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PREFACE

For various reasons a revival of interest in the Hegelian
philosophy is upon us. The vagueness and obscurities of Hegel's
work provide a playground for eager beavers to swarm around in

hallucinatory delight., Gustav Mueller in his introduction to his trans-

lation of I—Iegel‘é Encyclopedia sums up in fine fashion the present state
of philosophy and the need for a return to the Hegelian method.

There are good reasons for the Hegel renaissance
in the twentieth century. The so-called breakdown of
Hegel's "system'" signalized the breakdown of human
and philosophical culture, whose bitter fruits we
have harvested in this century. Hegel requires an
"informed consciousness' which is just what was

slipping away from us,

The extremes which he saw and integrated in-
himself have become more extreme; they flew apart
in all directions, everyone of them in outcries of
derision and contempt against Hegel.

And empty, analytic formalism and intellectualism,
devoid of all reality-sense, stands against various
forms of irrational immediacies and vitalisms; &
dogmatic and moralistic finitism and impatient
pragmatic secularism fights against a revived con-
fessionalistic religious fanaticism which confuses
progress in physical machinery with human progress
is opposcd by a desperate "existentialism! - the
voice of despairing, isolated soul - lostin
mechanical mass-forrnations and abstractions; the loss
of confidence in himself, the loss of his human dignity
has its counterpart in dead and meaningless routines:
the drifting aimlessness calls for coercion and
totalitarian panaceas,



The name of Hegel in this situation is a sign of
courage and wisdom, of hope and faith and love - the
reaffirmation of an eternal humanism, collected in
logical self-comprehension.

1

In the Philosophy of History Hegel says of his own culture

%;hat, it "is essentially comprehensive and immediately changes all

. . . . 2
events into historical representations'', By this Hegel means that
observers of Society of his day saw events in an historical context
and not as isolated events. In our day, not only are we ourselves
overly reflective, but events thenﬁselves seem to be reflective in that
they undercut their own significance almost in the same instant that
they are unfolding. There is a feeling of uneasiness in our souls when
we are questioned or guestion ourselves as to our oWn convictions ahd
involvement in the burning issues of our time, and must answer that
we only became con.cc—:rned-just yesterday. Perhaps, out of thi.s

general atmosphere, has come a generation conditioned to look

favourably on the Phenomenology of Mind which features pulling the

rug out from under at every turn, ‘

-

Hegel's works require a buffer betwleen them and the
student, more so pe:?haps than any cother philosopher. Until now Hegel
has not received the Sfc-,holarl'y examination by English cormmmentators
that Kant has., Commentators have been generally good, but as a rule
they tend to treat general principles that give the student little help
in wading through the original material. There secems to be no general

iv



work that introduces the dialectical jargon of Hegel's day in a simplified
way to enable one to proceed to a reading of Hegel that will not prove

entirely fruitless. In this thesis I hope to help in overcoming this

!
!

problem.

This thesis is an exposition and does not present any

critical material,

The program carried out in the Phenomenology of Mind

is not a new one. It echoes the philosophical quest for Truth that
Plato carried on, Aristotle in the De Anima and elsewhere expresses
a genetic development from lower cognitive levels to higher ones, 3

Schelling the immediate predecessor of Hegel advocated a system

. . . . . 4 )
in which mind is shown to arise out of the ooze of nature. In his

Encyclopedia, Hegel, referring to his Phenomenology, states:

Onec could if one wanted to, show that a vague notion
of philosephy is implicit in ordinary thinking, One might
begin with immediate sensuous perception and appetite,
and show that man is soon driven beyond immediacy
towards a feeling and presentment of something higher
than himself - an infinite being and infinite will. I
have followed this course in my Phenomeénology of
Mind.

In this thesis I will follew Hegel's development from lower
stages of mind to higher ones. A].ong the way we shall have reason to
define certain concepts which characterize certain key notions of the
dizlectic. We shall see what formalism is and how it develops out of
a state of immediacy., Hegel takes consciousness "from the first

'VT
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crude opposition between itself and the object, up. to absolute knowledge."
I shall not trace the development to its ultimate conclusion but stop

at the end of 'Consciousness' which constitutes one major section of

the book. This much will suffice fo give us a clear notion of certain

concepts and how Hegel uses them.



INTRODUCTION

A general understanding of central aspects of Kant and

Flch’u:e is essential for anyone who hopes to understand the Phenomenology

of Mind, Some attention should be given to the similarities and
differ ences. between Kant's transcendental method and Hegel' s
dialectical method, and an understanding of certain key notions of
Fichte's dialectic should be help.fgl. |

E?

Kant's introduction into philosophy of the idea of the syn-thetic
activity of mind, stands as one of the most significant innovations in
philosophical ideas, the repercussions of which we have not yect heard
the last. Hegel's belief that higher forms are more concrete and

include within themselves the lower forms as parts or rno:mentsl can
best be understood as a derivation of Kant's idea that a concrete
experience can only be broken up into abstract parts for the purpose of
analysis and cannot in reality exist apart. (These parts by themsclves
do not constitute concrete exper 1<-:n¢e; there is no experience without
both intuition and the categories.) Aristotle seerns to me to have

operated from this same principle of cencreteness and its prioritly
2
over abstract parts., In respe t to the theory of number he states:

"1A1l these objections, then, and others of the sort make it evident

that number and spatial magnitudes cannot exist apart {rom things, "

1



The diale.ctic is not some fantastic invention of the (romantic) idealists
but ;nas its beginnings fiflnly grounded in Kant. Further, the notion of
evolution developed in Schelling and Hegel was not born out of the
scientific tradition but is decidedly philosophical. Kant's model,
treating abstract parts as if they were coming together to form
concrete experience served as a model for Hegel's program of
carrying ox;Lt a series of deductions from lower abstractions to higher
more concrete ones in the dialectic,

The general {eeling o_f phi]‘oso'phe'rs after Kant Was that
his philosophy lacked unity. Hoffding in his I—Iis:'f.ory sums up this
general view. '"Totality, the conception of a whole, was felt to be lacking
in Kant's doctrine; the living unity of the spirit seemed violated by his
work of analyzi.hg and distinguishing; ...." " The derivation of the
twelve categories had been criticized and questio;qed. Wty should there
be exactly twelve categories, and what relationship have they to one
another? Hegel interprets Fichte's work as an attempt tc make Kant's
philosophy into a unitary science.

Kant! s.tr anscendental method shows that what is truly known
is necessarily known, and that which is falsely claimed tc be known can
be shown to be impogsible to be known. This method takes a known
fact and analyzes out of it the components that make this fact necessary.
Kant starts out his analysis with the fact that we do have apriori concepts.

He then asks himself what condition justifics this fact. He answers



as follows;:

The objective validity of the categories as a priori

concepts rests, therefore, on the fact that, so far as

the form of thought is concerned, through them alone

does experience become possible,
In other words with the hypothesis of a priori concepts the organization
of the object must be determined by the concepts. Here we see Kant
still under the influence of the Cartesian tradition,

Fichte follows Kant in using the transcendental deduction
as a primary tool for philcsophical analysis, His article "Critique
of Revelation' (which brought him fame) contains an argument about
the necessary conditions for a religion that has no theoretical
(rational) justification. 6

Hegel in nlany.ways follows the Kantian method in :his
writings on religion., The Christian religion, ac,cﬁording to Hegel,
was positive, which constitutes an historical fact, and so Hegel asks
himself what were the conditions that brought this about,7 Positivity
for Hegel simply means the non sfia:itual components such as
instituticnalization, laws and dogmas, It is easy to see then how
Kant's method could lend itself to historical analysis., How much did
Hegel in his subsequent career change and modify the Kantian method?

t is my belief that Fichte's introduction of a unified system and the

absolute without contradiction was the moving force behind a total



radicalizing of the transcendental method complete. Kant's method is the
method of science which starts with fixed presuppositions. Hegel

denies this point of view which he calls formalism and introduces

|
\
the dialectical method in which the analysis changes the very principle

one started out with, For Hegel, philosophy must take what is known
and determine if it really is known. As Hegel says, ''the familiar
is not known because it is familiar", 8 The Hegelian stress on the

absolute and completeness allows for a modification in the transcendental

method, Instead of transcendental dialectic destroying only the "beyond!!,

its absolutizing allows it to turn on the very things that gave it life,

H

in Kant's case the categories themselves, “The 2 b ¢ of Hegelian
dialectic is simply this., In the process of determining an object, the
original object is changed, and a new object arises which contradicts
the old object. At the same time the process which developed this new
object is itsclf cancelled. In being .ca.ncel].ed these previous moments
are taken up in the new object as dead moments. Thus, a new object
arising out of this analysis has its own history or abstract parts. Kant,
through analysis, justifies his principle whereas in Hegel's analysis
the principle is negated and shown to be incorrect. As opposed fo
Kant's method of verifying a principle and showing it to be necessary,
Hegel s method of analysis shows the principle to be in error and

only finite. Negation is a form of determination and in respect to



genetic components it is a process that results in a new object different
from that which one started out to analyze. = Hegel's dialectic finishes
with a stage of comprehension in which the object contains within

itself its own negétive or process of becoming. If one can imagine

a billiard ball being hit by another one, then the resulting activity

of the billiard ball is dependent on the ball that hit it and we can say
that the proc’ess'or movement of the ball is outside of itself, In
contrast to this, the human organismm to a certain extent has its
moments or fnovexnents within itself. We call this purposeful action.
At various points in his life Hegel thought different disciplines
embodied this principle of self-determination. He found each of

these disciplines such as art, ethics, politics,and religion to imperfectly
exemplify the principle and he finally rested on thought or philosophy
as the one true principle, Kach of thesé others finds a momentary

blossoming in the Phencmenology.

Hegel's criterion for a progressive development is spelled
ut in the same manner that one might say higher bio/iog:%,cal or ganisms
are more complex than the lower ones. Hegel' s criterion is that
objects internally related are higher than objects exter.nally related.
At a low level of development an object is determined by its environment.
An object only becomes related internally to itself if it can incorporate
the eanvironment into itself as part of itsclf. The terms organism and

environment we are familiar with and they are terms constantly used



in many disciplines. For philosophy however, they are crucial

conéepts not to be taken for granted, - In these terms then, we can get
our first definition of the absolute. The absolute or highest principle
is as James puts it: '"The absolute is true because it and it only has
no external environment, and has attained to being its own other!''. 7
The absolute is an organism that has no environment or in other
words has inc;orporated the environment into itself. This is Hegel's

restatement of Aristotle's "thought thinking itself'!,

The Phenomenclogy is a journey through partial systems to

an absoclute s*jstem., one that is the proper object of philosophy. In the

beginning of the Phenomenology we should expect to find an object

that has its environment very much external to itself. It is the process
of overcoming this relationship by consciousness that constitutes the

development which we see in the Phenomenology. » The higher on the

dialectical scale we are, the more thé object we are studying has
negativeness within it. This means that the cbject contains within
itself more of the faciors which determine what it is; This resulfs in
the final object after analysis beingnot ver‘y much different from the
object we start with. As we shall see, the natural consciousness

which begins the Phenomenology does not have this sclf-determination,

and as a consequence, the judgements or determinations that it puts

forward quickly turn into their opposite.



For our limited purpose, we can look at the finite stages in

the Phenomenology as levels in a hierarchy which illustrate more or

less the extent to which self-determination has entered into the object.

In this way we treat the dialectic of the Phenomenology as one which

explains the coming together of two systems external to each other,
and coalescing into cne another. For our purposes it seems to me the
correct and It;losf faithful way to proceed is to give full priority to the
method, This schema would make the system subservient 1;0 the
diglectical method. We ignore the intricate problems of Hegel's

~ absolute system, and the fo;t'm of that system (i.e. the relations
between Logic, Nature and Spirit), This interpretation sets aside
the problem of the absolute spilling forth into a plurality of nature
and then returning to itself throﬁ.gh' spi.rit. I will not defend this
decision at this time., However, from our analysis of the dialectical
method we will propose an hypothesis as to the relation between the

Phenomenology and Hegel's subs equéni: works, especially the Science

P

of Logic.

The Phenomenclogy is an odyssey out of the cave into the

glare of the sun - absolute knowledge. The blinding glare might
cause onc,; on first exposure, to react as Schopenhauver did,

But the greatest efjfrlon‘cery in serving up sheer
nonsense in scrabbling together senseless and maddening
webs of words, such as had previcusly been heard only
in madhouses, finally appeared in Hegel. It became the
most pondercus and general mystification that has ever



existed, with a result that will seem incredible to

posterity and a lasting monument of German s’cupidity’.lo

In defence of Hegel, one might say that when one confronts

new language, one does not immediately declare it nonsense and

g

leave it.

co



CHAPTER I
x Définition of Polar Terms

1. Substance versus Subject:
"The interaction between subject and substance represents

one of the most general movements of the Phenomenology. The

movement consists of an attempt to dissolve the distinction between

_the two.

The hitherto accepted concept of Logic rests
upon the assumed separation of the Content of
knowledge and the Form of knowledge (Truth and
Certainty) - a separation that is assumed, once
for all in ordinary consciousness.’

Or dinary consciousness takes the world as it is, and sees thought

s

as an external application to the world which leaves it untouched.

This is Hegel's starting point. At the beginning of the Phenomenology,

consciousness takes Truth to be the object ''per se’, i.e. the.object
which is independent of the knowing subject. We can generalize this
point and say that substance represents an object which is independent
of any ex;cerna]. relation. Further, the relation of comsciousness to
the objec’c‘ is one of certainty, Certainty pertains to the "form of
knowledge', i.e. how the object is known. Consciousness is certain

of its object's truth merely by coming info contact with it,

9
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Kaufmann comments on Hegel' s grouping of twe sets of terms,
The first group includiné ""negative', "determinateness'', "subject',
"mediation'' and ""understanding'', expresses movement; the laiter,
including ""substance', "immediate" and "intuition'’, expresses a
2 . ‘ , . . .
state of rest.  We might add the term "for itself' to the subject list,
and the term '"'in itself" to the sub:stance.list. Kaufmann points to a
remote reser'nb].énce between substance and Aristotle's concept ofv
matter, and to a similar correspondence between Hegel s subject
and Aristotle's Form. > In Ar istotle matter is pure po’cen‘ti:ality; it is in
the process of becoming something. This does appear to possess
something akin to the evolutionary aspects of Hegel' s dialectical
process, in that the object attains more and more differentiation,
However, this idea 15 not particﬁularly helpful, because in any.dynamic
system every term is potentially something else, and one could just
as easily say subject is matter in tha.’c it is potentially substance. The
immediate abstract substance of '"sense-certainty' does correspond
with matter, buf substance.is not matter generally. ~In fact Hegel' s
conception of substance more closely re sérnbles the Spinozian and
Aristotelian notions of substance than Aristotle's "maftter',
» Substance is that which is self-grounding, that which has

independent being. ~ It is atomic in the logical sense of being unrelated

to and independent of anything else, This interpretation fits Kaufmann's

[WH

definition of the "in itseli’ asg that which is taken by itself, apart from
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its relations. 6 Atomicity by its very definition has no relations.
As we shall see this definition lends itself to spatial
relations and Kant's "thing-~in-itself'', Space and time go hand in

‘hand with the idea that substance is truth., We know from Kant's

‘
!
I
definition of the intuitions of space and tinle, that they in no way
determine the object; they leave the object untouched and independent.
In like man.nér the Spiﬁozian God has the attribute of being the cause
of itself, it has no outer felatioz‘ls, but only relations within itself.
Consciousness takes the truth to be autonomous. The only contact _
consciousness has with this substance lis through intuition, The object
simply reveals itself as it is. This attitude is commonly called naive
realism, Substance can only be intuited or given directly without
recourse to a middle term, v .

