prove itself to be the kind of thing which has izselfas its end,
and therefore, as what is first, it has already come back round to itself; or it
is in and for irself. What it therefore achieves by the movement of its doing
is izself, and in achieving only itself it is its feeling of its own self*° For that
reason, the difference between what it is and what it seeks is present, but
this is only the mere semblance of a difference, and thereby it is the concept
in its own self.

258. However, self-consciousness is just as much constituted by its dis-
tinguishing itself from itself and at the same time having no distinction
emerge therein. Hence, it finds in the observation of organic nature noth-
ing else but this essence, or it is to be found as a thing, as a /ife, and yet
it differentiates between what it is itself and what it has found, a differ-
ence which is no difference at all. Just as an animal’s instinct is to seek
and consume food without it thereby bringing forth anything but itself,
so too does the instinct of reason only find itself in its seeking. An animal
stops with self-feeling. In contrast, the instinct of reason is at the same time
self-consciousness. However, because it is only instinct, it is set off to one
side as opposed to consciousness and has its opposite in that consciousness.
Hence, the instinct of reason’s satisfaction is estranged by this opposition.
It does indeed find itself, namely, finds the purpose, and, just as much, finds
this purpose as a thing. However, to the instinct of reason, the purpose first
falls ouzside the bounds of the thing that presents itself as a purpose. Sec-
ondly, this purpose as purpose is at the same time objective; to the instinct
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of reason, it thus does not, as consciousness, fall within the bounds of itself
but into those of another understanding.

259. When regarded more closely, this determination turns out to lie
just as much in the concept of the thing, or it turns out that the thing is
in its own self the purpose. Specifically, it maintains izself, i.e., it is its nature
to conceal the necessity and at the same time to present that necessity in
the form of a contingent relation, since its freedom, or its being-for-isself, is
just its conducting itself towards what is necessary for it in the same way it
would conduct itself towards what is indifferent for it. It thus exhibits itself
as the kind of thing whose concept falls outside the bounds of its being.
Likewise, reason has the necessity to intuit its own concept as falling outside
its own bounds, and thereby to intuit itself as a #hing, as the kind of thing
towards which it is indifferent, which in turn is thereby indifferent towards
both reason and its own concept. As instinct, it also stands pat within the
bounds of this being, or within indifference, and the thing expressing the
concept remains, to itself, something other than this concept and the con-
cept something other than the thing. For reason, the organic thing is only
purpose in its own self so that the necessity belongs outside of the bounds
of the organic itself, or it is a necessity which presents itself as concealed
within the thing’s doing, while what is doing therein conducts itself as an
indifferent existent-for-itself. — However, since in its own self the organic
as purpose cannot conduct itself in any other way than as organic, so too it
is phenomenally and sensuously currently present so that it is a purpose in
its own self and is thus observed. The organic shows itself to be something
self-preserving, to be both in the returning into itself and to have returned
into itself. However, in this being, observing consciousness does recognize
the concept of purpose, or does not recognize that the concept of purpose
is not existing somewhere else in some intellect but just is here and as a
thing. Observing consciousness makes a distinction between the concept
of purpose and being-for-itself and self-preservation, a difference which is
really no difference at all. It is not for observing consciousness that it is no
difference; rather, what it is for observing consciousness, is a doing which
appears to be contingent and indifferent towards what is brought about by
that doing, and also towards the unity which ties both of them together —
to observing consciousness, that former doing and this latter purpose come
undone from each other.

260. On this view, what corresponds to the organic itself is the inner
doing lying midway between what is first and what is last for it insofar as
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this doing has in it the character of singular individuality. However, this
purposive doing as such would not measure up to the organic insofar as
the doing has the character of universality and insofar as the doing itself is
posited as the same as what as a result is engendered by it. That singular
doing, which is only the mediating middle, through its very singularity falls
under the determination of what is for all intents and purposes a singular,
or contingent, necessity. Hence, what the organic does for the preservation
of itself as a singular individual or as a genus is, according to this immedi-
ate content, fully lawless, for the universal and the concept belong outside
its bounds. Its doing would accordingly be empty efficaciousness without
any content in its own self; it would not even be the efficaciousness of a
machine, for a machine has a purpose, and its efficaciousness thereby has
a determinate content. As thus abandoned by the universal, it would only
be an activity of an existent as an existent, i.e., it would be an activity that
is not at the same time reflected into itself in the way an acid or a base
is; it would be an efficaciousness that could neither detach itself from its
immediate existence, nor could give up this existence which is lost in the
relation to its opposite and still preserves itself. However, the being whose
efficaciousness is here under examination is posited as a thing preserving
irself in its relation to its opposite; the activity as such is nothing but the
pure essenceless form of its being-for-itself, and its substance, which is not
bare determinate being but rather the universal, its purpose, does not fall
outside the bounds of the activity. In its own self, the activity is an activ-
ity inwardly turning back into itself, not an activity led back into itself by
anything alien to itself.

261. However, for that reason this unity of universality and activity is
not for this observing consciousness because that unity is essentially the
inner movement of the organic and can only be grasped as concept. How-
ever, observing seeks the moments in the form of being and endurance,
and because the organic whole is essentially that which does not have the
moments in it nor lets them be found in it, consciousness transforms the
opposition into the kind of opposition that conforms to its point of view.

262. The organic being’* emerges for consciousness in this way as a rela-
tion between two existing and fixed moments — of an opposition whose
two sides thus seem to consciousness to be partly given in observation,
and, according to their content, partly to express the opposition between
the organic concept of purpose and actuality. However, because the concept
as such a concept is therein thoroughly erased, all this takes place in an
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obscure and superficial manner in which thought has degenerated all the
way down to representational thinking. So we see the first of these, the
concept of purpose, meant (roughly speaking) in the sense of the inner,
and the other, actuality, meant (roughly speaking) in the sense of the ouzer.
Their relation creates the law that says that the outer is the expression of the
inner.

263. Regarded more closely, this inner, with its opposites and their rela-
tion to each other, turns out to be the following. First of all, the two sides
of the law are no longer to be taken as they were in the case of previous
laws, in which the two sides appeared to be self-sufficient #hings so that
each appeared as a particular body, nor are they to be taken as existing for
others so that the universal would be supposed to have its existence some-
where outside the bounds of what is existing. Rather, the organic being® is
laid as the foundation, or as undivided and as the content of inner and
outer, and it is the same for both. The opposition is, as a result, still only
a purely formal opposition, whose real aspects have the same in-itself for
their essence, but at the same time, while inner and outer are also each an
opposed reality and a different being for observation, each seems, to observ-
ing consciousness, to have a distinctive content of its own. However, this
distinctive content, since it is the same substance, or the same organic unity,
can in fact only be a different form of that substance, or that organic unity.
Observing consciousness intimates as much in its claim that the outer is
only the expression of the inner. — In the concept of purpose, we have seen
the same determinations of the relationships, namely, the indifferent self-
sufficiency of the various sides, and within that indifferent self-sufficiency,
their unity within which they disappear.

264. It is now to be seen what shape the inner and outer have in their
existence.’* The inner as such an inner must have an outer being and a
shape just like the outer as such an outer, for the inner is object, or is itself
posited as existing and as available for observation.

265. The organic substance as inner is the simple soul, the pure concept of
purpose, or it is the universal. In its division, the universal likewise remains
a universal fluidity. Thus, in its being, it appears as doing, or the movement
of vanishing actuality, since, in contrast, the outer, opposed to that existing
inner, stably exists in the motionless being of the organic. As the relation
of that inner to this outer, the law thereby expresses the content of the
concept of purpose, at one time in the exhibition of universal moments, or
simple essentialities, and at another time in the exhibition of that realized
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essentiality, or the shape. Those first simple organic properties, just to name
them, are sensibility, irritability, and reproduction. These properties, or at
least the first two, do not indeed seem to refer to organisms as such but
only to the animal organism. The vegetable organism in fact expresses only
the simple concept of the organism which does nor develop its moments.
Hence, in considering those moments insofar as they are supposed to be
for observation, we must hold ourselves fast to what it is that puts the
developed existence of those moments on display.

266. As for what now concerns these moments themselves, the following
can be said. They immediately follow from the concept of what has itself
as a purpose,” for sensibility as such expresses the simple concept of an
organic reflective turn into itself, or the universal fluidity of this concept.
However, irritability expresses organic elasticity, the organism’s conducting
itself reactively at the same time within that reflection. Irritability expresses
the actualization in which the former abstract being-for-itself is a being for
others, an actualization which is in opposition to that initial motionless
inwardly-turned-being.3® But reproduction is the action of this whole organ-
ism reflected into itself, its activity as a purpose in itself, or as genus in
which the individual thus repels itself from itself and procreatively repli-
cates either its organic parts or the whole individual. Taken in the sense of
self-preservation as such, reproduction expresses the formal concept of the
organic, or sensibility, but it is intrinsically the real organic concept, or the
whole. This whole, as the individual, returns back into itself either through
the engendering of singular parts of itself, or, as the genus, it returns back
into itself’” through the engendering of individuals.

267. The other significance of these organic elements, namely, as the sig-
nificance of the outer, is the mode in which they are shaped, according to
which these organic elements are present as actual but at the same time
universal parts, or as organic systems. Sensibility takes the shape, say, of a
nervous system, irritability, that of a muscular system, and reproduction,
that of an intestinal system for the preservation of the individual and the
species.

268. Laws which are characteristic of the organic accordingly concern a
relationship between organic moments in their twofold meaning, at one
time as a part of an organic shaping, and at another time as a universal fluid
determinateness that runs through all those systems. In the expression of
such a law, a determinate sensibility, for example, would, as a moment of
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the whole organism, have its expression in a determinately formed nervous
system, or it would also be bound up with a determinate reproduction of the
organic parts of the individual or with the propagation of the whole, and so
on. — Both aspects of such a law can be observed. The outer is, according to
its concept, being for others; sensibility, e.g., has its immediately actualized
mode in the sensible system, and, as a universal property, it is in its expressions
likewise something objective. The aspect that is called inner has its own outer
aspect, which is differentiated from what on the whole is called the outer.
269. Both of the aspects of an organic law would therefore well be observ-
able, but not the laws about the relation of these aspects. For that reason,
observation is inadequate not because as observation it would be too short-
sighted, nor because it would not be supposed to conduct itself empirically,
but because it is supposed to start from the Idea.’® Such laws, if they were to
be something real, would in fact have to be present in actuality and would
therefore have to be observable. Rather, observation would be inadequate
because the thought of laws of this sort proves to have no truth at all.
270. It turned out that for there to be such a law, the relationship has
to be such that the universal organic property would have made itself into
a thing iz an organic system and would have its own shaped imprint in it,
so that both would be the same essence, available at one time as a universal
moment and at another time as a thing. However, in addition, the inner
aspect is also for itself a relationship of many aspects, and thus that at first
suggests the thought of a law as a relation among universal organic activities
or among properties to each other. Whether such a law is possible has to be
decided on the basis of the nature of such a property. However, such a prop-
erty as a universal fluidity is in part not something restricted, like a thing,
and maintains itself within the differences of an existence which is sup-
posed to constitute its shape. Instead, sensibility goes beyond the nervous
system and pervades all the other systems of the organism: — In part, such a
property is a universal moment which is essentially undivided and insepara-
ble from reaction, or irritability, and reproduction, since, as the reflection
into itself; it has in itself reaction itself. Mere reflectedness-into-itself is pas-
sivity, or dead being. It is not a sensibility, as little as action, which is the
same as reaction, is, without reflectedness-into-itself, irritability. Reflection
within action or reaction, and action or reaction within reflection is pre-
cisely the unity that constitutes the organic, a unity which is synonymous
with organic reproduction. It follows from this that in every mode of actu-
ality there must be — while we are initially considering the relationship of
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sensibility and irritability to each another — the same magnitude of sensibil-
ity present as the magnitude of irritability, and that an organic appearance
can be comprehended and determined, or, if one pleases, explained, equally
as much according to the one as it can according to the other. What one
person might take for high sensibility, another might just as well take for
both high irritability and an irritability of the same degree. However much
they are called factors (and if this is not supposed to be a meaningless word),
still what is thereby declared is that they are moments of the concept, thus
of the real object, the essence of which is constituted by this concept which
likewise has both of them in it, and if the object is in one way determined
to be very sensitive, then in the other way it is just as well to be spoken of
as very irritable.