Hegel will want to argue that no substance or "thing-in-
itself'! can resist the power of the negative, and to posit a substance
independent of cognition is to remain at the intuitive level., It begins
to become clear why Hegel throws the terms substance, intuition and
immediacy into the same bag. Hegel associates this simple positing
éf substance with Kant's pure form of intuition; and Kant's categories
with the negative, " ¥or the truth to prevail, Hegel claims that the
substance must be invaded by the subject and made into a subject
itself, Substance under attack‘ begins to quake and break apart., In

Hegel' s terms:



The circle that rests closed in itself and, being
substance, holds its moments, is the immediate and
therefore not perplexing relation., But that the
accidental as such, separated from its circumference,
that the bounded which is actual only in its connection
with others, should gain an existence of its own and
separate freedom, this is the tremendous power of the
negative; this is the energy of thought.of the pure ego.

As substance is related to intuitionism so the subject is related to
formalism, The formalist, as subject, does not recognize his
reflections on the object (which reduce the object to a series of
relations) as changing the object in any real sense. ' Thought is in no
sense a threat to the immutable integrity of the object. We shall sce

this move from intuitionism to formalism take place in the section on

Consciousness.

2. Immediacy and Mediation:

Hegel regards certainty as the poorest form of truth, in
that it involves nothing more than a simple awareness of the object. To
be certain is to be in possession of the facts. To the extent that the
cbject is out of context the person has developed no relation to the truth.
In other words he has no criterion for judging it as truth. For example
the witness to an accident who says, "Of course I know what happened.

I saw it didn't 1?" is operating from the attitude of certainty. In Hegel,
certainty becomes a subjective attitude toward the object with the
characteristics of the immediate and the abstract, '"Sense-certainty"

represents truth in its weakest formn, in which the cbject is never
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really given. The result is about as revealing as- a blind man in a hall
cf mirrors, Human cognition operates within certain limits. At 30
c.p.s. the flickering of a light is apparent, but at 60 c.p. s, it may not
be detectable. A man with a better picture taking apparatus may
question the other's ability to capture reality adequately., In a like

manner higher stages in the Phenomenoclogy question lower stages.

'

Hegél uses the term "immediacy'" as the first moment of
his triadic logic, which gives rise L;o spatial - temporal relations.

If two objects are immediate there is no coming together over a
period of time; there is no movement: the two objects stand in direct
contact with one another.

In contrast, mediation implies a barrier between two
related objects. The fact the mediation takes place indicates that the
two objects do not stand in a natural relation (internal) to cach other,
but in some way they have to be brouglht together,

For a relation is mediate when the terms related are
not one and the same, but each is a different term for the

other, and is only one with the other in some third term:

an immediate relation however, means in fact, nothing

else than the unity of the terms. ’ ,

Hegel is describing a common syllogism in which two terms can only
be brought together by a third term which is commeon to both, Man

and ape are related through the more general term px Jma’w Hegel's
notion of mediation is exemplifiecd in the gencral activity of scientific

inquiry, in which one takes two seemingly diverse phenomena and
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attempts to discover a common underlying base, a,c'onnecting link,
Hegel joins mediation with that part of thought he calls "Under standing'',
and.he‘ classifies both Aristotle's and Kant's categories as examples of
this type of thinking,

Thinkers who rega:rd knowledge as being immediate quite
often combine this intuitionism with a good deal of formalistic mediation,
This type of %:hin'ker vacillates between mystical unity and absolute
difference, Me either haé a tendency to see the universe as an
undifferentiated whole or as extremely atomistic with no interaction
between parts, (Wittgenstein seems to have embodied both these
trends in one career.)

Stace defines "immediacy" very succinctly: "The immediate
is the simple and undifferentiated; it stands directly and immediately
confronting us, and purports to be in itself the sole truth without

. 10 o . .
reference to anything else''. Take for instance the common notion
of a simple object of perception such as a chair, in which'casc it is
regarded as complete within itself. Given this concéption, a.change
such as the chair dissolving before our eyes viclates this autonomy
and constitutes a contradiction of our conception, This is the problem
which confronts the formalist in the explanation of change. Fixed
principles quickly lose touch with the environment which cpnstitutes
their object. Hegel is not opposed to this empirical ~ rational mode

of thinking as long as the thinker is aware of its limitations, Hegel



believes that one who takes a simple object of perception, such as a chair,
as an autonomous unity, is soon driven to undermine the stability of the
object. Unlike atomism, unity only comes about from a move to the

higher not to the lower.

3. Positive and Negative:

" Dialectical logic tries to show that implicit in every positing
of an cbject is its negative. The organism represents reali’conr the
positive and the surrounding environmentl the negative. Ordinary
thinking allows us to see that there are several possible relationships
between the organism and its environment. In terms of spatial relations,
the organism is seen to be completely independent of its environment.
Both Kant and Hegel agree that si:a,tial relations do not determine the
object in any way.

Another possible relationship is one in which the environment
determincs or controls the object or vice-versa, According to Hegel, the
more an object or organism is con’urcm].lgd. by the env%_romnent (i.e. the
negative), the more we can say that the object is positive. FEarlier we .
mentioned that Hegel thought the Christian religion was positive. . By
this he meant that Christianity's moral principle was forced to
compromise itself to accommodate existing conditions. It reflected the
corrupt ways of the world and Was determined by theni to a consider ab].e‘

extent. An object that is completely positive, in interacting with the



16

environment becomes distorted by the existing conditions. When the
object becomes the same as its environment, or as Hegel calls it '"its
other', this constitutes a negation of the environment or a return to a
|
ipositive state. As a result of this doublg negation, any determination
by the environment in relation'to this new positive state is synonymous
with se]_f-(_ietermination. » The capacity for double-negation or returning
to a posi.tive"stéte resides in consciousness or "Spirit", Objects without
conseiousness are reducé—zd to a state of nature, If negation is total
there can be no return to a position that has completely disappeared.
This is a description of a state of nature. The more positive the object,
the more total is the negation, and the more natural is the resultant
state. As we advance in the Phenomenology, the power of the negating
factor becomes less and less. The higher the stage of mind at the point
of interaction with the environment the less change there will be in the
original state of the organism as 9; result of that interaction., What is
required for the double negation is the ability to go out into the
environment and yet hold something back in order that one m'.igh’c return.
.For example, if C hristianity possessed spirit then the Reformation may
constitute a double ne'ga‘tion and a positive state. If on the other hand,
Christianity does not possess this spirit which allows it to return to its
original state, then the Reformation constitutes a negation of religion.
The possession of "Spirit" or consciousness constitutes

confrol over the emwvirenment, It is the capacity for self-regulation,
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Higher organisms, for instance the nervous system, jump from one
energy level to another in reaction to a stimulus and then re‘turﬁ to the
original level. We should get some feeling for the rhythm of Hegel's
dialectic from an understanding of the triad of sensibility, irritability,
and reproduction. Sensibility exists as a state of nature; it does not
possess an original state. Sensibility constitutes an awareness of
stimuli but does.not differentiate, Irritability on the other hand does
possess an original state. The organism confronted with irritation
displays a desire to be rid of the irritation, to return to a éta’ce which
is lacking in sensibility. Reproduction represents an even greater
degree of control over the environment. Through reproduction the

organism gains immortality.

4. Abstract vs. Concrete:
The first moment of the dialectic is abstract in that the
determination of the object ignores the relations of the object, taking

it in isolation., That is, it disregards essential parts of the object.

g
~

Ordinary thinking is abstract when it ighores the complexities, such
as historical factors. Prejudice and 'bigvo’cry are the result of abstract
thinking and are unavoidable to the same extent that abstract thinking
is unavoidable,

An object is abstract or positive when it does not econtrol

itself, In sociology the breakdown of the family due %o industrialization
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illustrates its positive ties with the environmen‘c.. At the same time the
family may contain an autonomous existence which is in conflict. with
industrialization,

In the first moment thinking is abstract because it takes
the object and excludes its environment as an important factor. A In
the second moment thinking is abstract because it breaks up the object
into isolated Iuniﬁs. By disregarding the object's integrity the formalist
is able to take the properties out of.context. The more abstract the
object is, the more readily it loses its identity or existence in contact
with the environment.

The role of abstraction or negating is to peel away everything
that is not essential to the object. At a natural level an object tests
itself or determines ils own essential nature by in’r.erécting with the
environment. The more concrete an object the greater is its ability to
resist abstraction. The reverse is true of an abstract object. It is
vulnerable in its environment, A conservative who thinks abstractly
respects the necessity of maintaining the past but fails to discriminate
between the good and bad things of the past. Whereas the mature
conscrvative has some criterion for discriminating between these two
aspects of the past, Similarily the naive empiricist cannot determine
which facts are important and which are not. But as Hegel states in
Reason, the mature scientist has certain criteria for evaluating the

. 12 o . oo
factors involved. Sense-certainty does not possess this ability to
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discriminate,

| When Hegel ;:alls an object abstract he usually means that
that object has not developed all its ppssible relations with the environment
An organism explo"res a series of ploys trying to find a relation that will
allow it to stay as it is. In Hegel's dialectic there are three general
principles:

(a) Every object desires to stay the same.

(b) For an object to stay the same it is forced to change
and become the opposite of itself,

(c) The object returns to itself through circuitous routes
that involve assimilating its environment,

Expressed in more naturalistic terms, every object wishes to remain
the same, but if it cannot it will compromise, Nature has its movement
initiated from outside and has no alternative but to succumib to change.
But "Spirit" as the negation of nature has taken nature up into itself and
embodies both rest and change. The .ideal of "Spirit'’ is to return to
its original state. To the extent that nature blocks this smooth return,
consciocusness is alienated from itsclf. Consciousness niust lose itself
in the object in order to return to itself,
...; it is the necessity compelling spirit to enrich the
share self-conscicusness has in consciousness, to put into

motion the immediacy of the inherent nature (which is the
form which the substance is present in conscicusness;....

13

A timid spirit is one which is unsure of itself, having just stepped naked

out of nature, and is unwilling to engage battle with the contingencies of
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nature for fear of losing itself.

In the Phenomenology the return of self is in the form of

inferences on the part of consciousness concerning the relations between

'
{

| .
itself and the object. Comsciousness moves from itself to the object
and finds that these are not the same. The desire to return to itself is
expressed by an attempt on the part of consciousness to remake the

object in its own image.

In the Phenomenology, Hegel alternates the theoretical and

practical sections but they are really similar activities, For instance,
self-consciocusness { which is a practical section) desires something and
through its action it hopes to transform nature into the thing it desires.
When the subject agrees with the object then one has reached the stage
of "absolute knowledge'. The new object of knowledge holds within

itself a return to itself and this is Logic. .



CHAPTER II
Hegel's Preface to the Phenomenology

In the Preface Hegel discusses three m.ajor topics:
intuitionism, formalism, and comprehension, I will discuss these
three and place each in more prominent relief by giving more

concrete examples than the vague allusions that Hegel makes.

1. Intuitionmism:

Kant was the last of the enlightenment philosophers. The
turn to romanticism which followed reflected a general shift in
interest from the natural sciences to areas such as politics, religion,
and aesthetics., Kant's arguments against transcendent metaphysics have
affected every philosophy that was developed after him, The new catch
word was "immanence'' (God is the ground of our being etc.).

To the romantics and Hegel , however, Kant's limitation
of reason to the finite and the antinomies that result as one goes beyond
the finite were not satisfactory. Perha'ps some other medium could
reach the infinite. Such substitutes as the highly intuitive aesthetic
and religious experience were br ougi:;.t forward, Hegel's own development
shows him progressing {rom onz arena tc ancther in search of some way

21
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to express a unity that overcomes all dualisms, Richard Kroner in an
excellent introduction to Hegel's theological writings describes Hegel's

early development through religion, aesthetics and organicism to his

|
|

final stage - philosophy.

To a certain extent, the Phenomenology retraces this

development through immature positions., The early phases are

’

stop gaps until Hegel can realize a logic that he thinks answers Kant's
philosophy. These early positions were helpful to the exterﬁ: that they
gave life to static thought categories. If the categories ran into
contradictions it was no longer because one had gone beyond finite
re‘_épresen‘ca’uions but because the categories themselves were
inadequate. Hegel' s philosophy demanded that the categories be
reworked to accommodate new and diverse phenomena,

Hegel claimed that his age was-securely grounded in the
empirical world of experience, in ‘%;*Jllicll intricate complex thought
was compressed into a simple experience of the moment. "The bare
feeling of the divine”z Hegel's criticisms of intuitionism may be
readily accepted by most as the usual arguments of a rationalist. Any
formal system which Sets rigid limits to its extent always gives rise
to poetic expressicn., Immediate intuitions are only the outside limits
of a systern and stop gaps until thought determninations can catch up with
the changing situation. Mysticism is possible hecause we know grammar, -

Intuiticnists bring out the inadequacies of the past. for they are the first
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to feel something new, but they express the futur;a badly. The word
that Hegel puts against intuitionism is "comprehensiveness'. The
dictionary defines intuition as an instantaneous comprehension,

As in Kant's philoscophy, in Hegel there is a working out
which takes time., The object is run over by the hands and held before
the eyes.

In order, therefore, to ti‘eat accurately and
unconfusedly of vision, one must bear in mind that

there are two sorts of objects apprehended by the

eye - the one primarily and immmediately, the other

secondarily and by intervention of the former,

(Touch)”

The intuitionist forgets this coordination with the tactile, Touch demands
constant contact and consequently in running through a series of objects
does not hold them together, This ability is the property of sight.
Something of the meaning of intuition is carried over in Hegel'.s use

of the word "immediacy'.

To do justice to all philosophies Hegel begins his dialectical

odyssey with the emptiness of the immediate. Intuitionism, which
B o
claims to give us the clearest perceptions because there are no
intervening stages, really does not have any object at all and thus is
the most formal of systems. Intuitionism and ratiomalism have much
in common. One picks up where the other left off, After enunciating
a few intuitive principles, further deductions follow #n 2 rational manner.

4
In the Preface Hegel has Schelling in mind as Kaufmenn attests.
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Hegel teaches that bad empiricism and rationalism lead to mysticisim,
In any rational sys%:em there is always that irrational nothingness of

the b(-?yond, which serves only to reinforce the systemizer's belief

that he is quite justified in staying within the system and not venturing
forth. He is low in spirit for he fecls threatened by the new, One
method of escape is to indulge in the word game in which one

gener alizes; the language until one hopes it will include everything. The
Marxist definition of ''matter' has ﬁndergone this process. To sustain
the materialistic base against outside attacks, the meaning of terms
such as "matter" are constantly expanded.

The intuitionist is a piece of meat afraid to go into the
grinder lest it become ground beef, The man says, "Take me as I am'',
and I aﬁswcr, "Take me as I am.," It is a human tra.i‘.; to comprehend
one's own position, but only intuit the positions of others for fear one's
own position will crumble if one attempts to understand another,

Intuitionism crops up when raticnalism becomes excessive,
idiotic and dogmatic. The old saying holds true that.revclutionaries are
made not born. Young people are only as ridiculous as their elders.
Each extreme has a developed system of communication that works
effectively within its own bounds, but which cannot accommodate the
opposing group which stands apart and is intuited without being
comprehended. To an extent cur conditioncd lives prevent us from

seeing ourselves until we come into conflict with opposing beliefs. It



had already been brought out in Fichte's dialectic how negation leads to
self-realization. Hegel, in the liberal tradition, preaches tolerance
through involvement with one's enemies., It is in no way evident that

humanity has risen to this level of spirituality.