271. If, as is necessary, they are distinguished, then they are distinguished
according to their concept, and their opposition is gualitative. But if apart
from this true difference, they are differentially posited both as existing and
as being for representational thought as they might be if they were aspects
of the law, then they appear in quantitative diversity. Their distinctive qual-
itative opposition thus enters into magnitude, and hence laws arise of the
following sort, for example, that sensibility and irritability stand in inverse
relations of magnitude, so that as the one increases, the other diminishes;
or even better, directly taking the magnitude itself as the content so that the
magnitude of something increases as its smallness diminishes. — However,
should a determinate content be given to this law, say, in the following
way, namely, that the magnitude of a hole increases the more that what
it is filled with decreases, so too can this inverse relationship likewise be
transformed into a direct relationship and expressed as the magnitude of a
hole increasing in direct ratio to the amount that is decreased — a tautolog-
ical proposition, which can be expressed as a direct or an inverse relation,
with its distinctive expression only amounting to this, that a magnitude
increases as magnitude increases. Just as the hole and what fills it and what
is removed from it are qualitatively opposed, what is real in them and its
determinate magnitude are one and the same. Likewise, the increase of
magnitude and decrease of smallness are the same, so that their meaning-
less opposition peters out into a tautology. So too the organic moments
are likewise inseparable both according to what is real in them and in their
magnitude, which is itself the magnitude of what is real in them. The one
decreases and increases only with the other, for either one of them has a
meaning at all only insofar as the other is present — or rather, it is a matter
of indifference as to whether an organic appearance is to be regarded as
irritability or as sensibility, even in general and when one likewise speaks

153



154

160 The Phenomenology of Spirit

of its magnitude. In that way, it is a matter of indifference as to whether
we speak of the increase of a hole as adding to its emptiness or as adding
to the filling removed from it; or a number, for example, #hree, remains
just as large whether I take it positively or negatively; and even if I increase
the three to four, the positive as well as the negative has become four — in
the way that the south pole in a magnet is precisely as strong as its north
pole, or a positive electricity is precisely as strong as its negative, or an acid
is as strong as the base on which it operates — an organic existence is such
a quantitative size, like the number three or a magnet, and so forth. It is
what is increased or diminished, and if it is increased, both of its factors are
also increased, just as much as bozh poles of the magnet or both kinds of
electricity increase if the magnet, etc., is strengthened. — Both are no more
different in intension than in extension; the one is not supposed to decrease
in extension and then in contrast increase in intension, while conversely
the other is not supposed to diminish its intension and then in contrast
increase in extension. This is subsumed under the same concept as that of
an empty opposition; the real intension is likewise purely and simply as
large as the extension and vice versa.

272. As it has become clear in the case of this legislation, the issue really
has to do with the following. At the outset irritability and sensibility con-
stitute determinate organic opposition. However, this content falls by the
wayside, and the opposition runs off into a formal opposition of increase
and decrease of magnitude, or of different intension and extension — an
opposition which no longer has anything to do with the nature of sensibil-
ity and irritability and no longer expresses it. Hence, this empty game of
legislation is not tied to organic moments; rather, it can be played every-
where with everything, and it generally rests on a lack of acquaintance with
the logical nature of these oppositions.

273. Finally, if instead of sensibility and irritability, reproduction is
brought into relation with one or other of them, then the motivation for
this legislation breaks down, for reproduction does not stand in opposition
to those moments as they are opposed to each other. Since that legislation
rests on this opposition, the mere semblance of its taking place also falls
away.

274. The legislation just examined contains the differences of the organ-
ism in the sense of being moments of its concepr and in fact is supposed
to be an a priori legislation. However, in that legislation itself there lies
essentially the following thought. Those differences signify what is present,
and, in any event, merely observing consciousness has to restrict itself
solely to their existence. Organic actuality necessarily has in it the kind of
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opposition that its concept expresses, which can be determined as irritabil-
ity and sensibility, and just as these again both appear to be different from
reproduction. — The externality in which the moments of the organic con-
cept are here regarded is the proper immediate externality of the inner. It
is not the outer, which is the outer of the whole and is the shape. In what
follows, the inner is to be considered in relation to that outer.

275. However, if the opposition of the moments is grasped as it is in
existence itself, then sensibility, irritability, and reproduction subside into
being ordinary properties, which are universals that are just as indifferent
towards one another as are specific weight, color, hardness, and so on. In
this sense, it can indeed be observed that one organic being could be said to
be more sensitive or more irritable, or to have a greater reproductive power
than another — in the way that it can be observed that the sensibility, etc.,
of one organic being may according to its species be said to be different from
that of another, or that one may be said to behave differently from another
with regard to a given stimulus in the way that a horse behaves differently
towards oats than it does towards hay, and the way a dog behaves differ-
ently towards both, and so on. These differences can as easily be observed
as it can be observed that one body is harder than another, and so on. — If
consideration is taken of such sensuous properties such as hardness, color,
etc., as well as the phenomena of responsiveness to the stimulus of oats, of
irritability for burdens, or of the number and kind of young that can be
born, then when they are related to and compared with each other, they
essentially stand in conflict with any kind of lawfulness. For the determi-
nateness of their sensuous being consists just in their existing in complete
indifference to each other and in exhibiting the freedom of nature unbound
from the concept instead of exhibiting the unity of a relation. It exhibits
not so much these moments themselves as it does nature’s irrational play-
ing up and down the scale of contingent magnitudes which lie between the
moments of the concept.

276. The other aspect is that according to which the simple moments
of the organic concept are compared with the moments of its shaping, and
it would only issue the real law which would express the true ouzer as the
imprint of the inner. — Now, because those simple moments are perme-
ating, fluid properties, they do not have a kind of segregated, real expres-
sion in organic things as what is called the singular system of the shape.
Or, however much the abstract idea of the organism is truly expressed in
those three moments, if only for the reason that they are nothing stable
and are rather only moments of the concept and of the movement, still
the organism, as shape, is in contrast not to be treated as falling into three
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such determinate systems in the way that anatomy articulates the organ-
ism. Insofar as such systems are supposed to be found in their actuality and
to be legitimated through this kind of finding, it must also be remembered
that anatomy not only features three systems of that sort but a good many
others as well. — Considered apart from this, the sensitive systezz must mean
something entirely different from what is called a nervous system, the irrita-
ble system something entirely different from the muscular system, and the
reproductive system something entirely different from the inzestinal system
of reproduction. In the systems constituting a shape as such, the organism
is understood according to the abstract side of dead existence; taken in
that way, its moments belong to anatomy and to the cadaver, not to cog-
nition and the living organism. As those kinds of parts, they have in fact
ceased 10 be, for they cease to be processes. Since the being of an organ-
ism is essentially universality, or the reflective turn into itself, the being
of its whole, like its moments, cannot consist in an anatomical system.
Rather, the actual expression of the whole and externality of the moments
are instead only present as a movement that runs throughout the various
parts of the shaping, and within which what is torn out and rigidly set up
as a singular system is shown to be essentially a flowing moment, so that
what can be counted as their reality is not the former actuality in the way
anatomy finds it; rather, what counts as their reality is only that actuality
as a process, within which alone even the anatomical parts have a sense.

277. It therefore turns out that neither the moments of the organically
inner, each taken for itself, are capable of offering the different sides of a
law of being, while in such a law they are supposed to be capable of being
asserted to be, of being differentiated from each other, and, in the same
way, neither of them is supposed to be able to be mentioned instead of
the other. Nor is it the case that if one of them is placed on one side, does
it or the other have in the other its realization in a fixed system, for this
fixed system would be far removed from having any organic truth at all
and would be far removed from being the expression of those moments of
the inner. Since the organic is in itself the universal, what is essential to it is
instead to have its moments be just as universal in actuality, which is to say,
to have them as processes running through everything, but not as giving
an image of the universal in an isolated thing.

278. This is the way that the representational thought of a law in the
organic goes wrong. The law wants to grasp and express the opposition
as motionless aspects and to grasp and express in themselves the determi-
nateness which is their relation to each other. The inner, to which that
phenomenal universality belongs, and the ouzer, to which the parts of the
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motionless shape belong, were supposed to constitute the corresponding
sides of the law, but in being kept apart in that way, they lose their organic
significance. What precisely lies at the basis of the representation of law
is that its two aspects should have a stable existence on their own part,”
where each is indifferent to the other, and the relation in them would be
portioned out as a dual determinateness commensurate with itself. This is
instead what each aspect of the organic is in its own self. It is simple uni-
versality in which all determinations have been dissolved and which is the
movement of this dissolution.

279. Looking into the difference between this legislation and previous
forms will completely clear up its nature. — Specifically, if we look back
to the movement of perceiving and to that of the understanding reflecting
itself into itself and thereby determining its object, then we see that the
understanding does not by doing so have before itself the relation of these
abstract determinations (universal and singular, essential and external) in
its object. Rather, it is itself that transition, to which this transition does
not become objective. On the contrary, the organic unity here is itself the
object, i.e., where the organic unity is exactly the relation of those opposites
and where this relation is a pure transition. In its simplicity, this transition
is immediately universality, and as that universality crosses the threshold
into difference, whose relation the law is supposed to express, so too are
its moments universal objects of this consciousness. The law thus goes like
this: The outer is an expression of the inner. The understanding has here
grasped the thought of the law itself, since formerly it only generally looked
for laws, and it had those moments of the laws vaguely in mind as a deter-
minate content but not as the thoughts of such laws. — With regard to
the content, the kinds of laws which are not supposed to be preserved are
those which are only a motionless incorporation of purely existing differ-
ences into the form of universality. Instead, the kinds of laws which are
to be preserved are those which immediately encompass in these differ-
ences the restlessness of the concept and at the same time thereby encom-
pass necessity in the relation between the two sides. Yet, just because the
object, the organic unity, immediately unifies that infinite sublation, or
unifies the absolute negation of being with motionless being, and because
the moments are essentially pure transition, it turns out that there are no
such existing aspects as had been demanded for there to be law.

280. In order to sustain such aspects, the understanding must hold
itself to the other moment of the organic relationship, namely, to the
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reflectedness*® into itself of organic existence. However, this being is so com-
pletely reflected into itself such that, to it, no determinateness vis-a-vis oth-
ers remains left over. The immediate sensuous being is immediately at one
with determinateness as such and thus expresses a qualitative difference in
itself, as, for example, blue as against red, acid as against alkaloid, etc. How-
ever, organic being which has returned into itself is completely indifferent
towards others; its existence is simple universality, and it refuses to offer any
enduring sensuous differences to observation, or, what is the same thing, it
shows its essential determinateness to be only the changing flux of existing
determinatenesses. Hence, the way the difference as existing difference is
expressed goes just this way. It is an indifferent difference, i.e., a difference as
magnitude. However, the concept is therein erased and necessity vanishes. —
But if the content along with the filling out of this indifferent being and the
flux of sensuous determinations are gathered together into the simplicity
of an organic determination, then at the same time this expresses that the
content simply does not have that determinateness — the determinateness
of the immediate property — and, as we saw above, the qualitative then falls
solely within the bounds of magnitude.

281. Therefore, although the objective, grasped as organic determinate-
ness, has the concept in its own self and is thereby distinguished from what
is for the understanding (which in grasping the content of its laws conducts
itself purely perceptually), the former comprehending* falls back entirely
within the bounds of both the principle and the style of the merely percep-
tual understanding, because what was grasped is put to use as moments of a
law. What is thereby grasped then takes on the mode of a fixed determinate-
ness, the form of an immediate property, or a motionless appearance. Fur-
thermore, it is incorporated into the determination of magnitude, and the
nature of the concept is suppressed. — The exchange of something merely
perceived for something reflected into itself, of a mere sensuous determi-
nateness for an organic determinateness, thus again loses its value, namely,
as a result of the understanding not yet having sublated its legislative
activity.

282. In order to give a few examples of this exchange: Something for per-
ception, say, an animal with strong muscles, is determined to be an animal
organism of higher irritability; or, what is a condition of great weakness
for perception, is determined to be a condition of higher sensibility, or, if
you please, an abnormal affection, namely, a potentization of it (to take
an expression which translates what is sensuous into Latin — and, for all

40 Reflektiertsein. 4 Auffassen.



C. (AA) Reason 165

that, into bad Latin — instead of translating it into the concept). “That an
animal has strong muscles” can also be expressed by the understanding as
“The animal possesses a great muscular force” — in the way that great weak-
ness similarly means a lesser force. Determination through irritability has
this advantage over determination by means of force: The latter expresses
the indeterminate reflective turn into itself, the former expresses the deter-
minate reflective turn into itself, for the force that is distinctive to muscles
is just irritability — and determination by means of irritability also has an
advantage to that of determination as strong muscles, an advantage which,
as in the case of force, already has within itself at the same time a reflec-
tive turn into itself. Likewise, weakness, or lesser force, organic passivity, is
determinately expressed through sensibility. However, if this sensibility is
taken for itself and rigidly fixed, and if it is still bound up with the deter-
mination of magnitude, and if, as greater or lesser sensibility, it is opposed
to a greater or lesser irritability, then each is entirely reduced to the sensu-
ous element and to the ordinary form of a property, and their relation is
not that of the concept, but, on the contrary, is a relation of magnitude to
which opposition now belongs and which becomes a difference devoid of
thought. However much what is indeterminate in the expressions of force,
strength, and weakness is excised in this way, still there now emerges the
equally empty and indeterminate meandering around within the oppo-
sitions of a higher and lower sensibility and within irritabilities in their
increase and decrease relative to one another. The phenomena of strength
and weakness are entirely sensuous, thoughtless determinations no less so
than are the phenomena of greater or lesser sensibility, as well as those
of greater or lesser irritability, unthinkingly grasped and just as unthink-
ingly expressed as sensuous phenomena. The concept has not taken the
place of those conceptless expressions. Instead, strength and weakness have
been filled out by a determinateness which, taken solely for itself, rests on
the concept, and although it has the concept for its content, it entirely
loses this origin and character. — Therefore, through the form of simplic-
ity and immediacy in which this content is made into an aspect of a law,
and through magnitude which constitutes the element of difference for
such determinations, the essence, which originally, as the concept, is and
is posited as the concept, retains the mode of sensuous perception, and it
thus remains as far removed from cognition as it is when it is determined
according to the strength and weakness of force or according to immediate
sensuous properties.

283. Now, what is still left to be considered for izself alone is what the
outer of the organic is, and how the opposition of iz inner and outer is
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determined in it. This is to be carried out just as the inner of the whole in
relation to its own outer was first put under examination.

284. The outer, considered for itself, is the shaping as such, the system
of life differentiating itself in the element of being, and, at the same time, is
essentially the being of the organic creature** as it is for an other — objective
essence in its being-for-itself. — This other appears at first as its outer inor-
ganic nature. If both of these are considered in relation to a law, then, as we
saw above, inorganic nature cannot constitute the aspect of a law vis-a-vis
the organic creature,” because the latter at the same time is utterly for itself
and assumes a universal and free relation to inorganic nature.

285. To determine the relationship between these two aspects in the
organic shape itself more precisely: The shape, according to one of its
aspects, is thus turned against inorganic nature, while according to the
other aspect, it is for itself and reflected into itself. The actual organic crea-
ture is the mediating middle, which brings together the being-for-izself of
life with the outer per se, or with being-in-itself. — However, the extreme of
being-for-itself is the inner as the infinite One, which takes back into itself
the moments of that shape itself both from out of their stable existence and
their connection with the outer. This infinite One is devoid of content; it
gives itself its content in the [organic] shape, and in that shape it appears
as that shape’s process. In this extreme as simple negativity, or as pure sin-
gularity, the organic is in possession of its absolute freedom through which
it is both safeguarded and indifferent vis-a-vis being for others and vis-a-
vis the determinateness of the moments of the shape. This freedom is at
the same time the freedom of the moments themselves; it is their possibil-
ity both of appearing as existing and of becoming comprehended.** Just as
they are therein freed up with regard to the outer, so too are they freed up
and indifferent with regard to each other, for the simplicity of this freedom
is being, or is their simple substance. This concept, or pure freedom, is one
and the same life, no matter how the shape or the being for others might
yet play out here and there in so many ways. It is a matter of indifference
to this stream of life what sorts of mills it drives. — First of all, it is now to
be noted that this concept here is not, as it was previously, to be grasped
in the examination of its own proper inner in its form of process, or in the
development of its moments. Instead, it is to be grasped in its form as the
simple inner, which constitutes the purely universal aspect as contrasted
with the actual living being,® that is, as the element of the stable existence of
the existing members of the shape. This is because it is this shape which is
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being considered here, and the essence of life appears in it as the simplicity
of stable existence. Next, being for others is the determinateness of the actual
shaping incorporated into this simple universality which is its essence, and
it is likewise a simple universal non-sensuous determinateness, and it can
only be what finds expression as number. — Number is the mediating mid-
dle of the shape, which ties together indeterminate life with actual life; it is
simple like the former and determinate like the latter. What in the former,
to the inner, would be number, the outer, according to its mode of existing
as multiformed actuality, would have to express as kinds of life, color, and
so on, or as the whole range of differences which develop themselves in
appearance.

286. If the two aspects of the organic whole — where one is the inner
and the other is the outer, such that each of them again has in its own self
an inner and an outer — are compared according to the inner which both
sides have, then the inner of the first was the concept as the restlessness of
abstraction; but for its own inner, the second has motionless universality
and therein also motionless determinateness, or number. However much
therefore the former, because the concept develops its moments within it,
deceptively promised laws through the mere semblance of necessity in the
relation, still the latter straightaway renounces that, as number proves itself
to be the determination of only one side of its laws. For number is just that
entirely dead and indifferent motionless determinateness within which all
movement and relation is extinguished. It has burned the bridge leading to
the life of impulses, to various ways of life, and to whatever other sensuous
existence there is.

287. However, this treatment of the shape of the organic as such and of
the inner as the inner merely of the shape, is in fact no longer a treatment of
the organic at all. For both the aspects which were supposed to be related
are only posited indifferently to each other, and as a result the reflective
turn into itself, which constitutes the essence of the organic, is sublated.
Rather, the comparison that was here sought between the inner and the
outer is now instead transferred to inorganic nature. The infinite concept
is here only the essence, concealed and turning inward, or which externally
falls within the bounds of self-consciousness. It is no longer, as it was in
the organic, in possession of its objective present moment. This relation of
inner and outer is thus still up for examination in its own proper sphere.

288. In the first place, that inner of the shape as the simple singularity
of an inorganic thing is specific gravity. As a simple being, specific gravity
can be observed just as well as can the determinateness of number, the sole
determinateness of which specific gravity is capable; or it can in fact be
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found through the comparison of observations, and in this way it seems
to furnish one aspect of the law. Shape, color, hardness, tenacity, and an
innumerable range of other properties would together constitute the ouzer
aspect and would have to give expression to the determinateness of the
inner, or number, so that the one should find its counterpart in the other.

289. Now because negativity is here taken not as a movement of the
process, but as unity brought to rest, or as simple being-for-itself, it appears
instead as that through which the thing resists the process and through
which it maintains itself within itself as indifferent with regard to the pro-
cess. However, as a result of this simple being-for-itself being a motionless
indifference with regard to an other, specific gravity appears as one properzty
alongside others, and all necessary relation on its part to this plurality, or all
conformity to law, thereby ceases. — The specific gravity as this simple inner
does not have difference in its own self, or it only has non-essential differ-
ence in itself since its pure simplicity itself sublates every essential difference.
This non-essential difference, magnitude, thus had to have its counterpart,
or its other, in the other aspect, or the plurality of properties, as it is only
as a result that it is difference at all. However much this plurality itself is
gathered up into the simplicity of opposition, and is determined, say, as
cobesion, such that this cohesion is being-for-itself in otherness in the way
that specific gravity is pure being-for-itself, still this cohesion is, first of all,
this pure determinateness posited in the concept in contrast to that previ-
ous determinateness, and the mode of legislation would be what has been
considered above in the discussion of the relation of sensibility to irritabil-
ity. — Furthermore, cohesion, as the concept of being-for-itself in otherness,
is only the abstraction of that aspect opposed to specific gravity and as such
has no existence. This is so because being-for-itself in otherness is the pro-
cess within which the inorganic would have to express its being-for-itself as
a self-conservation, which, on the other hand, would keep it from moving
out of the process as a moment of a product. Yet this goes exactly against
its nature, which in its own self has no purpose or universality. Rather, its
process is only the determinate conduct by which its specific gravity, just
like its being-for-itself, sublates itself. This determinate conduct in which
its cohesion would consist in its true concept and the determinate magni-
tude of its specific gravity are concepts entirely indifferent to each other.
However much that kind of conduct were to be entirely ignored, and how-
ever much attention was confined to the representation of magnitude, still
this determination could perhaps be thought of in this way: The greater
specific weight, as a higher inwardly-turned-being, would resist entering
into the process more than would a less specific weight. Yet conversely,
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the freedom of being-for-itself preserves itself only in the ease with which
it lets itself get involved with everything and maintains itself within this
diversity. That intensity without the extension of relations is a vacuous
abstraction, for extension constitutes the existence of intensity. However,
the self-conservation of the inorganic in its relation falls, as noted, outside
the bounds of its nature, since it does not contain the principle of move-
ment in its own self, or since its being is not absolute negativity and the
concept.

290. On the other hand, this other aspect of the inorganic, consid-
ered not as process but as motionless being, is ordinary cohesion, a simple
sensuous property that has emerged on the side that confronts the moment
of otherness. This otherness itself has been set free-standing and has been
laid out into a plurality of properties indifferent to each other; it itself falls
under this cohesion, as does specific gravity. The range of properties then
together constitute the other side to cohesion. However, in cohesion as it
is in the others, number is the single determinateness, which not only does
not express a relation and a transition of these properties to each other
but rather is just essentially this: It has no necessary relation but rather is
to exhibit the abolition of lawfulness, for it is the expression of determi-
nateness as non-essential. Therefore, a series of bodies which express the
difference as a numerical difference of their specific gravities by no means
runs parallel to a series where the difference is constituted by the other
properties, even if for purposes of simplification only a single one or a few
of them are selected. This is so because it could indeed only be the whole
bundle of the properties which could constitute the other side in this par-
allel series. To bring this into some kind of order within itself and to bind
it into a whole, observation has available for it, on the one hand, the deter-
minatenesses of magnitude of these various properties, but, on the other
hand, their differences which come on the scene as qualitative. What in
this heap would now have to be characterized as positive or negative and
which would sublate itself would be what is itself the internal figuration
and exposition of the formula, which itself would be very much cobbled
together, and it would belong to the concept which is excluded just in the
way that properties, as existing, are supposed to be just lying there and are
then taken up. In this existence, none of them whatsoever points to the
character of the negative with regard to the other; rather, the one is as good
as the other. Nor do they indicate in any other fashion their position in the
arrangement of the whole. — In the case of a series which progresses with
parallel differences — whether the relation is meant to be that of simultane-
ous increase on both sides, or only of increase in the one and decrease in the
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other — what is at issue has only to do with the /asz simple expression of this
combined whole, which should constitute the one aspect of the law with
regard to specific gravity. However, this one aspect, as an existing result, is
nothing but what has already been mentioned, namely, a singularly indi-
vidual property, as, say, ordinary cohesion (alongside the others, specific
gravity among them) is indifferently present, and every one of them can be
selected equally correctly, i.e., equally wrongly, to be chosen as the repre-
sentative of all the other aspects. One as well as the other would only stand
for 4 the essence, or, to put it in German, would represent?’ the essence but
would not actually be the real matter itself.#* The attempt to find series of
bodies which would progress in the simple parallel of the two aspects and
express the essential nature of the bodies in a law about these aspects, must
be taken as a thought which is ignorant both of its task and of the means
for carrying it out.

291. Previously, the relation between the inner and outer in the shape
which was supposed to be exhibited for observation was directly taken over
to the sphere of the inorganic. The determination that it brought with it
can now be stated more precisely, and it yields yet another form and relation
among these relationships. What in the organic completely breaks down is
what seems to offer the possibility of such a comparison of inner and outer
in the domain of the inorganic. The inorganic inner is a simple inner, which
offers itself up to perception as an existing property. Thus, its determinate-
ness is essentially that of magnitude, and it appears as an existing property
which is indifferent towards the outer or towards the plurality of other
sensuous properties. However, the being-for-itself of the organically-living
does not stand off to one side as opposed to what is its outer; rather, it has
the principle of otherness in its own self. If we determine being-for-itself
as simple self-preserving relation to itself, then its otherness is simple negativ-
ity, and organic unity is the unity of the self-equal self-relating-to-itself and
pure negativity. This unity is, as unity, the inner of the organic. The organic
is thereby in itself universal, or it is the genus. However, the freedom of the
genus with regard to its actuality is something other than the freedom of
specific gravity with regard to the shape. The freedom of the latter is an
existing freedom, or it takes its stand on one side as a particular property.
However, because it is an existing freedom, it is also only One Determi-
nateness, which essentially belongs to this shape, or it is that through which
this shape as essence is a determinate essence. However, the freedom of the
genus is a universal freedom and is indifferent to this shape, or indifferent
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to its actuality. The determinateness which corresponds to the being-for-izself
of the inorganic as such therefore comes on the scene in the realm of the
organic as being subsumed under the organic’s being-for-itself, just as in the
inorganic it is subsumed under the being of the inorganic. Hence, whether
that determinateness is in that being at the same time only as a property, it
nonetheless falls to its lot to have the dignity of being the essence because, as
the simple negative, it confronts existence as being for an other. This sim-
ple negative, in its final singular determinateness, is number. However, the
organic is a singularity, which is itself pure negativity, and it thus abolishes
within itself the fixed determinateness of number which is appropriate for
indifferent being. Insofar as the organic has in it the moment of indifferent
being and thereby that of number, number itself can thus only be taken as
a kind of play in the organic but not as the essence of its vitality.