2. Formalism:

~I—I,ege‘1‘ s discussion of Formalism interests us more than
Intuitionism because it qu.ickly brings us closer to his own phiiosophy
and at the same time allows us to‘in’croduce important material of his
predecessor Fichte which will facilitate an understanding of the

Phenomenology of Mind, Hegel's description and criticism of

formalism puts his own position of comprehensiveness in a clearer
light. Ihave chosen Fichte's philosophy as the stooge representing
formalism. Since Fichte a:ﬁd Hegel use the same dialectical m‘,e’chod
the difference between Fichte's supposed formalism and Hegel's
comprehensiveness should be more clearly visible. In essence what
Hegel is saying in the Preface is that formalism is the application of
predicates to an object according to some abs tracc prln(:lple However
we should not conclude that Fichte himself makes all the typical errors
of formalism, From an historical viewpoint we shall see that Fichte
next to Hegel is the least formalistic,

Hegel states of Iichte's philosophy:

The Fichtean philos: Ih') has the great advantage

of having set forth the fact that philosophy must be a
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science derived from one supreme principle,

from which all determinations are necessarily

derived.
However it is Hegel's contention that Fichte employs this "supreme
principle" in a formalist manner. He describes the formalist procedure
as an activity of applying certain principles to objects on the basis of
criteria external to that object without due regard for the relations of

. 7 ' . ‘ .
the object. Hegel equates Fichte's method with that of the geometer,
who relates parts of his object which are external to each other. His
activity reflects the operation of the mathematician,
It does not consider e.g. the relation of the line

to the plane, and when it compares the diameter of the

circle with the circumiference it comes up against

incommensurability i.e. a relation of the concept,

something infinite that escapes mathematical

determination. 9

The curse of formalism is its inability to overcome
subjectivity to get to the objective. The subjective person determines
his experience in accordance with his own nature. The reason formalism
is a curse is that the formalist in omitting certain atiributes of the object
is condemned to generate contradictions and as in the quote above have
a great deal of irrational material left over. Hegel views Kant's
antinomies as arising out of the formal thinking of the understanding.

More recent evidence of the inadequacies of formalism can be seen in

the mechanistic method applied in biclogy.



27

The formal thinker makes differentiations in the object but
consciousness is never sure whether these distinctions are really in
the object. Any subjective method is necessarily formalistic, In
Kant's philosophy all phenomena are determined by the categories of
the mind but whether these phenomena are actually part of the '"thing-
in-itself'' we can never know. With the same point in mind, Hegel
states of Fichte's philosophy:

....he Has not grasped this principle of the ego

as Idea, but solely in the consciousness of the activity

which we exercise in knowing and consequently it is

still laid hold of in the form of subjectivity.

Fichte analyzes the activity of knowing, but he leaves out an analysis
of the object known. What is known is completely subordinated to
the knowing process.

Fichte begins his deduction with the absoclute unity of the
"acting ego'', which is a unity of subject and object.

This principle is at first abstract and deficient,
because in it no differences, or a formal difference

only, is expressed; whereas, the prineciple should

possess a content; a subject and predicate are indeed

distinguished in it, but only for us who reflect upon it,

i.e. in itself there is no difference and consequently

no content.

In this instance whether or not Hegel's interpretation of Fichte, is
or is mot correct, is not our concern. Our purpose in citing Hegel

at this point is to facilitate an understanding of Hegcl's concept of

an objective idea. The quote suggests Hegel's difference from Fichte
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and the necessary form that the Phenomenology is going to take,

Hegel sees the move from Fichte to himself as a movement

from the reflective stage of philosophy to the historical. If the development

?lof the object must not take place solely in the ego, then, according to
Hegel, the development must take place 'par'tly in the object itself,
This means that the philosopher's role is relegated to that of an
historian of ('Dbje'cts Wilich possess self-determination. The one object

that does possess this self-determination is "knowledge' which is the

object of scrutiny in the Phenomernology of Mind. If the object develops

its own distinctions then the actual Wo‘rking out is not done by the
philosopher., Consciousness or knowledge develoios itself in time,
This is what Hegel calls History. 12

In his d.escriptioh of objectivity I—Iégel is offering us what
he feels is a better definition of truth than.the rational or intuitive.
Whether in fact it is superior to the intuitionist and rationalist methods
he criticizes remains to be seen. A few examples might give Hegel's
idea more plausibility.

From what we have said it should be clear why Hegel
believed his own philosophy could not go beyvond his cwn time, To do
so would be to engage in speculation that is purely in the subject,
leaving the object which is in the present. Hegel does' not say other
disciplines cannot speculate, for indeed, humn~sis anticipate the future

every day; but he does deny this activity {o ] ophy.. The thinker can
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let his thoughts race into the future, but they will always be subjective
and formal. This is to say that to a certain extent rational predictions
ignore the object. The object simply may not go on the course desired.
Rationalist doctrine desires to make the future subservient to the

an
present. It does this by i;xigoring and glossing over certain factors
in the object. Rationalists try to non-temporalize the object, allowing
them to deny the freedom of the object to determine itself. | The bane
of the rationalists life is.that irrational rabble which is alwa')/;s
complaining and really counts for nothing. Cybernetics as a tool for
control lies somewhere between these twe. It appears to have something
in common with Hegel's method in that it has a built-in factor for
determining the consequences of a command and making adjustments
to this new result.

Marx has followed Hegel i‘n arguing against formaiism. "In
practice man must prove the truth, that is, the reality and power, the
this sidedness of his thinking." 13 Marx accepts the historical limitations
of any view. This historical aspect of the object is brought out, as
well, in modern Phenomenology. Its program, which involves alloWilmg
the object to appear as it is, is in keeping with Hegel's objectivism,
However Hegel also stresses the importance of formalistic determinations
that precede and enable the object to appear‘ as it is. Hegel would argue
that to take a simple object of perception as it is and r efle.ct on which

propertics do or do not belong to it will result in a series of contradictions.
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One is forced to take the object as an historical phenomenon,

In Fichte's deductions one feels a sense of arbitrariness
because it is Fichte himself who is making distinctions, like a
mathematician. He states that once the reflective activity of the
philosopher has been comlﬁleted it can then be discarded, much like
the logician who claims to discover logical truths which are independent
of their mode of discovery.- Hegel argues that the medium to the truth
must be part of the truth. To deny this is to accept a separation
between thought and its object. Hegel's dialectic demands that every
thought determination must find its way into the object as a real process
if that thought is to be objective. Part of the object of knowledge then,
are the previous attempts of philosophers to determine the object.
Fichte as the immediate p‘redece's:so:e of Hegel (for ge’éti.ng Schelling
for the moment) exemplifies the philosophy closest to Hegel's. The
difference is that Fichte's determinations, carried out by the ego, now
find themselves developed in the object. The medium is historical rather
than subjective. To the extent tl}a.t Hegel's philosophy is historical it is
parasitic on all previous philosophies. Hegel's interpretation of the
development of historical thought is that it develeps from more abstract
thought to become increasingly concrete; that thought more and more
agrees with the cbject it determines. The form, then, of Hegel's

dialectic is the same as Fichte's but the content is different,
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Before proceeding to the more controversial topic of the
activity of the object in incorporating thought determinations, it is
necessary to introduce very briefly Fichte's dialectic. As a source

. . 14
we have used Fichte's Science of Knowledge. I have condensed over

a hundred pages of Fichte's book into a very few and the treatment is

less than satisfactory. However I have tried to lift just enough material

to enlighten us about the dialectical method which will help us in under -

standing the Phenomenology as well as formalism, A more adequate
treatment cof Fichte would have resulted in a scrapping of the original
topic.
.Fichte takes over the idea of form and content from Kant.
Form is the relation of a given content. In the judgement - gold is a
body - the content is gold and body, and the relation between them is
their form, ZFichte shows that the first principle of his logical science
must be identical in form and content, that is, they must determine
15 .. . . .. R . .
each other, Fichte desires a first principle that will give rise
to a unitary science and in essence he thinks he has found it in Kant's
transcendental ego.

Transcendental philosophy, in secking for its
concepts, has the advantage and also the duty of
proceeding according to a single principle., For
these concepts spring, pure and unmixed, out of

the understanding which is an absclute unity; and

it
must therefore be connected with each other

Z
according to one concent or idea, 1o
) &



Fichte's pure ego is identical both in form and content, This means I
the ego and its relation to itself or its positing of itself are one and the

same thing. In this system then the form will determine the content

I
1
‘'and vice versa, Whenever this is not the case we shall see that therc

is 2 movement to make it the case, The‘ contradictions that develop

in formalism force consciousness to take th‘e content into account,
According .to' Fichte the self-transcendence of the ego i.e. its self-
positing activity is inheréntly contradictory. Hegel appropriates this
fir st principle; it is what he means by the objective idea. The content
or object known must be identical Witﬁ its relation or how it is known.
Consciousness goes through a series of judgemenf:s which at first do
not possess this identity, but gradually become so a.s.one moves to
higher levels of mind and the object incorporates more and more of ils
relations within itself. .

The nature of Fichte's first principle determines the syste
to follow, His first principle it self contzined, which means it canno
be proven. 17 To do so would invclve the application of an external
element which constitutes a contradiction of the original requirement
.enlbodied in the principle itself. To be an absclute truth this principlc
must be self-grounding; the relations of the systems being determincd
by the content and vice versa, Fichte's reason for demanding this of

his first principle is that he is searching for a science that is true for

all timme. This is like a formal logic it is ahistorical and non-Hegeliar.



Fichte argues that formal logic is only possible because of his first
principle,

From this first principle two J":urth‘er principles are derived.
The second principle is determined in form, but not in content. It
corresponds to formal logic and is an abstraction from the first
principle. The third principle has a aetcrnlined content but an

: S . |
undetermined form, This third principle is an abstraction from the
second and unlike the second, which is analytic, it is a synthetic
principle. By synthetic we mean the determ.ination of form which
determines and brings together the previous positions that have issued
out of analysis.. This form determines the object brought before
consciousness in the judgement,

What Fichte is d,oing here will become clearer after we have
explored all the elements germane to the system. We will proceed with
an explanation of three concepts: 4:1@’5;31*1’1111.1@(,1, undetermined and
abstraction.

First I will discuss abstraction. It is important to note the
creative way in which Fichte uses Kant's .dis’cinc’cion between transcendental
logic and formal logic, Fichte defines formal logic as a separation of the
form from the content by means of what he calls "abstraction". '"No

. . 19 .
abstraction is possible without reflection'’, It is this as.pgct of thought
which leads Fichte to his three principles. 20 By judgerment Fichte is not

only referring to the sentence but also to the act of representing on the
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part of the ego. The ego in positing itself necessarily posits what it is
not and at the same timé is aware of this relation which constitutes a
reflection on a reflection. To discuss his :firsf.; principle Fichte
considered the formal schema A is A.

In the formal statement -~ A is A, the content is left out,
i.e. it is abstracted; the givenness of "A is' is not important. We say
this statemexi’c is true because it expressed the correct form. This
abstraction which allows for formal logic vis a negation of the content
of the first principle, i.e. the principle of identity of form and content.
This process of abstraction is carried on by the reflective thinker., He
possesses the capacity to negate the content, to leave the object out and
take the form or relation as its object. - From the first principle we
know that in every judgement thére‘ is both a form and a content,
therefore the liberation of the form to become content demands a new
form. The negation of content in the .second principle means that a new
content must arise to take its place. This follows from the first
principle which states that in every judgement there is both a form and
content. Abstraction t'ln.en constitutes a se‘para’cion of form and content
as a result of a negating action on the part of the thinking subject or ego.
This ability to abstract allows the object of consciousness to be seen as
existing outside of consciousness and independent of it, I—Ipwever, the
role of the philosopher takes him beyond this formal activity to a

. . . . 21 .
reflection on this reflection or a double negation. The philosopher
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takes this reflection as his content and the proceés of determining this
new object constitutes transcendental logic, i.e. a concentration on the
mode or relation to Consciousness of the presentation of the object. It

is important to note this activity of negating. Hegel points out that
consciousness has to overéom.e the inability to negate the object presented
to it or in consequence be unaware of its relation to the object. The
inability ’co. nlega’te means that consciousness ignores the relatvional

factor.

It is Fichte's purpose to show that both the form and content
cf "A is A" are dependent on an activity of the pure ego. If ego posits
"A is A", the negation of the content is dependent upon ego's having
also posited "A is", Pure ego exemplifies Fichte's first principle.

It has %:he ability of positing itself 1thrqugh itself. Fichte is expressing
in a2 more formal manner Descartes' '"I think, therefore I am''. Since
reflection involves abstraction of content the pure ego is never an object
to itself as a result of the absolute unity of form and content it possesses.
We never have the transcendental ego before us as an object, because to
be conscious (;f it would involve stepping outside of it and presenting it
as a content independent of its form which would inveive a contradiction
22
of the first principle. Objects of consciousness demand this
abstracting activity., Using transcendental deduction Fichte shows that
formal logic is only possible because of the nature of the pure or

transcendental ego.
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Now I will discuss the terms condi’cioﬁed and unconditioned.
The first principle is conditioned both in form and content. The second
is unconditioned in form but conditioned in content, Fichte derives his
second principle from the first by stating the formal logical statement
"not A = not A", The content "not A" is conditioned in that it is

dependent on ego's pesiting "A'"., To be conditioned or determined means

'

to be dependent on something else for what it is, ° The form is
unconditioned in that the act of nega.ting is not dependent on any element
in the first principle., If it is unconditioned then it cannot be proven,

In the first prin.ciple ego posits itself, In the second it
posits the non-~ego. The non-ego as content is determined by the ego.
Since in the first principle form and content were reciprocally determined,
then if we negate the content, it follows that the form is left undetermined.
It is this second principle which allows the ego to distinguish itself as
subject, from the object or non-ego which it represents, Thus a
distinction is introduced between subject and object. When the natural
soul acquires this power of negating it becomes "'conscious',

In the third principle the form is conditioned and the content
unconditioned. The third principle arises as an answer to the contradiction
between the {irst and second principles. In 'the first two stages we are
faced with a contradiction in that, in positing itself the ego has posited a
non-ego independent of itself which contradicts the pure unity of the ego.

The role of the third principle is to determine a new relation between
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ego and non-cgo which will resclve the contradiction. In this case the
new relation is quantity replacing quality. With a quantitative relation

the ego can interact with the non-ego and yet remain pure at the same

|
time, By splitting itsclf up into parts the ego is able to distinguish

between its true self and parts .of itself which can equally belong to the
non-ego. I_t is a refle;tion on a reflection, which negates the form of
the two previous.principles. Thus it is determined in form but the
content is left undetermin.e d. The determinate form of this third
principle corresponds to Kant's synthetic 'a priori categories. The
content is what must be deduced, i, e. it is to be discovered what
content will fit the form of the third principle, The form of the third
principle regulates the determination of all possible objects of
experience,

In this triad the object that will fit and reconcile the contra-
diction between ego and non-ego is ‘a divisible ego and non-ego. The
second principle must be reconciled with the first in order to maintain
the identity of the ego. In the third principle Fichte "iﬁtr oducc::s thc—:lidea.
of limit and at the same time the idea of quantity, In the first two
principles the relations were qualitative, Fichte deduces the category
of quantity from the category of quality. With the introduction of quantity
the linitaticn or determination is only partial., Mutual limitation of the
ego and non-cge demands that the limit be divisible and quantitative.