292. However much now pure negativity, the principle of the process,
does not already fall outside the bounds of the organic, and therefore the
organic does not have within its essence pure negativity as a determinate-
ness but instead has singularity which itself is in itself universal, still within
its moments as themselves abstract or universal, this pure singularity is not
developed and actual in the organic. Rather, this expression goes outside
the bounds of that universality, which itself falls back into inwardness, and
between the actuality, or the shape, i.e., the self-developing singularity of
the organism, and the organic universal, or the genus, what emerges is the
determinate universal, the species. The existence at which the negativity of
the universal, or the negativity of the genus, arrives is only the developed
movement of a process that runs its course in the parts of the existing shape. It
the genus were to have the distinguished parts in it as motionless simplicity,
and if its simple negativity as such were at the same time a movement that
ran its course through just as simple parts which are immediately universal
in themselves, parts which, as being those kinds of moments, would here be
actual, then the organic genus would be consciousness. However, the sim-
ple determinateness as determinateness of the species is present in the genus
in a manner that is totally devoid of spirit. Actuality begins with the genus,
or what enters into actuality is not the genus as such, i.e., is not thought
at all. As the actually organic, this genus is only represented by something
standing in for it.*> What stands in for it, is number, which seems both
to designate the transition from the genus into the individual shape and
provide for observation both aspects of necessity, once as a simple deter-
minateness and then again as a shape as developed into multiplicity. The
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meaning of this number is instead that of the indifference and freedom
of the universal and the singular vis-a-vis each other. The genus abandons
the singular to the essenceless difference of magnitude, but the singular, as
something living, itself likewise proves itself to be free-standing from this
difference of magnitude. As it has been determined, true universality is here
only inner essence; as determinateness of the species, it is formal universal-
ity, and, in contrast to the latter, true universality takes its stand on the
side of singularity, which as a result is a living singularity, which through
its innerness defies its determinateness as species. However, this singularity is
not at the same time a universal individual, i.e., one in which universality
would just as much have external actuality, but rather this universal indi-
vidual belongs outside the bounds of the organically-living. However, in
the way it is immediately the individual of the natural shapes, this #niver-
sal individual is not consciousness itself. Its existence as a singular organic
living individual must not fall outside the bounds of itself if it is supposed
to be consciousness.

293. Hence, we sece a syllogism, in which one extreme term is the uni-
versal life as universal, or as genus, but the other extreme term is that same
life as singular, or as a universal individual. However, the middle term is
composed out of both. The first seems to transmit itself into it as determi-
nate universality, or as species, and the other seems to transmit itself into
it as genuine singularity, or as singular singularity.>® — And since this syllo-
gism belongs as such to the aspect of rking shape,’* what is distinguished
as inorganic nature is likewise subsumed under it.

294. While the universal life as the simple essence of the genus now devel-
ops the differences of the concept and must exhibit them as a series of
simple determinatenesses, so this series is thereby a system of indifferently
posited differences, or is a numerical series. However much the organic,
in the form of singularity, was formerly posited as being in opposition to
this essenceless difference, which neither expresses nor contains its living
nature — and if that is what also must be said about the inorganic when it
is taken according to its entire developed existence in the multitude of its
properties — still it is now the universal individual which is to be investi-
gated not only as free from all the divisions of the genus but as being the
power over them. The genus may carve itself up into species according to
the universal determinateness of number, or else it may take as its reasons for
division the singular determinatenesses of its existence such as, for exam-
ple, figure, color, etc., and in this motionless enterprise, the species suffers
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violence from the aspect of the universal individual, the earth, which as
universal negativity makes those differences felt as it has them in itself;
the nature of those differences, according to the substance to which they
belong, is something other than the nature of that of the genus. It affir-
matively asserts those differences against the movement of systematization.
This doing on the part of the genus becomes a wholly restricted enterprise,
which it may only pursue within the bounds of those powerful elements.
That enterprise becomes interrupted through the unbridled violence of
those elements and comes to be both full of gaps and is stunted.

295. It follows from all this that, to observation, in existence as it has
been shaped, reason is only as life, full stop. However, life as such in its
differentiation has no rational sequence and demarcation and is not a sys-
tem of shapes grounded within itself. — However much in the syllogism
of organic shaping, the middle term (under which is subsumed both the
species and its actuality as a singular individuality) were to have in its own
self the extreme terms of inner universality and universal individuality, still
this middle term would have in #he movement of its actuality the expression
and the nature of universality, and it would be a self-systematizing develop-
ment. In that way, consciousness has, for its mediating middle between the
universal spirit and its singularity, or sensuous consciousness, the system of
the shapes of consciousness as a life of spirit ordering itself into a whole —
the system which is here under examination and which has its objective
existence as world history. However, organic nature has no history; organic
nature immediately descends from its universal, or life, into the singularity
of existence. The moments of simple determinateness and singular liveli-
ness united in this actuality engender coming-to-be only as a contingent
movement, within which each is active in its parts and the whole is pre-
served, but within which this vitality is restricted for izself only to where it
reaches its pinnacle. This is so because the whole is not present within it,
and the whole is not present in it because the whole is not here for izself as
a whole.

296. In addition, because it is in organic nature that observing reason
only comes to the intuition of itself as universal life itself, the intuition of
its development and realization, to itself, comes to be only according to
systems which are distinguished only very generally and whose destiny”
is not to have their essence lie in the organic as such but to have it lie in
the universal individual, and to intuit the series under which the earth’s
differences lie, and which the species seeks.

5 Bestimmung (“whose determination”).
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297. While in its actuality, the universality of organic life thus lets itself
descend immediately into the extreme of singularity without any gen-
uine mediation existing-for-itself, so observing consciousness only has the
meaning-something” as a thing before itself. If reason can have an idle inter-
est in observing this “meaning something,” then it is confined to the des-
cription and narration of suppositions and vagaries about nature. To be
sure, this spiritless freedom in making such suppositions will offer every-
where the beginnings of laws, traces of necessity, allusions to order and
sequence, and ingenious and plausible relations. However, in relating the
organic to the existing differences of the inorganic, and in relating the ele-
ments, zones, and climates with a view to law and necessity, observation
never gets any further than the supposition of a “great influence.” So, on the
other side of the coin, where “individuality” does not signify the earth but
rather signifies what to organic life is its immanent One, then this immanent
One in its immediate unity with the universal does indeed constitute the
genus. However, just for that reason its simple unity is determined only as
number and thus it permits the qualitative appearance to be free-standing —
observation cannot get any further than to make charming remarks, bring
out interesting connections, and make friendly concessions to the concept. How-
ever, charming remarks are no knowing of necessity. Interesting connections are
just that: inreresting. However, the interest is still nothing but suppositional
fancy’* about reason. The friendliness of the individual in playing around
with a concept is a childish friendliness, which is really childish when it
either wants to or is supposed to count for something in and for itself.

b.  Observation of Self-Consciousness in its Purity and in its Relation to
External Actuality: Logical and Psychological Laws

298. Observation of nature finds the concept realized in inorganic nature as
laws, whose moments are things which at the same time behave as abstrac-
tions. However, this concept is not a simplicity reflected into itself. On the
other hand, the life of organic nature is only this simplicity reflected into
itself, the opposition of itself as the opposition of universal and singular
which does not break apart within the essence of this life itself. The essence
is not the genus, which in its undifferentiated elements separates itself and
moves itself, and which at the same time would be for itself undifferentiated
within its opposition. This free concept, whose universality has that devel-
oped singularity just as absolutely within itself, is found by observation
only in the concept existing as the concept itself, or in self-consciousness.
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299. While observation now turns back around into itself, and it directs
itself to the actual concept as the free concept, it finds first of all the lzws
of thoughr. This singular individuality, which thinking is in its own self; is
the abstract movement of the negative taken entirely back into simplicity,
and the laws lie outside the bounds of reality. — To say they have no reality
generally means nothing but that they are without truth. To be sure, they
are also supposed not to be the entire truth but nonetheless to be formally
true. Yet “the purely formal without reality” is itself a thought-thing,” that
is, an empty abstraction without any estrangement in it, an estrangement
which, if it were there, would be nothing else but the content itself. — But
on the other side of the coin, while they are the laws of pure thinking, and
pure thinking is in itself the universal and is thus knowing that immediately
has being and thereby has all reality in it, these laws are absolute concepts,
and they are inseparably the essentialities both of form and of things. Since
universality which moves itself within itself is the estranged simple concept,
the concept has in this way a content in itself, the kind of content which
is all content but is not a sensuous being. It is a content that is neither
in contradiction to nor separated in any way from the form; rather, it is
essentially the form itself, for the latter is nothing but the universal dividing
itself into its pure moments.

300. However, just as this form or this content is for observation as obser-
vation, it also acquires the determination of a found content, a given, i.c.,
only existing content. It becomes a motionless being of relations, a set of
detached necessities, which, as a rigidly fixed content in and for themselves,
are supposed to have truth in their determinateness and in that way are
in fact extracted from the form. — However, this absolute truth of fixed
determinatenesses or of many various laws contradicts the unity of self-
consciousness, or it contradicts the unity of thinking and form as such.
What is declared to be a fixed and constant law in itself can be only a
moment of the unity reflecting itself into itself; it can come on the scene
only as a vanishing magnitude. However, if in the course of being studied,
they are torn away from the context of movement and are arranged as sin-
gulars, then these determinatenesses are not lacking in content since they
in fact have a determinate content. What they lack is form, which is their
essence. In fact, it is not because they are supposed to be only formal and
to have no content that these laws are not the truth of thinking; rather, it is
for the very opposite reason, namely, because it is in their determinateness,
or just as a content from which the form has been taken, that they are sup-
posed to count as something absolute. In their truth, as vanishing moments
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in the unity of thinking, they would have to be taken to be knowing, or to
be the thinking movement, but not taken to be /zws of knowing. However,
observation is not knowing itself, and it does not recognize56 that it is not
knowing; rather, observation inverts its nature into the shape of being, i.c.,
it grasps its negativity only as /zws of being. — Here it is sufficient to have
pointed out the invalidity of the so-called laws of thinking on the basis of
the universal nature of what is at issue. The more precise development of
this belongs to speculative philosophy, in which those laws prove them-
selves to be what they are in truth, namely, singular vanishing moments
whose truth is only the whole of the thinking movement, or knowing itself.

3or1. This negative unity of thinking is for itself, or it is instead being-
Jfor-itself; the principle of individuality, and within its reality it is an aczive
consciousness. Observing consciousness will thus by the very nature of the
matter which is at issue’” be guided towards it according to its being the
reality of those laws. While the way this all hangs together is not some-
thing which itself is for observing consciousness, the observing conscious-
ness supposes that in the laws of thinking, thinking itself in one respect
stands off to the side to observational consciousness, and in another respect
thinking acquires another way of being®® in what is now to observing con-
sciousness the object, namely, the acting consciousness which is for itself in
such a way that it sublates otherness and has its actuality in this intuition
of itself as the negative.

302. For observation, a new field is thus opened up in the acting actuality
of consciousness. Psychology contains the class of laws according to which
spirit conducts itself in various ways towards the various modes of its actu-
ality as an only found otherness. In part, spirit receives these into itself so that
it comes to be according to these only unearthed habits, mores, and ways of
thinking as the kinds of items within which it is, to itself, as actuality and
as an object. — In part, it knows itself to be self-active against them, and
with inclination and passion, it selects out for itself only what is particular
in them, and thus makes what is objective come to be adequate to itself. In
the former, it conducts itself negatively towards itself as singularity, and in
the latter it conducts itself negatively towards itself as universal being. —
According to the first aspect, self-sufficiency gives to that which is only
found the form of conscious individuality as such, and in view of the con-
tent, it remains within the bounds of the only found universal actuality.
However, according to the other aspect, it at least gives universal actuality
a distinctive modification which does not contradict its essential content,
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or else it also gives it the kind of modification by which the individual, as
particular actuality and distinctive content, opposes itself to that univer-
sal actuality — and as the individual sublates that universal actuality in an
only singular manner, that opposition becomes a crime; but when it does
so in a universal manner which thereby acts for all, it brings about another
world, other rights, other laws, and other mores which replace what had
been present.

303. Observational psychology, which at first expresses its perceptions
of the universal modes which present themselves for it in active conscious-
ness, discovers all sorts of faculties, inclinations, and passions, and while
in its recounting of this collection, the recollection of the unity of self-
consciousness does not allow itself to be suppressed, observational psychol-
ogy must at least get to the point of being astonished that in spirit so many
sorts of contingent things of so many heterogeneous sorts can be along-
side one another in the way they would be in a sack, especially since they
show themselves to be not motionless dead things but to be instead restless
movements.