In a servies of reflections the philosopher uncovers a determinate category
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which solves the contradiction. The third principle justifies the synthetic
a priori and is the method established for the rest of the deductions.
Until now, we have merely described the steps Fichte has taken in his

first triadic deduction. That we are very close to Hegel's own dialectic

is clear from this statement in the Encyclopedia:

There are three aspects in every thought which
- is logically real or true: The abstract or rational
form, which says what something is; the dialectical
negation, which says something is not; the speculative
concrete comprehension: A is also that which it is
not, A is non-A. '
It becomes more clear as to what Fichfe is attempting to do.
These first three principles embody Kant's transcendental ego; his
category of quality, which subdivides into Reality, Negation and
Limitation; and finally the category of quantity, KEgo posits reality
("A is") as a thesis, then the opposite is posited, and finally these two
are reconciled in the third category of limitation. From the first
principle of the absolute identity of the ego, Fichte deduces all the
categories in a necessary series. He follows the transcendental
philosophy, taking the self-positing ego as absolutely known and deducing
a set of categories that make this principle true.
It is often said in defense of the idealist that by mind he means
universal Mind, but according to Fichte's strict deduction, the universal

Mind can have no different cognition than the finite individual mind, and it

must intuit space and time to keep its identity purc. The appeal toc an



objective mind is thus superfluous,

The ego and the environment reciprocally determine each
other and yet have distinct identities. Fichte tries to show that the
categories necesséri.l'y develop in a certain order to overcome this
contradiction., The three principles constitute thesis, antithesis, and
synthesis. The thesis guarantees a unified systern; the abstraction and
positing of an opiaosi'te supplies diversified content for the system; and
the synthesis supplies form. If Hegel adopts this dialectical schema
to his own objective purpose we should see his object (knowledge)
 develop from what it is into what it is not, at the beginning losing itself
 but gradually as it assimilates more and more of its environment becoming
less distinct from its antithesis,

A general notion that will lead us directly to the Phenomenclogy

is Fichte's deduction of lower principles from higher cnes. "A conception
is higher in proportion as the m.ediiatirl.lg conceptions, whereby it is
deduced from the highest {that of reality), are less. 1126 Quality precedes
quantity; after quantity comes the category of relation; and finally, the

lowly intuitions of space and time. In contrast, Hegel's Phenomenology

moves from the lowest to the highest. In the Phenomenology, the more

mediation carried out the higher the concept. Whereas Fichte works
from his own position backwards, Hegel starts from the beginning and
works toward Fichte's position. However in that both systems are

circular and beginning and end are both equally necessary, they are not



in this sense radically different systems,
Next we will discuss Hegel's criticism of Fichte's method
and his own solution to it. Hegel says of the Fichtean philosophy:

This is the first rational attempt that has ever
been made to deduce the categories; this progress
from one determination to another is however, only
an analysis from the standpoint of consciousness
and is not in and for itself,

Here again Hegel is attacking the subjectivism of Fichte. The object
should not be developed by but through itself, by its own initiative.
With this reflection a false point of view was at

once introduced, namely that contained in the old

conception of knowledge, of commencing with

principles in this form and proceeding from them;

so that the reality which is derived from such a

. : e s . 28

principle is brought into opposition with it,
Fichte starts with the principle of the pure act of the ego and deduces
from it the phenomenal world which is alien to it. Over against this

free acting ego ¥Fichte posits the absolutely determined phenomenal

world, In the Vocation of Man he states: "Everything that exists is

29

determined throughout; it is what it is, and nothing else." Fichte's
absolutely free ego and absolutely determined phenomena find a modern

restatement in Sartre's Being and Nothingness,

6]

Hegel avgues that the ego is not an casis in the desert. A
we have seen it is Hegel's contention that any subjective position that is
“3

abstract and formal will necessarily produce its own contradiction ox

opposite. TFor Schelling and Hegel the universe must be a friendly place
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for the human spirit. Any formalist philosophy vv-‘ill result in an irrational,
highly poetic description of man's soul, For Hegel, the objects of
consciousness must develop their own freedom. The ego of Fichte does
not find itself in the world, but finds itself hemymed in, If one begins

with fixed principles, these principles will remain external to the things
they set out to explain, much as a rational plan will ignore future

contingencies. The major change Hegel makes in Fichte's philosophy

is to take the freedom of the ego and put it over into the object. It is

the purpose of the Phe-nomenolog'y to show how this liberation of the

chject takes place in the history of knowledge. The development involves

a constant interaction between subject and object - to make the object

like the subject, i.e. free. In doing this the subject becomes truly

free. Ina som.ewilat analogous way one could say th.af no one is truly

free until all are free, because the forces that bind others may bind

oneself as well, TFichte's formalism consists in isolating the subject

from the object, so that the ego has nothing in common with its environment;
it is the ultimate irra.tio.nali'ty; it is there because it is there, it is the

thing in itself.

3. Comprehensivencss:
Comprehensiveness in analysis requires that none of the
relations of the object be overlocked. The object does not have different

perspectives. Onc of the relations of an object is its relation to a
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conscious subject and so in any analysis of the object this important

relation cannot be ignored. For Hegel objectivity arises only when the

program of the Phenomenology is almost complete., The program con-

| . . . . .
sists of a series of subjective stages. In the preliminary stages the

subject possesses the power to negate but the object does not; its freedom
is merely formal. Only after going through this series-of subjective
stages does one reach the final state of science. At the completion of
the program the subject is assured of finding spirit in the object, The
subject does not move out of itself and find an alien environment. A
" fruitful statement by Aristotle in the De Anima seems to sum up this
development from unlike and like.
As we have said, what has the power of sensation is

potentially like what the perceived object is actually; that

is, while at the beginning of the process of its being acted

upon the two interacting factors are dissimilar, at the end

the one acted upon is assimilated to the other and is

identical in quality with it, -
At the subjective level of spirit the subject does not want to participate
in the environment and chooses to ignore it, However Hegel will show

- in the Phenomenoclogy that this subjective spirit is soon forced to go cut

and make over the ohject in its own image, This assumption is based
on the logic of self consciousness which Hegel has adopted from Fichte,
This self consciousness possesses the capacity to relate itself to the

environment and maintain itcelf over against that environment,
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Scientific knowledge, ..., demands precisely
' that we surrender to the life of the object or - and

this is the same - that we confront and express its

inner necessity.

It is Hegel's belief that the most comprehensive analysis
requires a study of the history o£ the object. The historical object
poséesses two aspects. First, the natural aspect consists of that part
of the object which changes, i.e. becomes something different. Whereas
the second, the logical or substantial aspect of the object will remain
the same through time, It is not subject to change, This second aspect
is the middle term which logica.llsz unites the series, i, e. the various
phases of the natural aspect. From Kant's treatment of substance we
know that both these moments i, e, rest and change, are equally
dependent on each other. In the forrnal‘ approach to the understanding
these tvyo moments are seén as opposites which are irreconcilable. The
"comprehensive' attitude or what Hegel calls the Concept takes these two
moments as part of a third.

Any combination of rest and change involyes a teleology.

Hegel makes a distinction between rational teleclogy and his own notion

of dialcctical teleoclogy. The Phenomenology of Mind, for instance, is a

rational teleology because the end is not present to the naive consciousness

at the beginning. Hegel wants to show in the Phenomenology that behind

the movements of this natural consciousness lieg the ideal dialectic

teleology, which constitutes the real goal of consciousness. The naive
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consciousness does not view its interaction with the environment as an
actualization of itself, but only as an expedient move on its part.
Consc_iousness at this point does not see itself as having a relation to
the object which is really part of what it is.

When Hegel uses the term '"not yet for itself’ he is expressing
this lack of having one's own ends before oneself. In a rational teleology
one takes iﬁté account the process and the apparent end, but if these
terms are brought together arbitrar ily the end may be purely accidental,
that is, it could easily have been something else as a result of its
dependence on environmental factors.

Hegel demands that a philosopher be comprehensive, and
not a natural scientist. Most of our empirical studies are limited to
the l’aﬁonal; the ends are nearly always different from what they were
thought to be in the beginning. To be comprehensive then, the
philosopher can only analyze those objects which are completed, i.e.
not in the process of becoming. If an object is not complete it cannot
be studied philosophically, ' ,

Hegel has often been accused of stating that history had been
completed in his own time. It should be recognized that Hegel is forced
into this position by his criterion of surrendering to the object., One
method of studying history consists in locating an event in a set of
circumstances and proceeding to say that such and such happened

because of such and such factors. Hegel's method difiers from this



formal method in that he leaves the event a certain amount of freedom to
develop itself. This is not to say that he gives events an irrational
freedom which renders them unexplainable. In using the logic of self-
g'consciousness Hegel analyzes an object with respect to its own self
development, or how it sees itself in regard to surrounding circumstances,
This done, then and only then can the philosopher with benefit of hindsight
view the event in its formal aspects, i.e. the results which the object
itself did notforesece. Formalism only has meaning once the frecdom
(limits) of the object has been delineated. Amn object in the present does
not possess this formal future and thus Hegel must treat the object as

complete in itself.

The development in the Phenomenology incorporates both the

formal and comprechensive method, One can equate the formal with
rational teleology and comprehensive with dialectical teleology.

Comprehensively each stage of *che'Phenomenology is allowed to develop

itself out of its own position, Formally each stage is seen as
inadequate in relation to successive stages, which co’nsciousn.ess did not
foresee at all. Why, then, does the philosopher follow this method? In
dialectical analysis the object must reflect in it the means or mode of
its being known by censciousness. In this case the mode of knowing is
being self-conscious. The conscious human being is aware of a self
that is complete in the present moment, but at the same time goes

beyond this self in relating self to a non-self, Fichte's. dialectic posits
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a sclf, a non-self and a relationship between these which maintains the
integrity of both, The object in history, however, does nct have its
future, i.e. the equivalent of a non-self, or what is not before it in

a concrete sense. As an historian Hegel could step in as a formalist,

as he clearly sees what the object is not, and by relating what it is

not with what it thought itself to be can realize a {ruer understanding of
what was goirllg on. The farther one goes into the pasf the more one is
likely to find an attitude one can criticize as having little historical
sense, i.e, little awareness of its historical significance. As one
approaches the present, the philosopher becomes progressively more
passive and less critical of the object. Hege}. as a philosopher advocates
the status quo. It is hard to see how a good revolutionary would make a
good philosopher and vice~versa.. It would be interesting to examine

the history of political theory to determine whether in general those

who employ a raticnal method are usually revolutionary, while the more
empirical theorists are conservative, Ii so one would expect that Hegel's
method is more closely allicd with empiricism. I Marx in fact adopted
Hegel's dialectical methed it would seem one should make a clear
distinction between Marx the historical analyst and Marx the political
pamphleteer. There have always been two opposing factions in Marxism;
one being concerned with the belief in the freedom of individuals to
interact with reality and help mould history, the second faction being the

determinists who stress the historical circumestances. ILenin, a follower



of the first method, was in constant battle with the more slavish
determinists who argued that Russia must first pass through a

capitalist stage.

|
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CHAPTER III

Hegel's Introduction to the Phenomenology

Hegel's introduction is more clearly expressed and more

specifically related to the form of the Phenomenology than the broad

generalities of the Preface. The Preface ¢ 2ls with the proper
attitude of philosophy, whereas the Introduction treats the nature of
the object to be studied. It is the character of the object, i.e.

knowledge, which necessitates the method advocated in the Preface.

The overall dialectical movement in the Phenomenology

consists in consciousness incorporating the necessary form or movernent

of the Phenomenology into the object it is conscious of. From Fichie's

dialectic we saw that consciousness could only bring the form of an
object before it, if it negated the content. At each succeeding stage

of the Phenomenology content is negated and the accompanying form

of this original content becomes the new content of the next stage. As
the negation of content proceeds each new form more closely approximates

the form of the whole Phenomenology, i.e., the relation between all

the different stages. The Phenomenology starts out with a form that is

-

alien to its object but ends with this form being an integral part of the
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What is this negating power which brings the form of an
obje‘ct into the object as a necessary part of it, i.e. what causes form
and content of knowledge to be identical? What is the moving principle
that speeds us along on this ""highway of despair'" ? Hegel answers these
qu_esj;ions for us in the Introduction.

He begins by asking whether it is necessary to his examination

' K ' 1
of "knowledge' to establish some criterion for control. If the stages

of knowledge as treated in the Phenomenoclogy are in error or incomplete
then what is the criterion for deciding if they ére in error? If therc is a

- criterion for deciding this, does not this criterion constitute a pre-
supposition? Hegel rejects the notion that a criterion of this type is
necessary. Unlike Fichte's philosophy the movement cannot be

initiated by the reflection of the philosopher. The object or content Whicﬁ.
Hegel is presenting to us is taken as it is, to develop itself through its

own efforts. The form of the Phenomenology is shown to issue out of

the content itself i. e. "knowledge'. At the beginning only the observing
subject secs the movement as the necessary one but at the end the object
has incorporated this movement as a necessary part of itself. The end

of the Phenomenology is the unification of notion and object, and,

substance and subject.

The terminus is at that point where knowledge is
no longer compelled to go beyond itself, where it finds
its own Self, and the notion corresponds fo the object
and the object to the notion.
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Hegel says here that consciousness is "compelled to go beyond itself' -
the guestion is, why is it com.p.elled to go beyond, i.e. to negate itself?
Natural consciousness (''will prove itself to be only knowledge in
principle or not real knowledge. Since however it immediately takes
itself to be the real and genuine 'knowledge. - ”3) at each stage sees
itself as positing real knowledge. If consciousness sees itself able

to posit '"real hlpwlcdge” what causes consciousness at another point to
deny or negate this knowledge? Consciousness engages in the dual
activity of positing what is real and also correcting this assertion
subsegquently. This means that cd’zscicasmn ss has the negative within
it. In different words Hegel states the same thing as fellows: '"con-
scicusness, however, is to itself its own notion''.

To the extent that consciousness limits itself it distinguishes
itself from what lies outside it, i.e. the independent object in the
environment that exists separate from it. In like manner, in positing
an object it also goes beyond this object to the surrounding environment
of the object. If is this going beyond which is charac}‘eristic of
cpnsciousness and not characteris;‘tic of nature, and which initiates the
movernent toward Science. Consciousness, interpreted in traditional
terms of knowledge, consists of a three part system: conscicusness,
the object of consciousness and the relation between the two. For
consciousness to have an object before it, it must first distinguish

itself from that object and stand in relation to that object. This is the
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essence of consciousness as d;stinct from soul, which precedes it and
fails to make these distinctions.

The relation of the object to consciousness - the object 'for
consciousness' Hegel calls "knowledge'. The .J':ad.ependent object of

: ; ‘
consciousness Hegel calls "'truth'.  This truth possesses '"being in
itself''. It possesses this nature as a function of the naturc of
consciousné_sé, which originally posits the independent character of the
object.

At the same time consciousness is in a relation to that object.
~Conscicusness has within itself both a subjectivé and an chjective mode.
Jn endowing consciousness with the ability to posit objects independent of
itself, omne might argue that Hegel hag given the subjective mind too
much power. However, it 4is only this interpretation that makes any
sense of the corrcspondence theory of truth. For Hegel, the independent
object of consciousness is really the result of consciousness. In this way,
consciousness can determine whether its knowledge in fact approximates
the truth. To quote Hegel: - -

At the same timne this "other' is to consciousness

not merely "for it'", but also outside this relation, or

has a being in itself, i.e. there is the moment of truth.
Hegel's arguments here are very similar to the internal criteria that
empirical realists use in arguing that we can distinguish jllusion frowa

the real. Husserl argues in the same way in his book Ideas.
5 Y



Not only does consciousness have these two notions of truth
and knowledge, but it also has the capacity to compare the two to see if
they agreec.

Since both are for the same consciocusness, it is

itself their comparison; it is the same consciousness

that decides and knows whether its knowledge of the

object corresponds with this object or not.

On the basis of this capacity to compare, consciousness develops from
stage to stage always trying to bring knowledge into closer agreement
with truth. Consciocusness is insecure knowing that the object is external
to itself and its label or naming may be an empty notion deveid of truth.
Since truth is dependent on our knowledge of it, it follows that if these
two objects do not agree then a new truth or independent object must be
posited. If I lock at the room, the room exists both independently of

me and also "for me' and when I turn away from the room then'. the

object becomes only an 'object-per-~se' for me. The independent aspect
of the room has disappeared. The negation of the ""object-per-se' or

truth represcnts the negation of the content or object of knowledge. The

o

negation brings forward the form as 2 new content, a mew object for
consciousuess. What was for Fichte the negation of content through
abstraction by the philosopher, is here carried out by comsciousness itself.
The positing of reality - the object—pa:ﬂev (thesis) - and the negation or
oppositing of the object for consciousness are both part of the makeup of

consciocusness.
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When I have turned from the room to a Yic—:w cut the window
there arises a new object "for consciocusness' and also a new truth
independent of me. Hegel calls this development simply - Experience.
He sees this simple flow of objects past cur minds as the result of the
negative activity of consciousness. Whaf is experience if it is not
simply the seeing of an object over beside me which is immediately "for
me'' and ye.t ;'independAent of me"

In the begirmihg natural consciousness does not have the
ability to relate succeeding objects because it lacks memory.
Consequently, objects succeed one anéther in an external fashion. A
new object succeeds the old one but the content or truth of the old one
is completely lost. To the natural consciousness this scems to be
merely a flow of objects. Hegel however reg'wri s it as an activity of
negating or cancelling that part of the object which is the "in itself' or
the abstract lifeless substance. Through experience the naive
consciousness learns that what it originally took to be independent of
itself is really not. If one asked a subjectivist what.is independent he
could only point to the objects he has experienced and ulti 1ﬁely th‘e

objects he is prescntly experiencing. Scepticism views the loss of
the independence of the first object as an indication of its non-truth or
non-existence. It is only with the arrival of memory that consciocusness

builds up an historical sense and sees new experiences in the content

of previous experiences. Hegel can then argue that he is not bringing



any presuppositions into his work, because consciousness, as he has

described it, has all the elements needed to develop itself.
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CHAPTER IV

The Natural Soul

Now that we have armed ourselves with compass and hatchet,
it is time to plunge into the dense jungle in the hope that our newly-
found sereﬁit’y does not turn into raving Junacy. Before entering into

the Phenomenology it may be helpful to observe Hegel's transition from

the natural soul to consciousness and the general attitude of consciousness
in its early stages.

In the Encyclopedia natural soul precedes comnsciousness.

The soul is in direct contact with nature and under its influence. It is
in harmonic vibration wi‘ch'and subject to the conditions of nature. The
soul does not make subject-object distinctions; it cannot take itself as
an object for itself.

A discussion of the Hegelian and Freudian conceptions of the
unconscious will clarify this conception of soul. For Hegel, the unconscious
represents the general background of consciousness. This natural state,
like space and time, is necessary for the development of higher forms.

v I ) . g
They arc the "absolute precondition"”™ or ground; there is no individual,
no specificity, without this general background. As in a Gestalt conception,
the background or whole precedes the foreground of parts. The unconscious

55
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is a generalized instinct that does not differentiate the objects it acts
upon. For example, a new-born animal evinces an attraction for the
first object it comes into contact with. This instinct is abstract because
it does not involve a specific relation to an cbject, i.e. it treats all
objects in the same way. This is what Hegel calls an "abstract universal']
which simply implies a general drive which does not discriminate between
objects. These .general responses precede in the same way that space
and time precede the categories. |

Freud's schema resembles Hegel's in that he regards
unconscious drives as universal, i.e. occurring in all individuals and
being abstract in character. For Freud, the proper development of the
individual consists in the channeling of erotic drives from a non-specific
attraction to any object, to a spe.ci.fic drive for heterosexual relations.
Centred on the genital region rather than oral or anal. Hegel defines
insanity as the return to this more primitive attitude of an abstract

o 2 _

response when specific responses have broken down.  Freud subdivides
the development into a series of stages and establishes points at which
development may be blocked. As an example, Freud relates the abstract
activity of the creative artist to his lack of sexual maturity and his
proneness to insanity. Hegel refers us to an intuitive romantic, Novalis,
who became insane.

How‘according to Hegel does r.:onsciousm:s,'s de;»/“elop out of this

natural state? The movement in the Phenomenoleogy is from general
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representations of the objec.t to more specific representations. The next
step then is to see how the natural soulld liberates itself from the environ-
ment. We shall follow the soul fromn its most primitive state of

| .

inclixriduality to a state of individuality capable of resisting the environment.
At first the soul is individual merely in tl‘1e sense that it reacts, but it

is at the mercy of every incoming stimmulus. The natural soul gains its
freedom frc-)rri this bonﬁbard:menﬁ through the development of habit. Habit
is the repetition of this universal response irrespective of the existence

of stimuli., The organism becomes numb to immediate feeling.

This habitual response of fhe organism is the first step toward
freedom. In effect, the organism is excluding ceftain stimuli; some
stimuli no longer elicit a response. If we regard conceptualization as
a limiting or a movement from more gencral Lo more specific response,
then habit can be recognized as a primitive form of conceptualization.
Part of freedom s having a subjective response that ignores the external
stimuli, i.e. the message is not received. This blocking out of messages
by habit is a negating action. In establishing repetitive behavior the
organism stands over against the envircnment.

In the beginning environmental stimnuli dictate the respounses
of the organism, whereas at higher levels, when il is ready to pass into
consciousness the organism has developed habit or what Aristotle and
Hegel call "second nature'’. Primitive forms of life have the least

2

specific habits, that is they have internalized the rnost abstract objective
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universals and therefore their distinction from the environment is limited.
(At the same time tﬁey have the easiest time of surviving. ) An objective
universal is simply a repetitive stimulus coming in from the environment,
which determines the subjective habit that will develop.

Man, on the other hand, internalizes a wider range of stimuli
and more specific stimuli. In a simple system the response merely
duplicates the stjmuli like the contact of billiard balls, but in contrast
the human organism take§ a simple stimuli and channels it into the
nervous system where multiple responses occur. The greater freedom
that the higher organism gains as a result of this, precludes a purely
environmental approach. By developing habitual responses the organism
gradually cuts itself off from stimulivth.at don't fit the pattern set up;‘ in
a sense the organism establishes "a priori categories". From a Kantian
point of view, the more pn.'im.iti've the categories the more obj ective they
are, and hence Kant's dialectical reasoning is the least objective, in
that it constitutes a subjective use of the categories without resort to
experience. In contrast, in Hegel's dialectic conscio'u.sness makes its
more subjective nature objective ]:;y' acting on the objects outside of itself.

The actual soul with its sensations and its concrete

self -feeling turned into habit, has implicitly realized the

ideality of its qualities; in this externality it has

recollected and inwardized itself, and its infinite self-

relation. '

Inwardizing itself means becorming an object for itself. " The movement

in the natural soul is {rom immediacy to mediation. The actual soul,
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i. e, the end of the natural soul before it becomes consciousness, no
longer takes stimuli as they are but rew orks them into its own pattern.
At first the soul does not distinguish between stimulus and response
because it has no concept of self. As it builds up repetitive patterns
different stimuli are fitted into different patterns, which constitute

a primitive way of defining them. Those objects that present an
immediate StillTl'U.j.i but which incur no general response from the organism
are separated out from those that are mediated or receive a habitual
response. The actual soul has risen to the level of mediation in which
immediacy is lost. This is the state of formalism, in which nothing is
given in itself and irrational matter, or those stimuli which are not
mediated, count for nothing.

This mediating activity of the actual soul leads to self-
transcendence, or a position of a self over against the object, i.e. the
stage of consciousness. In the last stage before consciousness, the actual
soul is still @ monad which desivgnates appearances or immediate being
as mere dependent moments of its own activity which'is mediation or
habitual responsc. The m.on;ds mediating activity of organizing appearances
eventually leads to the positing of an object independent of the monad. It
distinguishes between its lower levels of immediacy and its level of
mediation. The habitual responses are distinct from singular responses.
These single responses are associated with the primitive past of the soul.

5
Hegel gives the example of dreams. In isclating these singular moments,
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the soul goes beyond them and in carrying out this mediation it becomes
aware of itself as outside these moments. The soul has become a
subjectj and a self but it has cut itself off from the immediate objects.

In isolating the object the soul gains the ability to isolate
itself. It would secem that béth these activities arrive at the same time.
The isolation of the object takes place as a result of an awareness that
the object haZs no place in the habitual behavior of the organism. An
object independent of the soul is in a .state of immediacy, i.e. it stands
outside the patterns of response developed by the soul. At this point
consciousness relates to itself as an object only in an immediate way.

In other words it does not recognize its mediating activity. The two
aspects, mediate and immediate, arc seen as external to e.e—xch other, in

the sa,m.é way that consciousness is seen as independe.nf of an ol.:uject it
experiences. In relating itself to an imimediate object consciousness is
really mediating its own self. However it does not recognize this activity.
It regards self as substance, in the same way that it regards an undeveloped

independent object in the environment as substance.

In the preliminary phase, in the Phenomenology consciousness
is in a state of tension because it does not relate its mediating activity
or formal structure to its immediate awareness of self. The relationship
that consciousness first holds toward the independent o’;;ec!,ns one of
immediacy. The criterion for independence or immediacy arises out of

the develepment of the soul.
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The starting point of conscicusncess is subjective ideality
which means that consciousness distinguishes between its activity and

the object. As long as ego is merely a barce abstract identity with no

nj'lediation or differentiation within it, then the object will necessarily
appear to consciousness as substance. The relation between subject
and object manifests itself in the imymediate relation of space in which
both are coﬁlla'leted i‘nd‘e‘pendent of each other. If ego is taken to be
abstract substance, then any allusions to the "thing-in-itself' which

lies behind the phenomena are merely reflections of the abstract identity

-1
gh

-of ego. It is Hegel's view that once this view of ego is overcome throu
the incorporation of the negating activity of consciousness then the notion

of "thing-in-itself' can be done away with.



CHAPTER V

& L)

i ' Sense-Certainty

In the next three chapters we v.vill be discussing the three
phases of "consciousness'': "Sense-~certainty', "Perception' and
"Und.erstanc’:tinlg”.' We ﬁave already shown that the attitude of conscious-
ness demands that the form of knowledge be separated from the content
of knowledge. Consciousness sces the truth as independent of the mode
in which it is known. This general attitude pervades all three phases.

We shall look on "Sense-cervtainty' as a thesis which takes
the object to be in an immediate relation to consciousness. '""Pcrception”
is the antithesis. It introduces the dichotomy of immediacy and mediacy.
Consciousness fails in its effort to maintain.a separation belween the two,
In "Understanding' consciousness does away with immediacy altogether.
Consciousness starts with an immediate object and ends up with a wholly
mediated 'object. The three phases constitute a movement from pure
intuitionism to a pure formalism which in many ways resembles Leibniz'
Monadology.

If we regard this total process from the point of view of the

developing consciousness, it consists in a move from an absolute object

[¢]

to an absclute relativism in which the object becomes nothing but a series
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of relations with other objects. In Hegel's terms, the end of the "Under-
standing'' constitutes a return to "natural soul'; however, now the
immediate object, if taken without regard to thought determinations, is
an irrational nothing. In the terms of the "natural soul', the imumediate
object has passed over into the mediating categories of the habitual self.
The independent object is seen as completely determined by subjective
mind. Consci,ous'ness starts out with the object immediately given and
ends up with the complete opposite, i.e. with an object that is whol
mediated. The development, through the three phases illustrates the
‘negation of the independent object and the illumination of the form of
knowledge as a new content, which constitutes the truth. Truth is nc
longer seen as residing in an inmunediate object but rather in the content
of consciousness.

Hegel's purpose in describing this development is tc show
that the conception of immediacy is inadequate. At the level of 'matural
soul' immediacy and the independence of the object are taken as
synonymous. The independent object and the self are'ﬁregarded as
immediate and separafted from the mediating activities of the habitual soul.
Hegel, in interprefing this for us (on the basis of Kant's categories of
quality) equates unity with the immediate object of intuition, and plurality
with the mediating activity of consciousness. Given this interpretation it is
apparcut that the problem facing conscicusness at this poiat is incapable

of solution on these terms. Itis the aim of conscicusness tc maintain the
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pure unity of the independent object, i.e. to keep .it free of plurality. To
do so demands that consciousness refrain from thinking about the object.
However, at this point consciousness is not aware of its mediating activity
and proceeds in happy ignorance. Not until the immediate object is
negated does consciousness become aware of its own activity.

We will now proceed to a discussion of the activity. of
consciousness in its "Sense~certainty'' phase. In this phase the object
exists in a context characterized by‘aspects which resemble Kant's pure
forms of space and time. Space and tirmne in no way determine an object.
Space is the language which expresscs the external relation of objects,

i. e. they are independent and not given to each other. (This may explain
why Hume had such a hard time f;?inding necessary connecticns and casual
relatiozlms between objects. ) Just such an environment is necessary to the
maintenance of the unity of the immediate object. This conception of the
"out~thereness' of objects represents the primitive stage of conscicusness.
The conscicus act which invelves pointing to an object outside consciousness,
constitutes naive self-ftranscendence. This first awareness by consciousness
of objecis existing in space and time constitutes an apprchension.
Apprehension in Hegel's terms is an immediate or intuitive awareness.

Hegel will argue that an object apprehended in space lacks
existence., The meaning of existence in this context is.sorr}ewha.t the
sa"]:ne as Plato's definifion of existence that involves the power to affect

another. It is hard to make scuse of this "bare apprchension'' or '"blind
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intuition'' which Hegel has taken from Kant. It is an apprehension which
really presents no object at all. Both Kant and Hegel wish to coanstruct,

out of this seemingly ephemeral apprehension a concrete object of

t

|
experience. They try to show that an object can only be given determination

after the mind has acguired the abilify to hold together a series of
determinations; what Kant calls a '""synthesis of apprehensions''. 1 The
objects of blind intuitien azre "surface objects', which means that the

outline or distinctness of the object is only apparent when the object is

in contact with another object. This is the most relativistic conception

el ‘/_ —
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The abstract object is perceived only if it is in contact with other objects.
Before each specific object can be determined consciousness must run
through a series of surface objects and hold them together. As in Gestalt

psychology the whole precedes the parts.

a. Collection of Surface CObjects b. Object-image
In this activity Hegel's dialectical developient parallels Kant's
procedure. In cach case the mind passes from onc isclated intuition to

the next. It is not until mind complements this negating activity, i. e.
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negating o-ne object before it procedes to the next, with a retention of past
objeéts, that the mind is able to grasp a specific ""object image''. Through
double negation or synthesis the mind holds past objects with objects in
the present.

Consciousness in its ''sense-certainty' phase vacillates between
the positions of naive realism and naive idealism. There are two aspects
to thé objec‘;, one being its independence from consciousness, the other
its being "for consciousness'. The realist stresses the first aspect and
claims that we can only have 1q1o~\v1ridge of an élready existing object. The
-idealist claims that the object only exists beca,u.sé he has knowledge c.uf it.
Hegel is maintaining of course that both these positions are untenable.
‘However, consciousness, not yet having acquired this degree of insight,
concerns itself with the incompatability of the two views.

We will first look at the realist position. In this first moment
the object is seen as primary and esseﬁtia.l, while our knowledge of it is
secondary. 2 This is the same situation that exists in the Introduction
where consciousness tock the ""object per se' to be the truth. The naive
réalist's position is highly subjective and formal as a result of his
ignorance of the fact, that his apprehension of the object as presented
is, in fact, a reflectiom of his own abstract ego. This is a world view that
regards the ego as cut off from the external world., The ego is just one
N

more object among many. Objects in the world are just there, waiting

for us to experience them.



Naive consciousncss experiences objects in a series, each
new object replacing the last. One object after another passes before
consciousness. At the moment of apprehension each object is scen as
possessing essential reality. Because consciousness at this point lacks
memory, when it passes on to the next object the first is totally displaced.
In effect, it passes intc non-being until such time as it may again be
present for c'ons.ciou.sness. This last is the dialectician's interpretation.
He sees this activity of consciousness as a series of negations of ""objects
per se' which renders them solely "for consciousness''. That is, these
objects only exist when consciousness is aware of them, This may
give rise to a skeptical view.