304. In recounting these various faculties, observation stays put within
the universal aspect. The unity of these diverse abilities is the aspect
opposed to this universality, that of actual individuality. — It can grasp and
recount again the different actual individualities, for example, that one per-
son has more inclination to this, whereas another person has more incli-
nation to that, that one person has greater intellect than another, but all
this is even less interesting than enumerating the species of insects, mosses,
and so on, for these latter give observation the right to take them singularly
and as devoid of concepts because they essentially belong to that element of
contingent separation. Conversely, to take conscious individuality so spir-
itlessly as a singular existing phenomenon has the contradiction that the
essence of individuality is the universal of spirit. However, while compre-
hension allows individuality at the same time to come on the scene in the
form of universality, comprehension finds individualitys law, and now it
seems to have a rational purpose and a necessary task to pursue.

305. The moments constituting the content of the law are, on the one
hand, individuality itself, and on the other hand, its universal inorganic
nature, namely, its circumstances, situations, habits, mores, religion, and
so forth, and it is from these moments that determinate individuality is
to be comprehended. They contain what is determinate as well as what is
universal, and they are at the same time something present and available
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which both presents itself for observation and in another respect expresses
itself in the form of individuality.

306. The law of this relation of both sides must now contain what kind
of effect and influence these determinate circumstances exercise on individ-
uality. However, this individuality is precisely this: An individuality which
is just as much the universal and which thus flows together in a motionless,
immediate manner with those universals which are present (those mores,
habits, etc.), and comes to be in accordance with them as conducting itself
in opposition to them and even as inverting them, and it does this in addi-
tion to conducting itself with complete indifference towards them in its
singularity, neither allowing them to exert an influence over it, nor being
itself active in its opposition to them. What is supposed to have an influence
on individuality and which influence it is supposed to have — which really
means the same thing — depends for that reason entirely on individuality
itself. As a result, this individuality has become #his determinate individual-
ity, which is to say nothing more than that iz has already been this all along.
Circumstances, situations, mores, and the like, which on the one hand
show themselves to be present and on the other hand show themselves to
be within this determinate individuality, themselves express only the inde-
terminate essence of individuality, which is not the issue here. However
much these circumstances, this style of thought, those mores, or the whole
state of the world itself were not to have existed, still the individual would
not have become what he is, for all individuals are this universal substance
when they are situated in this state of the world. — In whatever way the
state of the world has been particularized in #his individual — and it is such
an individual that is supposed to be comprehended — the state of the world
would have to have been particularized in and for itself, and within this
determinateness which it gave itself, to have had an effect on an individual.
Only in that way could it have made the individual into the determinate
individual that he is. However much the state of the world had been so
constituted in and for itself as it appears in individuality itself, still the lat-
ter would be comprehended on the grounds of the former. We would have
a double gallery of pictures, each of which would be the reflection back
of the other. The one would be the gallery of complete determinateness
and the complete encompassing of external circumstances; the other would
be the same gallery translated into the way in which those circumstances
are in the conscious being.®® The former would be the spherical surface,
the latter the center which represents that surface within itself.
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307. However, the spherical surface, the world of the individual, imme-
diately bears the double meaning of the world existing in and for itself and
the situation, and that of the world of the individual. This would be so either
insofar as this individual were to have only merged with the world, or inso-
far as the individual would have let that world in the way that it is, enter
into it, and would have conducted itself towards it only as a formal con-
sciousness — or else, it would be the world of the individual in the sense in
which what is present and available has been inverted by that individual. —
Since actuality is capable of having this twofold meaning on account of this
freedom, the world of the individual is only to be comprehended on the
basis of the individual himself, and the influence of actuality upon the indi-
vidual, an actuality that is represented as existing in and for itself, receives
through this individual absolutely the opposite sense. The individual either
lets the stream of actuality with its flowing influence have its way in him,
or he breaks it off and turns that stream of influence on its head. Psycho-
logical necessity thereby becomes such an empty phrase that it includes the
absolute possibility that what is supposed to have had this influence could
very well also not have had any influence whatsoever.

308. Being, which is supposed to be in and for itself'and which is sup-
posed to constitute one aspect, which to be sure is the universal aspect of
a law, thereby falls by the wayside. Individuality is what izs world is as its
own. Individuality itself is the circle of its own doing, within which it has
exhibited itself as actuality and within which it is plainly only the unity of
only present and made being,®" a unity whose aspects do not come undone
as they did in the representational thought of psychological law, where they
fell apart into a world present 7z itselfand an individuality existing for itself.
Oy, if those aspects are thus each considered for themselves, then there is
neither any necessity present, nor is there any law governing their relation
to each other.

c.  Observation of the Relation of Self-Consciousness to its Immediate
Actuality: Physiognomy and Phrenology

309. Psychological observation finds no law relating self-consciousness to
actuality or to the world opposed to it, and, through their mutual indiffer-
ence to each other, such observation is driven back to the distinctive deter-
minateness of real individuality which is 7z and for izself, or which con-
tains the opposition of being-for-itself and being-in-itself as erased in their
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absolute mediation. It is individuality which has now become the object
for observation, or has become the object to which observation now turns
its gaze.®

310. The individual is in and for itself; the individual is for izself; or he
is a free doing. However, the individual is also iz izself; or he himself has
an original determinate being — a determinateness which, according to the
concept, is the same as that which psychology had wanted to find out-
side of him. Opposition thus emerges 77 its own self as twofold. There is
a movement of consciousness and the rigidly fixed being of a phenomenal
actuality, the kind of actuality that in the individual is immediately 4is own.
This being, the body of the determinate individuality, is its primordiality,®
its own “what-it-has-not-done.” However, while the individual is at the
same time only what he has done, so is his body also the expression of
himself which is brought forth by him. At the same time, it is a sign, which
has not remained an immediate matter but is that in which the individual
only makes known what he s, in the sense of putting his original nature
into practice.

311. If we consider the moments that are present here in relation to the
previous outlook, then there is here a universal human shape, or, at least,
the universal human shape of a climate, or of a portion of the world, or of a
people, in the way that there were previously the same universal mores and
culture. The particular circumstances and the situation within the bounds
of the universal actuality come into play here; here is this particular actual-
ity as a particular formation of the shape of the individual. — On the other
side of the coin, in the way that the free doing of the individual and actu-
ality as his own were posited in contrast to that actuality present, the shape
here stands as an expression of Ais own actualization posited by the indi-
vidual himself, or the traits and forms of his self-active essence. However,
actuality, which is just as much universal as it is particular and which obser-
vation formerly encountered as external to the individual, is here the actu-
ality of the individual, his inborn body, and here the expression belonging
to his own doing belongs to this very body. In psychological examination,
both actuality existing in and for itself and determinate individuality had to
be related to each other. However, here it is the whole determinate individ-
uality which is the object of observation, and each aspect of its opposition
is itself this whole. To the outer whole, there thus belongs not only the
original being, the inborn body, but just as well the formation of the body,
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which belongs to the activity of the inner. The body is the unity of uncul-
tured and cultured being and is the actuality permeated by the being-for-
itself of the individual. This whole embraces the determinate original fixed
parts and the traits which emerge solely through acting. This whole is, and
this being is an expression of the inner, of the individual posited as conscious-
ness and as movement. — This znner is likewise no longer formal, no longer
without content, or no longer without indeterminate self-activity, whose
content and determinateness, just as in the way it was previously, would
lie in external circumstances. Rather, it is an original character determinate
in itself, whose form is only the activity. What is up for examination here
are the relationships between both aspects. More specifically, what is up
for examination is how this relation is to be determined and how we are to
understand the expression of the inner in the outer.

312. To start with, it is only as an organ that this outer makes the inner
visible, or into a being for others. This is so because the inner, insofar as it is
in the organ, is the activity itself. The speaking mouth, the laboring hand,
and, if one pleases, the legs too, are the organs of actualization and accom-
plishment that have the doing as doing, or the inner as such, in themselves.
However, the externality which the inner achieves through the doing is the
deed, in the sense of an actuality cut off from the individual. Language and
labor are expressions in which the individual on his own no longer retains
and possesses himself; rather, he lets the inner move wholly outside of him
and he thus abandons it to the other. For that reason, we can just as well say
that these expressions express the inner too much as we can say that they
express it too little. 700 much — because the inner itself breaks out in these
expressions, no opposition remains between them and the inner; they do
not only provide an expression of the inner, they immediately provide the
inner itself. 7oo little — because in speech and action the inner makes itself
into an other and thereby abandons itself to the mercy of the element of
transformation, which twists the spoken word and the accomplished deed
and makes something else out of them than what they, as the actions of
this determinate individual, are in and for themselves. Through this exter-
nality of influence which is exerted by others, the products of actions not
only lose the character of being something constant with regard to other
individualities. While they relate themselves to the inner, which they con-
tain, they relate in the same way to a detached, indifferent externality, and
then as inner they can also be, through the individual himself, something
other than they appear. — Either for the sake of appearance the individual
intentionally makes them into something else than they are in truth, or he
is too incompetent to give himself the external bearing which he genuinely
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wanted and too incompetent to secure it so that the product of his action
could not be twisted around by others. Thus the act as an accomplished
piece of work has the double and opposite significance of being either the
inner individuality and not its expression; or, as external, to be an actual-
ity free-standing from the inner, which is something entirely different from
the inner. — On account of this two-sidedness, we must be on the look-
out for the inner as it is visible, or external, and yet s#// in the individual
himself. However, in the organ it is only as the immediate act itself which
achieves its externality in the deed which itself either does or does not rep-
resent the inner. Regarded according to this opposition, the organ does not
completely underwrite the expression which is sought.

313. Now however much the external shape could express the inner indi-
viduality only insofar as the external shape is neither an organ nor a doing,
and thereby only insofar as it is a motionless whole, still it would then con-
ductitself as a stably existing thing which should have motionlessly received
into its own passive existence the inner as something alien. It thereby would
have become the sign of the inner — an external contingent expression,
whose actual aspect is for itself** meaningless, a language whose sounds
and sound-combinations are not the real thing itself but are intertwined
with it through free arbitrary choice and for that language are contingent.

314. Such an arbitrary combination of the kinds of things that are exter-
nal to each other yields no law. However, physiognomy is supposed to dis-
tinguish itself from other spurious arts and hopeless studies by the fact that
it examines determinate individuality in terms of the necessary opposition
of an inner and an outer; it examines character as a conscious essence and
as an existing shape, and it relates these moments to each other as they are
related to each other through their concept, and these relations thus must
constitute the content of a law. In contrast, in astrology, palmistry, and
other such similar sciences, only externalities related to externalities seem to
be present, or anything whatsoever related to something or another which
is completely alien to it. It is his constellation at time of birth, and, if that
kind of externality is brought even closer to the body itself, #hese lines on
the hand are both external moments for a long or a short life, and the fate
of singular people themselves. As externalities they relate themselves indif-
ferently to each other, and neither has the necessity for the other which is
supposed to lie in the relation of the outer to the inner.

315. The hand, of course, does not seem nearly as much to be an external-
ity to such fate. Instead, as the inner, it seems to relate itself to destiny. This
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is so because destiny is also again only the appearance of what the determi-
nate individuality as inner original determinateness is i itself. — Now, to
know what this individuality is in itself, the palm reader as well as the phys-
iognomist takes a shorter path than, for example, Solon, who thought he
could only begin to think about this on the basis of and after the course of
his whole life. Solon studied the appearance whereas the former studies the
in-itself. However, that the hand must exhibit the in-itself of individuality
vis-a-vis its fate is easily seen from the following. After the organ of speech,
it is by and large the hand by which a person brings himself to appearance
and actualizes himself. It is the ensouled artisan of his fortune; we may say
of the hand that it is what a man does, for in the hand, as the active organ
of his self-accomplishment, the person is currently present as ensouling the
hand, and while he is the origin of his own fate, the hand will thus express
this in-itself.

316. One moves from this determination, namely, that the organ of activ-
ity is just as much a being as it is a doing in the organ, or that the inner being-
in-itself is itself current in it and has a being for others, to another point of
view about the matter which itself differs from the preceding. However
much the organs in general were shown to be incapable of being taken as
expressions of the inner because even though the doing as doing is current
within them, still the doing as deed 65 is only the outer; therefore, the inner
and outer come undone from each other and thus either are or can be
alien to each other. Therefore, according to the determination of the organ
which we examined, the organ must also again still be taken as a mediating
middle for both of them. This is so just for the reason that while the doing
is both currently present in the organ and at the same time constitutes an
externality of the organ and to be sure an other than the deed, the organ
in fact remains with the individual and is in him. — Now, this mediating
middle and unity of the inner and outer is initially itself also external. How-
ever, this externality is thereby at the same time incorporated into the inner.
As simple externality it stands opposed to the dispersed externality, which
either is a singular piece of work, which for the whole individuality is con-
tingent, or else is an entire externality, a fate splintered into a plurality of
works and conditions. Therefore, the simple lines of the hand along with the
tone and range of the voice as the individual determinateness of language —
these too again acquire through the hand a steadier existence than they
do through the voice, specifically in writing, namely, in its particularity as
handwriting — all of these are an expression of the inner, so that as simple
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externality, the expression again relates itself as an inner vis-a-vis the diverse
externality of action and fate. — However much therefore the determinate
nature and inborn distinctiveness of the individual, along with what these
have become through cultural formation, are initially taken to be the inner,
to be the essence of acting and of fate, still this inner has its appearance and
externality in the first instance in the individual’s mouth, hand, voice, and
handwriting, as well as in the other organs and their enduring determinate-
nesses. Only then does it thereby express itself even further outwardly in its
actuality in the world.

317. Because this mediating middle is itself determined as the outward
expression, which is at the same time taken back into the inner, its existence
is not confined to the immediate organ of action. This mediating middle
is instead the non-consummating movement and form of the face and the
embodiment of the face itself. According to this concept, these traits and
their movements are the doings that remain repressed in the individual
and, according to his relation to the actual doing, are his own oversight
and observation of the doing, are the outer expression as reflection upon the
actual expression. — For that reason, the individual is not silent both in the
face of and within his external doing because in that doing he is at the same
time reflected into himself, and he outwardly expresses this being-reflected-
into-himself. This theoretical doing, or the individual’s speaking with him-
self on the matter, is also audible to others, for it is itself an outward
expression.

318. In this inner, which in its outward expression remains an inner, the
individual’s being-reflected out of his actuality is to be observed, and it
remains to be seen what relation it has to the necessity that is posited in
this unity. — At the outset, this being-reflected is different from the deed
itself and therefore can be something ozher and can also be taken for some-
thing other than the deed. One sees from a face whether the person is serious
about what he says or does. — But conversely, there is the following. What
is supposed to be an expression of the inner is at the same time an existing
expression and hence itself subsides into the determination of being, which
is absolutely contingent for the self-conscious essence. It is thus indeed an
expression, but at the same time it is so only in the sense of a sign, so that
the makeup of that through which it is expressed is completely indiffer-
ent to the content expressed. The inner within this appearance is indeed a
visible invisible but without itself being intertwined with this appearance.
It can be in some other appearance just as well as some other inner can
be in that same appearance. Lichtenberg is thus right in saying: Suppos-
ing the physiognomist did once take the measure of a man; it would only be
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a matter of decent resolve on the man’s part to make himself again incompre-
hensible for centuries. — In the way that in the previous relationships, in
the circumstances lying before us, there was an existent, and the individ-
uality took for itself what /e could and what be wanted from it, and he
either submitted to this existent or he twisted it around, and for that rea-
son the existent did not contain the necessity and essence of individuality —
likewise, the appearing, immediate being of individuality is here the sort
that either expresses its reflectedness from out of actuality and its inwardly-
turned-being, or is only a sign of individuality, a sign which is indifferent
to the signified and for that reason in truth signifies nothing. To the indi-
vidual, the sign is as much its face as it is its mask, which it can remove. —
Individuality permeates its shape and both moves itself and speaks in it.
But this entire existence just as much passes over into an indifferent being
vis-a-vis the will and action. Individuality abolishes the significance that
being formerly had, namely, for it to have individuality’s reflectedness into
itself, or for individuality to have its true essence in it, and, by the same
token, individuality puts its true essence instead into the will and into the
deed.

319. Individuality gives up that being-reflected-into-self which is expressed
in various #aits and instead places its essence in the work. It therein contra-
dicts the relationships which have taken root through the instinct of rea-
son, which descends into observations of self-conscious individuality with
regard to what is supposed to be its inner and its outer. This point of view
brings us to the genuine thought that lies at the basis of — if one wishes to
call it this — the science of physiognomy. The opposition which this observ-
ing stumbles into is, according to the form, that of the practical versus
the theoretical, and it posits that both of them lie within the bounds of the
practical itself — that is, it is the opposition of individuality actualizing itself
in action (taken in its most general sense) versus individuality actualizing
itself at the same time as reflecting itself into itself from out of this action
and making this action into its object. Observation takes up this opposi-
tion according to the same inverted relationships in which the opposition
takes its determination in appearance. For observation, the deed itself and
the work, whether it be that of speech or a stabilized actuality, counts as the
non-essential outer, — However, the inwardly-turned-being of individuality
counts as the essential inner. Between the two aspects which practical con-
sciousness has in it, intention and deed — that is, what the action is meant
to be and the action itself — observation selects the former aspect as the
true inner. This is supposed to have its more or less inessential outward
expression in the deed, but its true outward expression in its shape. This
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latter outward expression is an immediate sensuous presence of individual
spirit. The inwardness, which is supposed to be the true, is the ownness
of the intention and the singularity of being-for-itself. Both are the spirit
which is meant. What observation has for its objects is an existence which
it “means,” and it is between them that it looks for laws.

320. The immediate act of meaning to say something about the present
moment of spirit is natural physiognomy, a hasty judgment made at first
glance about the inner nature and the character of its shape. The object
of this supposition is the kind of object such that in its essence, it is in
truth something other than only sensuous immediate being. To be sure, it
is also, within the sensuous, this being-reflected-into-itself from out of the
sensuous. It is current, and it is the visible as the visibility of the invisible
which is the object of observation. However, this sensuously immediate
present is the actuality of spirit as it is only for the act of “meaning to say
something.” According to this aspect, observation occupies itself with the
existence which spirit is meant to have, or it occupies itself with physiog-
nomy, handwriting, the sound of the voice, etc. — Observing relates such an
existence to the same kind of “intended” inner® to exist. It is not the mur-
derer or the thief who is supposed to be known;7 rather, it is the capacity to
be a murderer, a thief. The rigid abstract determinateness is lost in the con-
crete infinite determinateness of the singular individual, a determinateness
that now calls for more skillfully contrived depictions than those qualifica-
tions really are. Such skillfully contrived depictions certainly give voice to
a lot more than the qualification of being a murderer, a thief, or of being
good-hearted, unspoiled, and so on, but they are far from adequate for
the purpose of expressing the being that is meant, or the singular individ-
uality, any more than do the depictions of shape which go further than
only providing a picture of a flat brow, a long nose, etc. As a being about
which one aims to say something, the singular shape, like the singular self-
consciousness, is inexpressible. The “science of knowing man,” which is
concerned with such alleged people, as well as the science of physiognomy,
which is concerned with the person’s presumed actuality and seeks to raise
the unconscious judging of natural physiognomy to the level of knowing,
is thus something that has neither a foundation nor an end in sight. It can
never manage to say what it means because all it does is to “mean some-
thing,” and its content is thus only fancy.

321. The Jaws which this science sets out to find are the relations between
these two aspects it means to talk about,*” and thus the laws can themselves
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be no more than empty opinionating.”® Since this alleged knowing takes
it upon itself to deal with the actuality of spirit, it also has as its object
precisely the following. Spirit is reflected out of sensuous existence back
into itself. For spirit, determinate existence is an indifferent contingency,
and so it must immediately know that in the laws which it has stumbled
upon, nothing has thereby really been said. Rather, it must immediately
know that these laws are in fact just pure chatter, or they only amount
to saying what is on ones mind.”" It is an expression that is true in that it
expresses just that — it states one’s view”> and does thereby say anything
about the thing itself; it only adds that it is one’s own view.”? However,
according to their content, such observations cannot differ from these: “It
always rains at our annual fair,” says the retailer, and “It also rains every
time,” says the housewife, “when I put my washing out to dry.”

322. Lichtenberg, who characterizes physiognomic observation in this
way, adds this remark: “If someone said, “To be sure, you act like an honest
man, but I can see from your face that you are forcing yourself to do so
and are a knave at heart,” then any upright fellow, when addressed in that
fashion, will, until the end of time, respond with a slap in the accuser’s
face.” — This retort is for that reason exactly to the point, because it is the
refutation of the first presupposition of such a science of what people mean,
namely, that #he actuality of a person is supposed to be his face, etc. — The
true being of a person is rather his deed. Individuality is actual in the deed,
and the deed is what sublates what is only meant there in both aspects. At
one time, what is meant is a motionless bodily being, and individuality
exhibits itself instead in action as the negative essence which only 7s insofar
as it sublates being. The deed thereupon likewise sublates the inexpress-
ibleness of the meaning with a view towards self-conscious individuality,
which in that meaning is infinitely determined and determinable. In the
achieved deed, this bad infinite is done away with. The deed is something
simply determinate, universal, to be grasped in an abstraction; it is murder,
theft, beneficence, a courageous act, and so on, and what it is can be said
of it. The deed s this, and its being is not only a sign, it is the matter at
issue itself. The deed s this, and the individual person 7s what the deed is.
In the simplicity of #his being, the individual person is for others an exist-
ing, universal essence, and he ceases to be only something conjectured.”
To be sure, the individual is not posited therein as spirit, but while it is his
being as being that is talked about, and while on the one hand the twofold
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being, the shape and the deed, stand over and against each other and each
one is supposed to be his own actuality, so too the deed alone is instead to
be asserted to be his genuine being — not his physique, which is supposed
to express what he means by his acts, or what one might suppose that only
he could do. Likewise, on the other side of the coin, while his accomplished
work”> and his inner possibility, capacity, or intention are opposed, it is the
former alone which is to be regarded as his true actuality even if he deceives
himself about it, o, after he has taken an inward turn away from his action
and back into himself, even if he then means this inner to be different from
what is in the deed. Individuality, which entrusts itself to the objective ele-
ment while becoming an accomplished work, makes itself vulnerable to
being altered and inverted. However, just what constitutes the character of
the deed is whether the deed is an actual being that holds its own ground,
or whether it is only a work intended to be,”® which, being nothing in itself,
comes to nothing. Objectivity does not alter the deed itself; rather, it only
shows what the deed is, which is to say, whether it 7s, or whether it is nozh-
ing. —What must be left to the idleness of mere opinionating,”” namely,
the parsing of this being into intentions and into those kind of nuances,
through which the aczual person, i.e., his deed, is supposed to be explained
away into a being of such opinionating, in the same way that the individual
himself may surely to himself fabricate particular intentions about his actu-
ality. If this idle conjectural opinionating wishes to put its deedless wisdom
into practice, and if it wishes to deny the character of reason to the person
who acts and also to misuse him in this manner by explaining what he is in
terms of his physique and the lines on his face and not in terms of his deed,
then it will run into the riposte mentioned above, which demonstrates to
it that the physical shape”® is not the in-itself; but instead can be the object
itself for certain sorts of treatment.

323. If we look now at the range of the relationships themselves in which
self-conscious individuality can be observed to be standing with regard to
its outer, there will still be one relationship left over which observation has
as yet to make its object. In psychology it is the external actuality of things
which is supposed to have its self-aware counterpart within spirit and which
is supposed to make spirit comprehensible. In physiognomy, on the other
hand, spirit is supposed to be cognized in its 0w outer as in a being, which
is language — the visible invisibility of its essence. What remains still open is
the determination of the aspect of actuality which concerns individuality
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expressing its essence in its immediate, fixed, purely existing actuality. —
This latter relation is therefore to be distinguished from the physiognomic
as a result of its being the speaking presence of the individual, who in his
expressive speech-act’”® exhibits at the same time the outward expression
reflecting itself into itself and studying itself, an expression which is itself
movement, and motionless physical traits which are themselves essentially
a mediated being. However, in the determination still up for examination,
the outer is finally an entire motionless actuality which is not in its own
self a speaking sign but which, separated from self-conscious movement,
presents itself for itself and is as a mere thing.

324. One thing becomes initially clear about the relation of the inner
to its outer, and it is that it seems that it must be conceived as a rela-
tionship of causal connection, while the relation of an existent-in-itself to
another existent-in-itself as a necessary relation is this relationship of causal
connection.

325. If spiritual individuality is now to have an effect on the body, then
as a cause, it must be itself bodily. However, the bodily nature, in which
there is spiritual individuality as a cause, is the organ, but not the organ
for acting on external reality; rather, it is the organ within itself of the self-
conscious creature® acting outwardly only on its own body. It is not easy
to see at one glance which things could be these organs. If we were only
to think of organs in general, then the organ for work as such would be
obvious, as it would be likewise obvious which was the organ of sexual
impulse, and so on. Yet such organs are to be considered as instruments or
as parts, which spirit, as one extreme, has as the mediating middle between
the other extreme, the external objecz. However, an organ is here under-
stood to be that in which the self-conscious individual as an extreme sus-
tains himself for himself against his own actuality which is opposed to him-
self, while at the same time the individual is not turned outwards but is
instead reflected in his action and by virtue of which the aspect of being is
not a being for others. In the physiognomic relation, the organ is, to be sure,
also regarded as an existence reflected into itself and as reviewing the act.
However, this being is an objective being, and the result of physiognomic
observation is that self-consciousness ends up confronting its actuality
as something indifferent. This indifference vanishes because this being-
reflected-into-itself is itself efficacious. As a result, the former existence sup-
ports a necessary relation to this being-reflected-into-itself. However, for
this being-reflected-into-itself to be effectively acting on existence, it must
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itself have a being which is not for all intents and purposes itself objective,
and it is as such an organ that it is supposed to be shown.