The object, Hegel says, has a two fold existence.; it exists
both in the "here' and the "nmow!, in a spatial and a temporal dimension.
Since the object is immediate, the "Now' really only expresses an
abstract moment, a separation from every previous and every succeeding
moment. Consciousness does not acknowledge true temporality because
it refuses to recognize annihilation and creation in the description of the
object., Omn the other hand it takes the temporal aspect to be extraneous
to the object and attempts to cling to this specious "Now'', In the phrase
"now is night time', the "now' is a vacuous subject and the predicate
falls completely outside it. Subject and object find themselves situated
within a system of spatial-temporal externality. Spacc and time are

biect

.

the form of any immediate o
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T he flow of objects past consciousness causes the content of
knowledge, i.e. the 'object per se', to be continually negated (passes
into nonexistence). From our superior position we already know that
the immediate object is the result of mediation-by the actual soul,
but naive consciousness is restricted to sceing the object as being
directly presented to it. The end of the dialectical process is to bring
conscibusnéss to a point where it 1~ecog11.izes this process of mediation,
which produced the immediate cbject as a consequence of its own make-
up. The subject has the power to determine and differentiate substance
and substance has the need to be écted upon in this way. Consciousness
necessarily goes beyond the immediate object in its determination of
that object. However consciousness in its "Scunse-certainty' phase
chooses to deny this condition. -CO'J?lS ciousness concerns itseli"wi‘uh

reserving the innocence of the relationship, but in vain. This is a rape
of the object which is not only legal but compulsory. From Hegel's
standpoint the rape has already taken place, but consciocusness has not
faced up to it. Consciousness in its Sense-certainty .ﬂphase is the most
gallant of suitors, never over reaching the bounds of prepriety in
courtship. Consciousness just wants to hold on to the object presented
to it, but it is comstantly broken up by the flow of experience. Consciousness
will scon find that change is part of the object. Conscicusness will plead

ignorance of the pregnancy, but in vain.



The expression by consciousness of a'particular "this"
(possible only because consciousness ignores its own mediating nature)
is an abstract positing and consequently it automatically passes into its
opposite, i.e. the "Universal Now''. Because content or substance is
lost as soon as the object is no longer "for consciousness'', the only
element of the positing carried over to the next is the "instant now'.

The "instant 1’10w”, in that it is common to each positing, becomes the
"Universal Now''. According to nai'\}e consciousness the temporal flow

falls completely outside the object. It does not penetrate the object as

such. However, having lost the immediate objecl as content, consciocusness
is forced to turn its attention to this temporal movement or "universal
now'’.

As an object the "universal now' is higb.]_y.abstraci':-. Its only
attribute is its particularity. The "instant now'' is a particular "now"
and in this respect it is like every other "instant now'. By abstract
identity Hegel means a unity as opposed to a totality in the Kantian sense.
A unity possesses the characteristics of a surface object. In other words
it can only be determined in the context of other objects. Kgo and object
as they are available tio comsciousness for comparison are then impossible
to determine. In that each is characterized soclely on the basis of the
"instant now'', they are like two exactly identical _poin{:;. A point which
has exactly the same dimensions as another cannot linsit it or facilitate

its determination. This, in fact, constitutes a complete denial of



immediacy. Through the course of experience coﬁsciousness continually
loses the object and replaces it with the "universal now'. This is sheer
negation, oblivious to any content. The object has lost its immediacy
and becomes its exact cpposite. It is totally relative. Naive realism
has failed in its attempt to maintain the immediate aspect of its object.
The naive realist's conception of immediacy existing in the object has
shown itself to be untenable.

The naive idealist's atter-npts to establish immediacy in the
"I'" are equally futile. 3 The idealist, in this second moment posits that
the essential aspect of truth resides 3’.117 the "'self' or "I". He then proceeds
to centre his attention on the immédiate "I' in place of the object out
there. The action of the "I" is sipailar to that of a cookie-cutter. The
object e:.xists in an apparent state of immediacy because "I" see it. The
abstract ego is now the cause of immediacy. The object now possesses
being only when it is attached to consciousness. This attempt to situate
immediacy fails for the same reasons as the previous one. The "I'" has
the same abstract quality as the realist's object. Like the object, the VIV
becornes broken up into a series of "I's", each indifferent to the other.
Both the object and the "I' being confronted with change have completely
collapsed. As in our diagram, (1.) it is as if the surrounding objects
were taken away, resulling in our immediate object disappearing. The
fact that the "universal now' and the "universal I'' have lost their content

cormpletely, illustrates the abstract level at which consciousness is
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working; both the object and the ""I' have become abstract universals.
Hegél's point is that to take either the object or subject in isolation from
the other will always result in an abstract formalism.

Consciousness still has one alternaf-:ive left, that being, of
course, to situate immediacy in the relationship between subject and

. 4 . ) :

object. If both subject and object are in flux perhaps the relationship
between them'is stable and adequate to aécount for the imnmediacy of
both. Plato in the Theaetetus comes up with a similar suggestion is
defending a theory of perception against thé Heraclitean flux. > The ounly
~real activity now is the act of sensing. This act is an immediate one and
the "I'" and object are two poles of this act, which only come into
immediate being when there is a se:nsing activity. Consciousness now
posits the relation between subject and object as the immediate. For
example, the whole proposition "I-sec-a~-tree' constitutes the immediate.
For the realist 'tree' was the concrete real, for the idealist it was the
'T'" and in this third moment both 'I' and 'tree' and the relationship between
them, i. e. seeing, are taken as one, to form a single concrete reality.
If one breaks up this relationship, the '"I'" and the "now" revert to their
abstract state. This formulation does not allow for another object coming
on the scene. In other words it does not recognize the universality of the
object it is relating to. Consciousness can only posit this relation between
subject and object after the content has been eliminated, If aﬁ object is

immediate there is no need o be concerned with its relation.
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This third moment or synthesis takes up where the previous
moment left off. The result of the previous moment was that an object
both "is'" and "is not'. The object that is taken up into this relationship
| | |
l%las been posited and negated. Ego, in its attempt to posit an immediate
object,. has nécessarily in its determination gone beyond, to what the
object is not. The "now' as an instant is an abstraction that eludes
determina.ti-on'. It has ﬁo duration and no content; it is like the geometric
point.

The now that is, is other than the one indicated,

and we see that the now is just this - to be no longer

the very time when it is.

This is the ancient paradox of the "now'' that comes into being only by
passing out of being. This paradoxical "now' is a reflection of the
mediating aspect of ego, which in any determination always goes beyond
the object of determination. Think of a blind person running his hand
over an object. When his hand comes to the edge and goes off, i.e. when
the object vanishes, at that very moment it is determined.  In the same
way the object of this third moment has this dual aspect of irxv.olving what
it is as well as what it is not.

If consciouwsness is to maintain immmediacy, however; it must
deny this relativity. In so doing it is carrying out a doublc negation. It
began with being which passed into non-being and now reinstates being
by denying non-being. This contradiction is to be expecied of naive

consciousness in its Sense~certainty stage. Hegel states:
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The naive consciousness too, for that reason,

is of itself always coming to the result which is the

real truth in this case, and is always having experience

of it: but is always forgetting it again and beginning

the process all over.
Consciocusness is always forgetting that the object involves both being
and non-being. In this case the double negation is a return to the
original positing, i. e. being, but the original object has changed. From
their original status the object and the "I' in turn passed into what they
were not. The denial of this non-being, in the third moment, establishes
that the "now' maintains itself by negating the other "nows'. Before,
each "now' was external to every other "now', but here, the "nmow' has
taken on a negative relation to the other "mows'. Through this double
negation the "now' becomes impregnated with the negative or the power
to maintain itself in opposition to other objects. A blind man, passing

his hand over a series of objects, moving over one object and on to

another, might deny that there is more than one object.

Figure 3.

A tactile determination relies on an immediacy, that is to say, a purely
tactile person would never make the above mistake. In fact a blind man
would never make the mistake outlined above, and this is Hegel's point.
In making this double negation consciousness has gone beyond the tactile
level to the level of the perceptual object, i.e. the visual. The contra -

diction in denying a new object is beyond the blind man's capacity. This
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demands a new form of sensing, namely the visual sense. In a state of
immediacy consciousness cannot withstand this contradiction, but if

a new form of determining arises which iz;ﬁ}oives both immediacy and
J, o
n‘;ediation, then this contradiction can bev overcome. Thus Hegel would
want to argue that the visual dew}elops out of the contradictions which
arise in the tactile phase. This double negation has resulted in a new
form which de’mai:xds a new object, namely the '""object image'.

The new "mow'; that has arisen is not an "instant now' but a
"duration'. As a duration it contains parts within it and reflects the fact
‘that it has been mediated. 8 As a result, the "now' is no longer a point
but a line with a series of abstractl points within it.> In negating the
plurality of instant "now'' it has taken them up as a part of its duration.
It has passed frqm the category of quantity to the category of quality. This
new "now' is unaffected by the quantitative instants. "Now" can be a
second or an "Eternity". Hegel's e.i:alnple of a "Now'" is a day that has
many hours within it. An object can only maintain a certainh degree of
stability by negating the changing environment around’it. Thi§ negating
involves taking that environment up as part of the object.

The activity that Hegel is carrying out here, is Kant's
"synthesis" of apprehension in intuition. In order that "unity of intuition
may arise out of this manifold it must be run through and held .together. "9

In other words the unity of an object must be united with a plurality or

what it is not to form a totality. Hegel's "universal now'! is a tetality.
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In pointing out any object I am at the same time pointing out
what it is not, or in other words, including within the object the process
of determining it. An object is above because it is not below; an object
is both this and not this. Consciou.sness tried t-o keep mediation or the
"not this' separated from the object but it failed. The mediating process
could not be kept separate from the immediate object. Every previous
actiVity or determinalion is manifested iﬁ the result. Consciousness in
its attempt to exclude the negative process finds itself confronting a
new object which maintains itseli by the ve.ry process consciousness
wanted to be rid of.

The object of immediacy is not the same object at the end
of the process as it was at the beginning. Every determination which
at first appears to leave thc-; obj e‘c_:"t completely alone, in actual fact changes
it a great deal. The very result we have seen comes out of the need of
sense-certainty to have an immediate object. To get to an immediate
object consciousness is forced to accept mediation as being part of the
object. -

We saw consciousness start out by taking the truth as an
immediate object which resembled Aristotle's conception of matter.

This is the most absiract conception of matter, which has no differentiaticn
in it. In the beginning subject and substance are total opposites, but at
the end we have seen the object take on a plurality of pa,rts.- ‘The obj.ect

has gone a little way towards becoming subject by internalizing this



plurality of moments. In the section on ''perception' the "universal
now' becomes the "thing" and the "instant nows'' become the qualities

of the "thing'.
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CHAPTER VI

PERCEPTION

The difference between "Perception' and Sense-certainty"
consists in the fact that consciousness is now aware of an interference
between itéeif and the object. Consciousness now realizes that its
experience of the independent object cannot be direct; it is clouded by

its own rclation to the object, The desire of consciousness is to

way get at the object "bare and naked'. : However, the attempt to

hang on to immediacy in this fashion is inherently contradictory., The
propo sal to cancel Jn@diat;orl involves a denial that this new activity will
have any new effect on the object. The real result, unbeknowst to
consciousncss, will be a new object that is even more determined by

its relation to consciousness and to other objects., Consciousness has
yet to learn not to trust itself v\fi't?'u a naked object, Consciousness no
longer has a single relation to the object but a dual one, involving both
a direct and an indirect aspect. To maintain an independent object or
an obhject with a certain amount of substantiality, consciousness will try
to keep these two aspects of its rclation separate. In the end, however,
substance loses out to the qualities that surround it., The result may be

7



likened to phenomenalism.
In this section on "Perception', the object before consciousness
has (also) become more complicated in that it now has three aspects: its
unity or substantiality, its plurality of qualitie s., and the relation between
these. In an account of this dual relation consciousness has to the object
which occurs in every judgement, there are two aspects to consider.
First, if I iso’sit what a thing is, at the séme time I am positing what it is
not. Second, If I take the object as a unity I am forced to take into
account the many properties that it has. Moré technically one can say
that whenever something is posited, its opposite also occurs. The object
is both "this'" and '"not this''. These two moments occur in every
judgement in this section. Hegel says of perception: "for it is only
perception that has negation, distinction, multiplicity, in its very nature. 12
The unstable unification of sense qualities and thought
determinations causcs these contradictions to arise. The stable "object
image' is at the mercy of chenging sense gualities, while at the same time
the sense qualitics owe thelr distinction to the unity of the object. This
tension in which substantiality wishes to free itself from change, resulis
in the expulsion of immediacy from the object. At the end of this section
on "Perception" we arrive at pure thought, i.e. the "Understanding''.
Meanwlhile the outlook of "Perception' which sees the object botlh as a

substance and as a plurality of qualities must run ifs course.
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The two moments of the previous object of "Sense-~certainty'
(the "instant now'' and the "universal now'), have taken on the aspects of
"Perception'; they both now involve a mediation or relation to what they
are not. The qualities of the thing have both the attribute of being
dependent on the 'thing', in which case they are called a property; and
also the attribute of being indifferent to the thing, in which case they are
a mere qualit';r of the "thing'. In like manner the thing is both indifferent
to its properties and also'dependent .on them for its unity. Put simply,
the unity of the thing is dependent on the excluding power of its properties,
(a black ball cannot be white, etc.), and at the same time, a quality can
exclude its opposite (black-white) only because it belongs to the unity of
the thing.

One can never pin down the '"object image' to an exact
description. If we take one characteristic of it to predominate then ohe
is im.rnediate'ly contradicted. Some qualities can change and leave the
unity of the object unchanged, whereas others cause the object to change.
A chair is still a chair whether it be red or blue etc. ‘but if we take away
four legs what is left? The history of philosophy is full of accounts
dealing with the exact status of the object image. The separation of
gualities into primary and secondary illustrates the ambivalence between
mediation and immediacy that Hegel describes in "Perception'. '"Perception'
or the attitude of common-sense probably has its best historical example

in the work of Locke. This view of perception precipitates the problem of
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nominal versus real essences.

In the first few pages of this section, Hégel describes the
three moments of the object-image. The first moment involves the
éimple‘isolation of the object without regard to its relation to other
objects. 4 The object is just a umnity or medium in which properties such
as white, pungent, cubical etc. interpenctrate. 5 Each property is alsc
taken in isolation from its relation to other properties. In describing
the odour one does not have to take into account the colour. This
moment takes both the thing and its properties as simple im:mediacies.

If we take unity to mean that no mediation has occurred, and a plurality
to represent a mediation that has taken place, then we can see that this
immediate object contains a contradiction. It is equally a unity and a
plurality.

The second moment of the object is the opposite of the first.

"It introduces mediation into the parts of the object. If is found that
qualities are not totally indifferent to each other but in cerfain instances
exclude each other. A black object cannot be white. This is the mediated
aspect of a property. The exclusion of opposite properties is a conéequence
of the unity of the th.ing, Thus consciousness finds that the thing is not
merely a passive medium but an "excluding repelling unity'. 6 In like
meanner the thing is a unity because certain preperties exclude cther
properties. It follows that for an object to be distinct fhere must be

properties outside the object that are excluded, Thus, consciousness
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finds in the second moment the complete opposite of what it found in the
first. The thing is determined by its properties and the properties are
determined by other properties. The determination of the nature of the
object involves the discovery of its relations,

The third moment consists of the relation between the first
and second moments. Consciousness comes to see both isolation and
relations to b,e ifnporta.nt aspects of the "object image'., The activity
of the second moment is inherent in the first moment and vice-versa.,
The object has the double nature of being independent of other objects
at the sarne time it is dependent on them for its unigueness.

When naive consciousness recognizes these contradictions
in the object, (consciousness in '"Perception' will always find opposing
moments), it will exhzh.u;t all pc;ssibili’s;i.es in its attempt to keép these
contradictory aspects separate, The first attempt may cdnsis’c in
attributing one aspect to the object and its opposite to the distorting
activity of conscicusness. ? For instance, if unity is a characteristic
of the object, then plurality is a distortion made by Consciousness. Here
we have a raore sophisticated mode of representing realism and idealism.
Consciousness, seeing ilts activity as a distortion of the object, proceeds
to determine what the distortion is and do away with it. By determining
the reflecting nature of water onc ca.ﬁ determine the oxiginal direction of

light, but in dialectics a similar procedure will not elicit an analogous

resuli. In its attempt to negate distorticn consciousncss is really
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incorporating that distorticn into the object.