326. Now, for example, in ordinary life anger, as itself such an inner
doing, is mistakenly located as lying in the liver. Plato assigns to the liver
something even higher, something which to many is even the highest of
all, namely, prophesying, or the gift of making pronouncements about the
holy and the eternal in an irrational manner. Yet the movement which
the individual has in his liver, heart, and so forth cannot be regarded as
the individual’s movement entirely reflected into itself. Rather, that move-
ment is instead in those places where it has already acquired a bodily stamp
and where it is in possession of an animal existence which is moving itself
outwards towards external reality.

327. In contrast, the nervous system is the immediate motionlessness of
the organism within its movement. The zerves themselves are no doubt
again organs of the consciousness which is already engulfed in an outward
direction. However, the brain and spinal cord may be considered as the
immediate presence of self-consciousness persisting within itself — a pres-
ence that is not objective and which is also not moving outwards. Insofar
as the moment of being which this organ has is a being for others, an exis-
tence, it is a dead being and is no longer the presence of self-consciousness.
However, this inwardly-turned-being is, according to its concept, a fluidity
in which the cycles thrown into it have themselves immediately been dis-
solved and in which no difference is expressed as existing. Meanwhile, in the
way that spirit itself is not an abstract-simple but rather a system of move-
ments in which it both distinguishes itself into moments but remains free
within this difference, and in the way that spirit articulates its body into
various performances and determines one singular part of the body for only
one performance, so too can the fluid being of its inwardly-turned-being be
represented as differentiated. It also seems that it must be represented in
this way because the being reflected-into-itself of spirit in the brain itself
is again only a mediating middle between its pure essence and its bodily
articulation, a middle which must thus have the nature of both and also of
the existing articulation in it.

328. The spiritual-organic being has at the same time the necessary aspect
of a motionless stable existence.’” The former, as the extreme term of being-
for-itself, must step back and have this latter as the other extreme over and
against it, which is then the object on which the former acts as a cause.
However much the brain and spinal cord are that bodily being-for-itself
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of spirit, still the skull and spinal column are the other extreme which is
separated off and added to it, or, to be specific, are the motionless fixed
thing. — However, while anyone who thinks of the genuine location of the
existence of spirit thinks not of the spine but only of the head, it follows
that in the course of an investigation into the kind of knowing here before
us, we can content ourselves with the following reason — and in the present
case not too bad a reason at that — if we are to confine this existence of
spirit to the skull. Insofar as, from time to time, knowing and acting are
also indeed in part driven 7z — and indeed in part driven our — through
the spine, then, even if it should strike anyone to regard the spine as the
location of spirit, this would not demonstrate either that the spinal cord
must equally be taken as the indwelling location of spirit or that the spinal
column should be taken as the existing counter-image for the simple reason
that this would prove too much. One can just as well remember that there
are also other equally beloved external paths to come by the activity of spirit
if one is to awaken it or inhibit it. — Thus, the spinal column, if you please,
rightly falls by the wayside. That the skull alone surely does not contain
the organs of spirit is something that is as well contrived as are many other
doctrines of nature-philosophy. This is what was previously excluded from
the concept of this relation, and it was for this reason that the skull was
taken to be the aspect of existence. Or, if we are forbidden to be reminded
of the concepr of what is at stake here, experience still surely teaches that
just as one sees with the eye as the organ of sight, then it is 7oz with the
skull that we commit murder, steal, write poetry, etc. — For that reason, one
should also abstain from using the expression, “organ,” for the meaning of
the skull, a meaning about which there is still something to be said. For
although people are accustomed to saying that for rational people what
matters are not words but the matters themselves, that still does not entitle
anybody to designate a thing in terms that are not appropriate to it, for it
is at the same time both a matter of clumsiness and deceit to suppose that
one only does not have the right word or that the word is lying dormant,
when in fact, what is lacking is the relevant matter itself, i.e., the concept. If
the latter were available, one would also have the right word for it. — What
has been here determined is, first of all, that just as the brain is the living
head, the skull is the caput mortuum.

329. In this dead being, the spiritual movements and determinate modes
of the brain would have to give themselves their own display of their exter-
nal actuality, an actuality which is nonetheless still in the individual him-
self. For the relation between those movements to the skull, that dead
being which does not have spirit indwelling within it, what presents itself is
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the external mechanical relation which was previously established, so that
the genuine organs — and these are in the brain — press the skull here into a
round shape and there widen it or flatten it or however else one might illus-
trate this kind of influence. Itself a part of the organism, it must be thought
of as having within it, as is the case with every bone, a self-formation, so
that seen from this point of view, it instead presses on the brain and thus
for its part fixes the brain’s external boundary, which, since the bone is the
harder of the two, is something it has the capacity to do. However, there
would still continue to be the same relation in the determination of the
activity of both to each other, since whether the skull is the determining or
the determined, nothing at all in the causal connection would be altered,
except that the skull would then be turned into the immediate organ of self-
consciousness because within it the aspect of being-for-itself would be found
as cause. Yet while being-for-itself as organic living activity belongs to both
in the same way, the causal connection between them in fact breaks down.
However, this further formation of both would inwardly hang together and
would be an organic pre-established harmony which permits both aspects
which relate themselves to each other to be free-standing vis-a-vis each
other. Each would have its own shape which would not need to correspond
to that of the other. Even more free-standing would be the relation of the
shape and quality to each other — just as the form of the grape and the taste
of wine are free-standing vis-a-vis each other. — However, while the deter-
mination of being-for-itself falls within the bounds of the brain, whereas
that of existence falls within the bounds of the skull, it is within the bounds
of the organic unity that there is a/so a causal connection to be posited
between the two aspects. There is a necessary relation between them as
external to each other, or there is a relation which is external to itself and
through which the shape of each would therefore be determined through
the other.

330. However, in light of the determination according to which the organ
of self-consciousness would be the active cause working on the aspect con-
fronting it, there is much which could be said from this or that angle about
it since the issue concerns the makeup of a cause that is studied according
to its indifferent existence, its shape and magnitude, of a cause whose inner
and whose being-for-itself are what is precisely supposed to have nothing
to do with immediate existence. The organic self-formation of the skull
is initially indifferent to mechanical influence, and the relation between
these two relations, since the former is a relating itself to itself, is this very
indeterminateness and boundlessness itself. Furthermore, even if the brain
were to incorporate into itself the differences of spirit as existing differences,



C. (AA) Reason 193

and if it were to be a plurality of inner organs that each occupied various
spaces — this would contradict nature, which gives to each of the moments
of the concept their own existence. Nature places the fluid simplicity of
organic life purely off to one side, and it likewise places the articulation and
division of organic life within its differences off to the ozher side, so that in
the way that they are supposed to be taken here, they would prove them-
selves to be particular anatomical things —and thus it would be left undeter-
mined whether a spiritual moment, depending on whether it was originally
stronger or weaker, would in the former case either have to possess a more
expanded brain-organ, or in the latter case a more contracted brain-organ,
or else just the other way around. — The same would apply to whether the
brain’s z7aining enlarges or reduces the organ, or whether it makes it thicker
or finer. Since it remains undetermined how the cause is constituted, it is as
a result likewise left undetermined how the influence exerted on the skull
is to come about, or whether it is a widening or a narrowing and collapsing
of it. Or, to put the matter in somewhat genteel terms, if this influence is
determined as a stimulating influence, then it is left undetermined whether
this takes place in the manner of a swelling, like that brought about by
a cantharides-plaster, or by a shriveling like that brought about by vine-
gar. — Plausible grounds can be put forward for all those kinds of views
since the organic relation, which plays a just as important part, allows one
of those views to fit as well as the other, and it is indifferent to all these
intellects.®

331. However, to the observing consciousness, the question about deter-
mining this relation is of no concern. This is so because, in any event, it
is not the brain that stands on one side of the relation as an animal part.
Rather, it is the brain as the being of self-conscious individuality. — This indi-
viduality, as settled character and self-moving conscious doing, is for itself
and is inwardly turned to itself* Its actuality and its existence for others
stand in opposition to being-for-and-inwardly-turned-to-itself. This being-
for-and-inwardly-turned-to-itself is the essence and subject, which has a
being in the brain, but this being, the brain, is subsumed under the former,
and it receives its value only through the indwelling meaning. However,
the other side of self-conscious individuality, namely, that of its existence,
is being as self-sufficient and as subject, or as a thing, namely, a bone. The
actuality and existence of man is his skull-bone. — This is the relationship,
and this is the way the observing consciousness understands the two sides
of this relationship.
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332. The issue now for observing consciousness has to do with the more
determinate relationship between these aspects. The meaning of the skull-
bone is generally that of being the immediate actuality of spirit. How-
ever, the many-sidedness of spirit gives just as many multiple meanings
to its existence. What is still to be achieved is a more determinate grasp of
the meaning of the singular areas into which this existence is divided. It
also remains to be seen just how these areas in themselves indicate those
meanings.

333. The skull-bone is not an organ of activity, nor is it even a speak-
ing movement. Neither theft, nor murder, etc., is committed by the skull-
bone, nor does it even in the least make a change in countenance such
that it would thereby become a verbal gesture. — Nor does this existent
even have the value of a sign. Countenance and gesture, tone of voice, for
that matter, even a post hammered onto a deserted island, all directly pro-
claim that they mean something other than what they immediately only
are. Without further ado, they proclaim themselves to be signs, as they
have a determinateness in themselves which points to something else that
does not distinctively belong to them. In the presence of a skull, one can
surely think of many things, just like Hamlet does with Yorick’s, but the
skull-bone for itself is such an indifferent, unencumbered thing that there
is nothing else immediately to be seen in it nor to think about; there is just
it itself. To be sure, it is a reminder of the brain and its determinateness,
and it reminds us of other skulls with different formations, but it is not a
reminder of any conscious animation,® while neither a countenance nor a
gesture is impressed on it, nor is there anything which would indicate that
it came from a conscious act, for it is the kind of actuality which is sup-
posed to put on view a different aspect in individuality. This other aspect
would no longer be a being reflecting itself into itself; rather, it would be
pure immediate being.

334. Furthermore, since the skull does not itself feel, it seems that per-
haps a more determinate significance could be given to it. Through their
proximity to the skull, certain determinate sensations would allow us to
recognize® what the skull is supposed to mean, and as a conscious mode of
spirit has its feeling in a determinate place on the skull, then perhaps this
place on the skull will indicate by its shape that mode of spirit and its par-
ticularity. For example, when engaged in strenuous thinking, some people
complain of feeling a painful tension somewhere in the head, or some-
times they even complain when they are thinking at all; likewise, stealing,
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committing murder, writing poetry, and so forth, might each be accompa-
nied by its own proper feeling, which moreover would have to have its own
particular location as well. This location of the brain, which in this man-
ner would be more in motion and be more activated, would most likely
also even further develop the neighboring location of the bone. Or this lat-
ter location would, out of sympathy or consensus, not be inert but would
enlarge or diminish or in whatever way it might compile itself. — What
makes such a hypothesis nonetheless improbable is the following. Feeling
as such is something indeterminate, and feeling in the head as the center
might well be the universal sympathy in all suffering, so that blended in
with the thiefs, the murderer’s, or the poet’s tickling or pain in the head,
there would be other feelings, and these would be no more easily distin-
guished from each other than they could be from those which one can call
mere bodily feelings. Distinguishing these feelings from each other would
be no easier than determining an illness by the symptom of a headache, if
we were indeed to restrict its meaning only to bodily matters.

335. In fact, it does not matter from which aspect the matter is examined.
Any necessary and reciprocal relation between them, as well as any obvious
indication of the relation, breaks down. If the relation is still supposed to
come about, what remains left over and necessary is a conceptless and free-
standing pre-established harmony of the corresponding determination of
both aspects, since one of them is supposed to be a spiritless actuality, a
mere thing. — On one side stands a whole set of motionless locations on the
skull, and on the other side stands a whole set of spiritual properties whose
plurality and whose determination will depend on the state of psychology.
The poorer the representational thought of spirit is, the easier the matter
becomes on this side, for the properties in part become all the fewer, and
in part they become more isolated, fixed, and ossified. As a result, they are
both more similar to the determinations of the bones and more compara-
ble with them. Yet, although the poverty of the representational thought of
spirit makes much of that easier, a very large set of items on both sides still
remains. The total contingency of their relation for observation remains.
However much each of the children of Israel, who were supposed to be like
the sand on the seashore, was supposed to take for himself the grain of sand
which was a sign of him, still the indifference and arbitrariness by which
each would be allotted his very own grain of sand would be just as great
as the indifference and arbitrariness which allocates to a place on the skull
and to the form of the bones every capacity of the soul and every passion,
and, what must also be noted here, all the nuances of character which the
more refined psychology and knowing of human nature are accustomed to
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discussing. — The skull of a murderer has this feature — that it is neither an
organ nor a sign, but just this knotty protuberance, a bump. However, this
murderer still has a set of other properties as well as other bumps. And, to
go along with the bumps, he has indentations as well; one has the choice
between bumps and indentations. And again his murderous propensity can
be related to any bump or indentation whatsoever, and this in turn to any
property whatsoever, for the murderer is neither only this abstraction of
a murderer, nor does he have only one protuberance and one indentation.
For that reason, the observations which are made about this must sound
just about as good as those of the retailer at the annual fair about the rain,
or of the housewife at the fair about her laundry. Both the retailer and the
housewife could also make the observation that it always rains when this
particular neighbor passes by or when roast pork is eaten. Just as rain is
indifferent to these circumstances, so too for observation #/is determinate-
ness of spirit is also indifferent in relation to #his determinate being of the
skull. This is so because of the two objects of this observing, the one is a
desiccated being-for-itself, an ossified property of spirit, just as the other is a
desiccated being-in-itself. Such an ossified thing, as both are, is completely
indifferent to everything else. It is just as much a matter of indifference
to the high bump itself whether a murderer is in its vicinity as it is to the
murderer whether its flatness is close to him.