While ""Sense~certainty' involved the category of quantity,
”Perception” involves the relation between quantity and quality, and
e{ventually the expulsion of quantity from the scene. Just as in Fichte's
dlialectics the introduction of quantity allox;ved for reciprocal limitation
of ego and non-ego, here consciousness separates substance from the
accidents or- d'istOrtion;s. The truth is maintained in the object (that can
be apprehended), but the c.ontradic_tion is a result of the reflective
activity of consciousness. The opposition in the object is seen to be
‘caused by consciousness. The rela’tion‘ between subject and object is
no longer solely direct but involves an indirect aspect which consists in
the barrier between them. Consciousness runs into a problem because
it is unsure which aspaects belong to the object 'and which are the result
of distortion. It tries out the two possibilities for size.

In the first instance, the unity or substance is taken to be the
true aspect of the object and the plurality of aspects are only ''for
consciousness'. When Hegel labels the subject a universal medium he
means that is like a sieve that filters the unity of the object into a
"manyness'. However as before, the unity of the object is dependent on
its excluding properties and the properties cannot be scparated from the
object or it can no longer maintain its unity. Consciousness, having

discovered that it cannot take "manyness' away from the real object trics

the other alternative.
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This time consciousness regards itself as responsible for
unity in the object and posits the properties as the real object independent.
of consciousness. These properties are really unconnected and exist
apart; they only appear as a unity in relation to consciousness. Hegel

. o ' 8 .
calls these properties "free matter' , somewhat similar perhaps to
the modern term '"'sense-~data'’. The unity ascribed to consciousness,
Hegel terln§ "circumscribing surface'. ? Here as in the previqus moment
the result or Totality is scen as made up partly by consciousness and
partly by the object. This new attempt at separation is no more satis-
factory than the previous one, for properties independent of conscicusness
cannot exclude other properties without the unity of the thing.

Consciousness as a result is forced to conclude that these
two n'lon'u.ents of "apprehension' and ''reflection' are bdth aspects of the
object itself. Through the attempt to separate these contradictory aspects,

A
[e]

it has become clear to consciousness that both are in fact essential aspec
of the "object image'. The result is a new object which contains both

of these opposing moments. The object is "for itself' in that as a mere
unity it is independent of external properties, and it is "for another! in
that this unity is dependent on its properties excluding other properties. J
The object taken in isolation is one object, and taken in relation to other
objects is a second object. Consciousness now seces the object in two

PR o) A
\h‘}*‘il\«\ v
parts, one non-relational, the other relational. It has vet to resolve this

2

contradiction.
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The third moment for consciousness is to determine the
relation between these two aspects of the subject. How can the independ-
ence of the object and its relation fo other objects be part of the same

‘!
real object? Hegel describes the sitvation as follows:
The object is rc:aL].ly in one and the same respect

the opposite of itself - for itself "so far as' it is fol'cl

a_mother and‘Afor another ""so far as' it is for itself.

By '"for itself" I—Iege]. mieans a thing, a self-existent 'one' which does not
stand in relation to others. But this position is done away with because
the object taken into its immediacy has '"its essential reality in another™.
That which makes the object unique is the very thing that destroys its
independence. The object is distinct in that it has a distinct property,
but at the same time the distinct property (that which makes the object
what it is) is in turn dependent on the unity of the object for the expression
of its distinctness. What is developed here is simply a reciprocal
relation in which one object is 11eces‘sary to the determination of another
object and vice-versa. Once one has realized that ""self-existence' and
Hexistence for another' are two essential aspects of a single unity, one
has attained the level or attitude .of "Understanding'.

As the tactile in "sense-certainty" could not accept the
contradiction of an object made up of parts, so "Perception' cannot make
sense of an object that seemingly goes beyond the "object image' for

what it really is. The notion of reciprocal determination can only be

understood at the level of pure thought. Reciprocal detcrmination is at
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odds with any conception of immediacy. An cbject does not exist except
in relation tc something else and cannot be in relation to something else
unless it exists. In keeping with its formal plan consciousness will

at

next try to overcome this mysterious state by eliminating existence as
a factor. In other words a thing exists only after its relations are
developed. This constitutes the substance of the section on "Under -
standing''. |

"Perception' started out with an attempt to maintain a
separation between immediacy and mediation as a purely external
relationship. However, they have now manifested themselves as
internally related '\'TJith each equally dependent on the other. Consequently,
consciousness no longer views its own activities as distorting the object,
but on the contrary sees its activities as a positive contribution.
This conception of the role of consciousness is similar to the attitude
of Kant's philosophy. Thought determinations taken together with raw
material produce the concrete objects we experience. Kant regards his
own view as providing the solution .to any problems such as the one that
Liocke had. Thus, the next section is a critique of the Kantian philoscphy.
Once again we have secen consciousness go beyond the object it started

out to determine and comscquently, it has to develop a new form or

attitude toward its object.



CHAPTER VII

! ’ Force and Understanding

This section on force is one of the more difficult, perhaps
because the object treated here is less familiar to us than an object-
image. At the same time this section is more Hegelian in its stress
on "becoming'.

In this section, as in every preceding one, the starting
point or the object designated as 'for consciousness'' is the final
"form'' of knowledge of the immediately preceding phase. At the end
of "Perception' we saw that the unity of the object was dependent on
its relaticn to other objecté and vice versa. It is this 1‘ecipro§a1
determination that "Force' as an object coﬁveys. For every action
there is an equal and dpposite reaction. We cannot have actual force
without potential force and no potential force without actual force. The
mode or attitude of comsciousness in this section is one of complete
mediation, rid of any gensuous immediacy. This is the result handed
down from ”Percep’uio_ir;” to "Understanding'. This is the dialectic

movement in which the form of "Perception' is now the content of

"Understanding''.

[¢e]
o
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The section on "Consciocusness' began by taking the truth to
reside in the immediate object, but at the end of the section on "Under -~
standing'' truth resides in the determinations made by the subjects.

In the last chapter we saw the trend toward an object that involves its
relations to other objecté, and more specifically‘ its relation to so
consciousness. Substance in its atomic state is shown to involve more
and more the ‘lcemi'lsoll‘al‘ movement of phenomena - it is becoming mozre
subject~like. "Thought" is replacing "Being', Consciousness at the
beginning of this third phase does not yet see the activity of the object,
i. e. the change that takes place within the object, as its own activity.
It simply takes this new object '"Force' as an independent object which
consciousness merely observes.

In "Perception' consciousness took unity and plurality to be
separate and tried to relate them in va:i{iiouérways. Here in this section,
consciousness looks on unity and plurality as an internal relationship
within one object. '"...in other words absolute opposites are immediately
posited as one and the same reality. nl As an attitude of thought this
means that an object's properties are determined by its relation to other
objects. A functional equaticn, i.e. y=f{{x), is an example of this. If
one knows the valuc of "Y' one also knows the value of "X' and vice-
versa. The internalization of the form or relation can best be illustrated

by a diagram.



1. External Relation

unity . plurality

2. Intermal Relatio'n
unityf—O object

Gy plurality

This internalization of the form into a new object is one of the
basics of dialectic. Somehow through a synthesiésing activity the human
mind runs thrbugh a series of externally related objects and binds them
together as one unified object. I—Ie.gel‘s processes, negation and
internalization, are similar to Kant's synthesizing activity of mind. Hegel
believes that the abstract mind isolates what shouldn't be isclated and it
is only in the concrete mind that ambitions resulting from this isolation
are seen to be false.

When the form or relations of the object are external to it, |
they in no way determine the object. When ‘Fhe "form!" has been
internalized the relations are part of what the object is. The object is
beth form and content. What it is, is what it is related to, .and vice-
versa. In other words "form' and ''content' are identical.

This mutual identity of form and content must be graspcd in
order to follow the development in the "Understanding'’. This formula
affects the relation consciousness has with the object. Consciousness
takes its relation to the cbject to be the same as the object itself.

We must therefore raake trial whether we n:d,.ay not

have more success in the task of metaphysics, if we >
suppose that objects must conform to cur kunowledge.
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Distinctions in the object ~ distinctions between form and

content - will be made for the purpose of analysis; distinctions, in

fact, of elements that are not distinct, and not separable. Dwelling
on distinctions in the object which are wholly -the result of thought
determinations, consciousness will produce for itself an object that

is pﬁre thought. Thougl1 consciousness makes light of its own activity
it is, in fact,’ remaking the object. It is.Hegel’s purpose here to show
a transition from Kant to the bare subjective formalism of Fichte.
This identity of form and c.ontent ig expreésed in the self-posiling ego:
Egois ego, I am I, a bare tautology, the cssence of formal thought
where content is unimportant because form is content.

Form and content are identical, but because conscicusness
assumes a distinction between them it will be making determinations
and judgements of the object which are already cancelled by the object.
The distinctions set up are only '"for consciousness''. Consciousness
becomes aware of its abstract activity of separating the form of an
object from its content. It makes a clear distinction betwecen its own
thought determinations and the being or existence of the objecf. The
nominalist takes these determinations to be solely an activity of the mind
in the same way that consciousness has done here. Aun idealist on the
other hand sees, that since form and content are the same, any negation
or loss of content will result in a form that is no diff'e'r'ent .f:c“.or.a the

content. This is the case because the negation has already been carried
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out by the object.

We will now see in more detail how this process evolves.
The new object for con“fsciousness in "Understanding'' is "Force'', which
expresses an identity of form and content. The activity of perceiving
and the object perceivied are no longer separate as they were in
"Perception'', but are now two aspects of the same object. Having
its own forl;n or determination within itself means the object can
develop itself independently of conséiousness or other objects. Any
contradictions kin the object are res:olﬁred by the object itself and not
by consciousness as was the case in "Perception'. The previous
activities of consciousness now find themselves in the object itself,
This is what is meant by Hegel when he refers to the "process of
perceiving', which "assumes obgec:twg form".  What was f01-merly
an activity of consciousness is now an activity of the 6bject. Having
incorporated its form oxr rclation to others, the object is able to
determine itself.

"I'orce'' is made up of two moments:

(a) a passive state which corresponds to self-
existence and

(b} an active state which corresponds to being-
for~another.

Thesc states arve two aspects of the same thing. That which incites
another to action is also acted upon by the cther which incites it to

incite. When I puch an cbject I am getting a response from the object
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which is its resistance tc muy push. This resistance gives rise to my
use of force. In this section Hegel has in mind certain aspects of
physics. In terrns of content the two aspects of "Force! are always
{distinét, in that they are always opposite to each other. In form,
ihowever, the two are not distinct, in that each exists only through its
relation to its opposite. In keeping the two aspects of content distinct,
consciousness is also 'makihg a distinction within form and thus presents
an abstract account of "Force', When Hegel says that the two moments
of "Force' have no independent su?bsta.ncg, he means that they arec
nothing outside of their relations to one another. When consciousness
realizes that its distinction in content is superfluous, it will have
effectually eliminated substance.

The {irst moment of "Force', Hegel likens to substance.
"Force' is withdrawn into itself helding its opposing aspects together
within itself. This is potential "Force'', a rock on top of the hill
ready to roll. The second moment is the negation of the first. This is
the form of "Force'' or its active state in which it gives expression to
itself. An example which Baillie gives is the mass point, 4 which
represents the first nn.ollnent, and the lines of force drawn from it,
which are its expression. If we can conceive of the second moment
leading to the first as a trail of blood leads to the body, then we can call
this sccond moment the mediation of the first. The first moment of

"Force' corresponds to that immediate object we saw arise out of the
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"natural soul', and the second moment corresponds to the mediating
activity of consciousness which was at first taken to be external to the
immediate object. Consciousness no longer treats the object as immediate
but seecs it as a mediating object. This means that the object through
its own expression points towards its own existence (immediacy). The
mediating activity of the dbject is a directional activity that points away
from itself to its immediate existence or substance., More simply, this
means that, congciousness only becomes aware of the existence of an
object through its manifestations., These manifestations we call
appearances. Appearances are the middle term that connects
consciousness to the independe.n‘cvobject. The object is no longer
directly presented to consciousness, but rather is indirectly accessible
to consciousness through appearances ox signs., This result is in direct
opposition to the original assumption of consciousness. Now the
immediate object is hidden, only the mediating activity is present for
consciousness,

Since a distinction is maintained between the independent
object and appearances, consciousness is forced fo regard it as
existing in some supcrsensible world of the beyond. The only way this
object of the beyond can be reached is th.rough the determination of the
organization of appearances. To put it into Kantian terms - the mode
of appearances as determined by consciousness, i.e. }.n.ow.ah object is

presented. Transcendental logic is as close as we can come to the
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object beyond or the "thing-in-itself’’,
In "Perception'' the "object-image' was a collection of
properties, but here we have a collection of appearances that point

fto an object beyond. The appearance taken in isolation is the same

és the old "object-image". The incorporation into the object of i:ts
relation with other objects is an appearance. Since the object has its
relations within ,its‘elff, the relation to other appearances has been
cancelled.
We have therefore no idea of substance distinct

from that of a collection of particular qualities,

nor have we any other meaning when we either talk or

or reason concerning it,
These new appearances are atomic qualities complete within them-
selves, The only connection they have to each other is that stated
in the law of as sociation, or what Hegel calls the "Law of Force',
Historically the movement from "Perception' to the "Law of Force! is
a transition from Locke to Hume.

After the same fashion as in ”Sense~certainty’i where the

£

simple ""now'" was continually being lost to a plu,'ralitg; of "nows' and in
T'Perception" where the unity of the object was dependent on its
propertiecs, here the series of appearances are maintained in a meaning-
ful unification by the inner being, i,e. the object beyond or the ”Law of

Force', Each individual appearance passes out of being but is connected

to the next appearance through the medium of the law of the beyond,
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This atofnization is what allows appearances to be connected by thought
de‘céraminations. This e:'/;-preéses the dialectical process in which the
object, which is at first perceived in a tangle of relations with other
objects, has these relations cancelled by taking them up into itself
and ends by cutting itself adrift, freeing itself to take part in a larger
arena - namely thought. Conventionally this is viewed as an abstracting
acti%fity in .VVl’rliCh‘ the object is simply lifted out of its empirical context.
It is Hegel's contention however, that this dialectical process does not
ignore the context or relations of‘the object. ' In this determination of
the object, consciousness is not dealing merely with an ”objec’uirna;ge”
but with the relations of an object in temporal series. Hence an
abiding interest in causality. The interest is not that of Kant's first
moment of the category of relation, substances and accidentia, but
rather the interest is that of the second moment - cause and effect.

In V"Sense-certainty” the external relation of the "now!
and plurality of "nows' became internalized to produce the object of
"Perception''. The object of "Perception' in turn internalizes the
objects reclations toc other objects to prod'u.ée the appearances and the
"Law of Force'", The old object and its moments are taken up as
mere moments in the new object. This concretely expresses what
Hegel meant in the Preface when he spoke of past objects or processes

becoming dead moments to a new perspective. 7
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In "Perception'’ one had to worry about substance changing,
but in "Understanding' a change in appearance is just a further mani-
festation of the object lying beyond. By putting the object in the super-
sensible realm onec has saved it from temporal change. By going beyond
the "object-image" consciousness surrenders it to pure change. The
"Understanding', in fact, represents the inverted mirror image of
"Sense-certainty". Instead of the loss of the truth through change,
change now in the form of appearances leads to the truth. Instead o"f
unity leading to a plurality, a plurality leads to a unity.