336. There certainly remains the possibility that a bump at any loca-
tion may be associated with any kind of property, passion, etc. One can
imaginé®® the murderer with a high bump here at this place on the skull
and the thief with a bump over there. Viewed from this side, phrenology
is capable of yet greater extension, for at first it seems only to be restricted
to the association of a bump with a property in the same individual, so that
this individual possesses both a bump and a property. However, natural
phrenology — for if there is a natural physiognomy, there must be such a
thing as natural phrenology — already goes beyond this restriction. It not
only judges that a crafty person has a bump as thick as a fist lying behind the
ear; it also imagines that it is not the unfaithful wife herself but the other
individual in the marriage who has bumps on his forehead. — Likewise,
one may also imaginé’’ that the person living under the same roof with
the murderer, or even the murderer’s neighbor, or, to take it still further,
his fellow citizens, etc., have high bumps on some location on the skull,
just as one may just as well imagine the flying cow which was first caressed
by the crab that rode on the donkey, and after that. . ., etc. — However, if
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possibility is taken not in the sense of a possibility of imagining®® but in the
sense of inner possibility, or in the sense of the concepr, then the object is the
kind of actuality which both is and should be a pure thing and which is not
supposed to have the sort of meaning which it can have in representational
thought® alone.

337. Taking no note of the indifference of the two sides, the observer
nonetheless sets himself to work to determine these relations. He does this
in part because he is supported anew by the universally rational premise
that the outer is the expression of the inner, and in part because he finds
support for his views in the analogy to the skulls of animals — although
those animal skulls may well have a simpler character than those of peo-
ple’s skulls, at the same time it becomes all the more difficult to say what
character they do have while it cannot be easy on anybody’s imagination to
insert himself truly into the nature of an animal. — In that way, to affirm the
laws that he wishes he had discovered, the observer finds first-rate assistance
in a difference that must also occur to us here. — At least the being of spirit
cannot be taken as something so utterly unmoved and immovable. Man
is free; one admits that his original being only consists of dispositions over
which the person has much influence or which require favorable circum-
stances to be developed, i.e., one can talk about an original being of spirit
with the same ease that one can talk about the kind of item that does not
exist as “what is.”?° If observations were thus to contradict what everyone
would affirm as law, or if there were to be to be fine weather at the annual
fair or on washing day, then the retailer and the housewife could say that
it really is supposed to rain, and thus that the disposition to rain is nonethe-
less present. The same goes for observing the skull — this individual really is
supposed to be what his skull proclaims him to be according to the law, but
he has an original disposition which has not been cultivated and developed.
This quality is only not present, but it is supposed to be present. — The law
and the supposed-to-be are grounded on observing actual rain and on the
actual sense of the determinateness of the skull. However, if that actuality
is not present, the empry possibility is just as valid. — This possibility, i.e.,
the non-actuality of the stated law and the observations contradicting the
law, must as a result be allowed in the door, since the freedom of the indi-
vidual and the developing circumstances are indifferent towards what is,
full stop,”" both as the original inner as well as the external bone structure,
and because the individual can be something other than what he internally
originally is and even more than what he is as a bone.
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338. We therefore have the possibility that this bump or indentation on
the skull may indicate both something actual as well as a disposition, namely,
it is something so indeterminate that it may indicate something not actual
at all. As always, we see how things go with a bad subterfuge, namely, that
it is itself ready to be used against what it is supposed to support. We see
the conjecturing?” brought by the nature of the matter at issue into saying,
however unthinkingly, the opposite of what it affirms — into saying that there
is something indicated by this bone but a/s0 into saying with the same ease
that the same thing is 7oz indicated by this bone.

339. As it indulges in this subterfuge, what this conjecturing?? has in
mind is the true thought that being as such is not the truth of spirit at all,
and this thought straightaway demolishes such a subterfuge. As the dispo-
sition already is an original being that has no share in the activity of spirit,
such an original being, for its part, is also the bone. The existent with-
out spiritual activity is a thing for consciousness. It is so little the essence
of consciousness that it is instead the opposite of it, and consciousness is
only actual, to itself, through the negation and abolition of such a being. —
Taken from this aspect, it is to be regarded as a complete denial of reason
to offer a bone as the actual existence of consciousness, and that is what it
is professed to be while it is regarded as the outer of spirit, for the outer
is just the existing actuality. It is of no help to say that we only infer from
the outer to the inner, which is supposed to be something other than the
outer, and that the outer is supposed to be not the inner itself but only
its expression. For in the relationship of both to each other, the determina-
tion of the actuality which thinks of itself and which has subjected irself to
thinking falls within the bounds of the inner, and that of existing actuality
falls within the bounds of the outer. — However much therefore a person
is told, “You, your inner, are constituted in this way because your bones are
so constituted,” still this means nothing but that I regard a bone as your
actuality. The riposte to such a judgment, namely, a slap in the face as was
mentioned in the case of physiognomy, initially brings the soff parts out of
their high regard and lofty position, and it only proves both that neither
of them is a true in-itself and that they are not the actuality of spirit. — The
retort here would really have to go as far as smashing the skull of the per-
son who makes a statement like that in order to demonstrate to him in a
manner as palpable as his wisdom that for a person a bone is nothing in-
itself and is even less 4is true actuality.
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340. Without hesitation, the raw instinct of self-conscious reason will
reject such a science of phrenology — as well as reject this other observing
instinct of self-conscious reason, which, once it has blossomed into a fore-
shadowing of cognition, has spiritlessly grasped cognition as, “The outer is
supposed to be an expression of the inner.” However, the worse the thought
is, the less easy it sometimes is to say exactly where its badness lies, and it
becomes even more difficult to explicate it. This is so because the thought
can be said to be even worse when the abstraction which counts, to itself,
as the essence becomes itself all the more pure and all the more empty.
However, the opposition which is at issue here has for its elements the
individuality which is conscious of itself and the abstraction of an exter-
nality that has become entirely a #hing — that inner being of spirit grasped
as a fixed, spiritless being standing in opposition to that kind of being. —
However, it also seems that observing reason has thereby in fact reached its
pinnacle, the point where it must abandon itself and upend itself, for only
what is entirely bad in itself has the immediate necessity to reverse itself. —
As it can be said of the Jewish people that precisely because they imme-
diately stand before the gates of salvation, they are both supposed to be
and actually have been the most corrupted of all peoples. What this people
should be in and for themselves, this being-themselves,* is what to them-
selves they are not; instead, they shift it off into an other-worldly beyond of
themselves. Through this self-relinquishing,”> they make a higher existence
possible for themselves which they could achieve if only they could again
take their object back into themselves rather than if they had remained
within the immediacy of being. This is so because spirit is all the greater,
the greater the opposition out of which it returns into itself. Spirit itself
produces this opposition in the sublation of its immediate unity and in the
self-relinquishing of its being-for-itself. Yet if such a consciousness does not
reflect itself, the mediating middle where it stands is the unsanctified void,
while what is supposed to bring that mediating middle to its fulfillment
has become an unyielding extreme. In that way, this last stage of observing
reason is its very worst, and for that reason its complete reversal is necessary.

341. The overview of the series of relations which have been examined
up to this point itself constitutes the content and object of observation.
It shows that in its first mode, namely, the observation of the relationships
obtaining in inorganic nature, sensuous being has, to observation, already
vanished. The moments of its relations are exhibited as pure abstractions
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and as simple concepts which are supposed to be kept firmly tied to the
existence of things. However, this latter point breaks down so that the
moment proves itself to be a pure movement and a universal. This free
movement, complete within itself, retains the meaning that it is something
objective, but it now comes on the scene as a Ore. In the process of the
inorganic, that One is the non-existing inner. As One but as existing, it is
the organic. — That One, as being-for-itself, or as negative essence, con-
fronts the universal, extracts itself from it, and remains free-standing on its
own,?® such that the concept, which is realized only in the elements of an
absolute isolation,”” does not find its true expression in organic existence,
namely, to be there as a universal. Rather, it remains an outer, or, what is
the same thing, an inner of organic nature. — The organic process is only
free in itself but not for-irself. It is in the purpose that the being-for-itself
of its freedom emerges, and it exiszs as another essence, as a wisdom aware
of itself which is external to the process. Observing reason thus addresses
itself to this wisdom, to spirit, to the concept existing as universality, or to
the purpose existing as purpose, and henceforth, to observing reason, its
own essence is the object.

342. Observing reason at first addresses itself to its purity. While observ-
ing reason is a grasping of the object (which is self-moving within its dif-
ferences) as an existent, the laws of thinking become, to observing reason,
relations between the permanent and another permanent. But since the
content of these laws are only moments, these laws blend together in the
One of self-consciousness. — This new object, likewise taken as existent,
is singular, contingent self-consciousness. Observation thus stands both
within the bounds of spirit as it meant spirit to be and within the bounds
of the contingent relationships of conscious actuality to unconscious actu-
ality. Spirit in itself is only the necessity of this relation. Observation there-
fore approaches spirit even more closely and compares its own actuality,
willing and acting, with its own actuality, contemplating98 and reflecting
itself into itself, which is itself objective actuality. This outer, although it is
a language of the individual which he has on his own, is, as a sign, at the
same time something indifferent to the content which it is supposed to des-
ignate just as that which, to itself, posits the sign is indifferent to the sign
itself.

343. For this reason, observation finally turns away from this changeable
language and goes back to hard and fast being. According to its concept,
it expresses externality as the outer immediate actuality of spirit, neither
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in the sense of an organ, nor as a language or a sign, but in the sense of
a dead thing. What was sublated by the very first observation of inorganic
nature, namely, that the concept is supposed to be present as a thing, is
established by this last mode of observation so as to make the actuality of
spirit itself into a thing, or, to put it conversely, so as to give dead being
the significance of spirit. — Observation has thus reached the point where it
gives expression to what our concept of observation was, namely, that the
certainty of reason seeks itself as an objective actuality. — By this it is not
meant that spirit, represented by a skull, is declared to be a thing. What is
supposed to lie in this thought is certainly not materialism, as it is called.
Rather, spirit must instead be something very different from these bones.
However, that spirit 7s means nothing other than that it is a #hing. However
much being as such, or being-a-thing, is predicated of spirit, still, for that
reason, this is genuinely expressed by saying that spirit is the sort of thing
that a bone is. Hence, it must be considered to be of supreme importance
that the true expression of this has been found. Of spirit it is simply to be
said, “it 7s.” However much it is otherwise said of spirit that it is, it has #
being, it is a thing, a singular actuality, still it is not thereby meant that it is
something we can see, or take in our hands, or push around and so forth,
but that is what is said of it, and what in truth the foregoing has been saying
may be expressed in this way: The being of spirit is a bone.

344. This result now has a twofold meaning. One is its true meaning
insofar as it is a complement to the results of the preceding movement
of self-consciousness. The unhappy self-consciousness emptied itself of its
self-sufhiciency and agonizingly rendered its being-for-itselfinto a thing. Asa
result, it returned from self-consciousness into consciousness, i.e., into that
consciousness for which the object is a being, a thing. — However, this, the
thing, is self-consciousness. The thing is thus the unity of the I and of being;
it is the category. While the object for consciousness is determined in that
way, consciousness has reason. Consciousness, as well as self-consciousness,
is authentically in izself reason. However, it is only of consciousness, for
which the object has been determined as the category, that it can be said
that it has reason. — But this is still distinct from the knowing of what rea-
son is. — The category, which is the immediate unity of being and what is
its own, must pass through both forms, and observing consciousness is just
the following. It is that to which the category exhibits itself in the form of
being. In its result, consciousness expresses as a proposition that of which it
is the unconscious certainty — the proposition which lies in the concept of
reason. This proposition 