In this first expres sién of law and appearances, the law is
not much more than the a‘ppearancés themselves. Anyone is free to
collect a series of appearances and call it a law. From this pure
phenomenalism arises the question as to why my laws are similar {o
yours., New appecarances result in a new Jaw being concocted. When
a doctor records the symptoms of a disease, one hopes that he has
gotten all of them. If no general law can be discovered it means one
has not yet isolated all the moments of an individual object, so that it .
is possible to transcend it and put it into its.appropr iate slot. Not all
properties are as yet seen as relational. The object-—ﬁnaée has not yet

become a completely atomic appearance. For example, a healthy citizen
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of the state subordinates his more primitive drives to the higher interest
f the state, but there are son;le unfortunate people who operate in the

reverse manner. They have within themselves object-images which

have not been atomized and subordinated to higher ends, The whole

purpose of Freudian psychoanal;ysis is to ferret out these object-

ilnagés and let them have their say. Hopefully, the individual returns

to society a healthy human being. However the question, whether it is

better to be tied to Mother or IBM, is beyond the scope of this thesis.

Hegel is eriticizing a formalism which prematurely jumps
from "Perception' to ”Unders’can&ing” ~ specifically the formalism he
takes Kant's philosophy to repreéen‘c. If the content or previous moment
has not completely purged itself of external relations, i, e, internalized
these relations to become a complete oﬁject, then rough shodding over
this incompletion will resuil"c in contradictions. Hegel attributes Kant's
antinomies to this formalism. He criticizes Kant for being too soft, for
failing to rid the object of contradictions before allowing it to crop up in
thought. )

If one ignores the va,r-ymg appearances then the law of unity
itself will eventually show diversity or contradictions within it, A naive
example of this is Thales' principle of water which is. immediately
contradicted by other principles. _
The first dialectical moment between the u.nit'y'of the beyond

and the appearances results in the law or unity taking the plurality of



97

appearances into itself as a plurality of laws. One law is not enough to
explain all appearances. Kant, having said that the mind seeks greater
and greater unity, is forced to introduce a new principle of the mind,
Since'scientis‘cs do differentiate between objects, he introduces the
differentiating aspect of mind. The systematizers - Fichte and Hegel -
would say that Kant has failed to recognize the necessary or internal
connections between the principlt-; of unity and the principle of diversity.

Just as consciousness has posited the fact that épﬁearances
lead to a unifying law, similarly, it takes the plurality of laws as
appearances that point to a more abstract law. Consciousness lets

)
these laws '"coalesce into a single law''. Consciousness has developed
new laws which are miore abstract and more divorced from the specific
content of various appearances thaj'l the original law.

Hegel, however, sees this formalism as a necessary step
in the dialectic. For instance, he says of Newton's universal law of
attraction, 'it is directed against that unthinking way of representing
reality, to which eve.r‘y“thing appears in fche shape of accident and
chance, " The problem with abstract laws is that they leave more
specific appearances unexplained. For instance a mechanistic treatment
of biclogy leaves certain aspects of life unexplained. The abstiract laws
of chemistry are inadequate for bhiclogy. B“); abstracting itself from
specific appearances the universal law no longer de’ucr:m.i:nés them; it no

longer satisfies the purpose of a law, i.e, it no longer serves fo unily



appearances. Dialectically this means that the universal law has negated
the diversity of appearances. This 1n-eans that the universal law takes
up within itself the diverse laws.
j In contrast to the first moment where the law and the
appearances were closely identificd, the second more abstract law
expresses the relationship between elements that are external to each
other. For instance, in the law of motion the two terms space and time
have nothing in common. To be a formal law, the parts must be
external to each other; the reason being that the universal law has
negated and incorporated into itself unrelated laws, Hegel sums up
this state of affairs as follows:
Either the universal force, is indifferent to the
division into parts, which is found in the law, or else

the distinctions, the parts of law, are indifferent to

one another. 10

Hegel's reference here is to the two examples he has given of the law of
electricity and the law of motion. In the first case the law is indifferent.
It does not specify why there must be both negative and poé:itive charge.
In the second case space and time are two concepts éﬁ:ternal to each other.
The distinct clements within the formal law are not caused by the law
itself,

Consciousness does not wish to break up the '"changeless
unity'’ of the object in the super-sensible world and consequently regards

this diffevence between the universal law and its pariicular manifestations
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as a distinction which only exists in thought, not in the object itself. H
This denial constitutes an attempt to arrive at an explanation that will
eliminate the distinctions., In fact, this nc—:gatipn of diversity situates
the change in the changeless cobject of the beyond. Consciousness is
repeating the same process that it carried out in "Perception''. where
it located the opposing moments within the object itself.

ﬂéhe problem for consciousness is to find a law which in its
expression eliminates the distinctions. Hegel states:

This force is then so constituted that, when it

finds expression opposite electrical discharges

appear, and these again disappear into one another.

In other words force has the same constitution as

the law, M%
In an attempt to preserve the unity of the object consciousness goes back
to the appearances to establish a unity at that point. The result of this
is a law that is neither indifferent to or different from its expression,
This result gets Hegel' s stamp of app;roval. It means that appearances
can now be related intermnally rather than having to be grouped together
in some external fashion by an abstract laW; As in the example of space
and time, it is Hegel's ideal to express ’ch.é internal relationship between
seemingly diverse appearances. Also it indicates Hegel's preference
for Leibniz over pooxr Newton.

In spirit this dialectical movernent reprcsents lth.e historical

move from Plato to Aristotle. For Plato, particular appcarances

participate only imperfectly in the forms, whereas for Aristotle the
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particular appearances were not different from the universal, One
important aspect of both Aristotle's and Hegel's teleological philosophy
is to develop relations internally., The drive for unity contains the seeds
of its'own destruction. In response to this drive consciousness crecated
a supersensible world of the real to satisfy the desire for unity. The
same drive dictated the destruction of this supersensible world. The
law of the supersensible world is‘ no longer distinct from the world of
appearances. Except in the case of his conception of God, fhi's result
shows why Aristotle had no need for a transcendent reality to explain
rationality in appearances.

We have seen how the interaction between a nontemporal
realm and the world of flux has corrupted this supersensible world,
Interaction is impossible without the forms turning into their opposite.
If the forms as abstract laws keep ’cheir pure unity then they cl;) not
fulfill the purpose for which they were originally devised, i.e. to
determine the appearances. The new world is a world of permanent
change. The supersensible world <:on’s:i1}uously canc%ls one state after
another to become something else, We have moved from Parmenides to

Ieraclitus., Before mediation a change was in appearance, while identity
resided in the supersensible world; now change and permanence are two
sides of the same coin of the su.p@rsensible‘ realm. With the realization
of this new principle of the beyond, counsciousness now sees every

change in appearance as an expression cf a law of the heyond. Everything

MEMASTER UNIVERSITY LIBRARY
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is something in order that it may become something else. This state is
the exact opposite of the first stage in ”Sense—cer‘cainty”. There,
change was regarded as a total negation of the immediate object, whereas
:
jat this stage change, what an object is becoming, constitutes the essence
of what it is. This is what I—Iegel means Wl;vhen he states that there is no
"self- existence' but dnly total '"being for another'. Instead of trying
to avoid ch‘an'ge the object seeks it out as a completion of its real nature.
The world of appearance has incorporated into itself its own unifying
object or law, which represents its goal or end. The inverted world,
i.e. the world of appearance, is both é. negation of the world beyond
and at the same time is the same as this other world and internally

,
related to it. " This new object, i.e. a series of appearances, has
internalized its own unity, ~which means it negates its present position
because it realizes its own essence has not achieved true expression in
this present position. The object no longer takes what it immediately
is as its truth, but rather regards the immediate state és 'a negation of
what it truly is. Thus, the object hopes that by negating its fn:esent
state it will become its true self., The negation of the immediate, or what
the object is not, constitutes a double negation or self-determination,
The object is no longer threatened by change or by the environment, but
rather takes itself to be identical to its enviromment., Iminediacy is now
the threat. This 'being totally for another' is what Hegel calls the
14

"ultimate principle of life''. The organism now has its self before it
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as a purpose or goal which it must attain by overcoming intermediary
stages. The immediate stage or present has only a negative significance.

The new section, ''Self~-consciousness', which develops out
of this embodies the exact opposite attitude to that which conscicusness
has taken. At this junctu_rev Hegel argues against those who make much of
the principle of identity. Hegel shows how Kant's category of Totality
can be givefl an organic interpretation in which identity is not something
we start with but rather a résult of mediation or the complete development
of the organism.

At this stage unity stands before the organism as a blueprint
for its development. Consciousness now has before it an object ‘chatl
explicitly expresses the principle of self-movement. The alien environ-
ment or negative has been ﬁaken up by the object as its true nature. At
an earlier point the object was seen as independent of consciousness,
but this 'being-per-se' is now a distinction which has been posited and
cancelled by consciousgsness. In this new stage self-consciousness
distinguishes itself from the objec’t but at the same time cancels this
distinction. This object of experience is both independent of me and
not independent of me. Self-consciousness takes the independent reality
of the object to be untruth and what is "'for consciousness’ to be truth.
Even cows eating grass realize this priunciple. But alas, ''self-consciousness'
will realize the opposite, that, in fact, the object's ind.ependenc:e is the

truth.



CHAPTER VI

Conclusion

In the conclusion I would like to discuss the relationship
of Hegel's ?heory of objectivity and criticism of formalism to certain
aspects of the thc.)ught'of Darwin, Marx and Freud.

Hegel's evolutionary theory differs from scientific theories
such as Darwin's in one important respect. Darwin explains each new
species in terms of its previous states, but the Weaknes's in Darwin's
theory lies in his failure to account for missing links between the
inorganic, organic and mind. In Hegel's evolutionary process each
new stage is not wholly explained in terms of past stages. Higher
forms are not completely explained in term’s of lower ones. Each
new stage of the dialectic demands its own historical analysis.

Since each new object has taken past processes up into itself, it

has effectively isolated itself from its own past. An/object issues

out of its past, but at the same timne is free of that past. As we have
seen, the more natural an object is the less this is the case. Thus
we can say that Darwinian evolution is a special sub-class of the moze
general Hegelian theory.

103
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Hegel has developed a dialectical method which differs
from Kant's transcendental method. In Hegel, a new object, different

from the original object one started out to determine, arises in the

process of analysis. The 'Form’' of the Phenomenology is seen as

a necessary one in which knowledge makes a series of appearances.
The final appearance is absolute knowledge, a knowledge which has

incorporated all previous appearances and the necessary form of

the Phenomenology. In one respect it is just one more appearance,

but in another it is a negation of appearances. It no longer jostles
~with the contingency of opposing appearances; it is pure thought
which implies that any product of it will be a return to the starting
point. 1 vabsolute Knowledge' can be viewed as a new object that

has cut itself off from its past i.e. the Phenomenclogy of Mind, and

entered a new world i.e. the Science of Logic. Presented as a new

object, Absolute Knowledge demands dialectical analyses of the
specific moments of its devel'oprnent. This is the form developed

in Science of Logic., Logic, for Hegel, is a process’of drawing

deductions from a principle - deductions

that never go beyond the original starting point. Z upbsolute Knowledge"

is the negation of "appearances'. In like manner the end of ""Logic!"
2 e g

is "Nature' which negates pute thought. Next, "Spirit' follows as
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the negation of "Nature''. Thus we can say that Hegel's "system"
evolbves out of the applicétion of a method. This interpretation of
Hegel's system is the classical one and a good starting point for
further investigations.

If Dialectics is really an important and true principle,
then it must be clearly shown that objects indeed have a tendency
to take up the‘ir past as parts of themselves. We have looked at
three of the many examples which Hegel has given us: Sense-certainty,
Perception, and Force. To a certain extent éach of these finite
stages has incorporated its past if only in an abstract way. In the
lowly world of space, a change of place is really no change at all
since each space is the same as every other. At higher levels

change involves more qualitative readjustments. FEach phase in

the Phenomenology was only a partial description of the object.

Parts of the real object were seen to be alien to it.

The object is, then, partly immediate
existence, a thing in general - corresponding
to immediate consciousness; partly an alteration
of itself; its relatedness or (existence-foz-
another and existence-for-itsclf) determinateness -
corresponding to Perception; partly essential
being or iwn the form of 2 universal - corresponding
to understanding. 3

Fach represents a part of the real object, but as long as consciousness

only sees part, the object is unable to maintain itself in its true nature,



All these isolated parts are essential to a unity.

Kant's purpose was to show the synthesizing activity of
mind which brings these separate aspects together. Perhaps in
Kant, but more explicitly in Hegel these parts are shown, in fact,
to be internally related; not forced into an arbitrary combination. %
An atom, to satisfy its need for a certain number of electrons in its
outer orbit wirll combine with other atoms. The consequence of this
action is a new object 1. e. the rnole‘cule, with its own peculiar
problems. It is Hegel's purpose tc demonstrate the need for unity
within the elements themselves. Higher levels of consciousness are
not in conflict with lower ones but are compatible. This is not to say
there are no instances of conflict involved. An object only gives
itself up to a greater whole when it sees this whole asi a completion
of itself. The primitive object is exposed to a great deal of
propoganda., Hegel's philosophy is one of reconciliation - a promise
of eventual harmony through conflict.

Two great thinkers, Marx and Freud, operate within the
same {ramework zs Hegel. In their separate fields each conceives
his task as one of finding a solution to a problem which they take to

be caused by formalism in the Hegelian sense. If we examine Frcud’
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or Marx's approach to the sick individual and sick society respectively

we shall see their attempt to develop an organic unity out of a

formalistic cne.
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Freud believed that instincts formed the general rcsponse
of the organism and that higher processes were a supprlession or
specification of particular responses in much the same way as space
and time form an abstract background for the move towards individual-
ization. This conception of some form of suppression would seem to
indicate tha_t Marx and Freud were operating in a formalistic framework.
For Hegel once a moment has completed its individualizing process
i.e. become 2 thing-in-itself it is taken up as a passive element in a
higher moment of subjectivity, satisfying itself within a limited sphere.
It is quite possible that a moment will not complete itself, and if this
occurs, Hegel is in total agreement with Freud and Marx as to the
cure. Theories of psychoanalysis and fevolution both maintain that
mere intellectual awareness of the suppressive state is not endugh

to eliminate that state. The primitive state must develop itself
according to its own prrinciples. Both Freud and Marx were dead

set against any superficial cures and demanded a restructuring at

the roots. The difference between a psychoanalyst or revolutionary
a.ncl a philosopher is that while the former group tries to kill the

ast, the philosopher already finds it dead. Hegel is very muc!
p E4 p 1 7 & J
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opposed to this sequestering of lower instincts. As Hegel states in

"Unhappy Consciousness' with great psychological acurmen:

These latter (Hegel here is referring to
lower instincts) instead of being performind
unconsciously and naturally as something

1

which, per se, is of no significance, and
can acquire no limportance and essential
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value for spirit these latter, since it is in them

' that the enemy is seen in his proper and peculiar
shape, are rather an object of strenuous concern
and serious occupation, and become precisely
the most important consideration. Since, however,
this enemy creates itself in its very defeat,
consciousness, by giving the enemy a fixedness
of being and of meaning instead of getting rid of
him, really never gets away from him and finds
itself constantly defiled. 5

One should happily indulge and hope that there are some spiritual
qualities left over. If not, nothing has been lost.

For Freud higher human activities are frec to operate
only by suppressing the activities .of eros,. As we have seen in
"Understanding'' the denial of imrhedié.cy issues out of immmediacy
itself.® In studying abnormal people Freud may have overstated
the activity of suppression. Those who take a more organic view
i.e. take their examples from normal organisms, find not so much
suppression as a loss of utility of lower states. Kurt Goldstein
expresses the holistic approach to this problem as follows:

The fact of the removal of former reactions
is usually described as repression. However
if one thinks of it only in terms of 'shoving away"
or splitting off, ...the denotation '"repression’
is not correct... The elimination really takes
place as the maturing organism readapts itself
to the enviromment and gains a new pattern of which
the phenomenon tc be repressed actually is no
longer a paxt...Yet, the 'effec:ts of former
reactions have not been "forgotten' through
repression. Rather, they camnot be remoembered
because they are no longer part of the atiitudes
of later life, and therefore cannot become
effective.?
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It would take a great deal more analysis but it ma;y be that a

Hegelian might be able to argue that Freud ille gitimately

generalized the formalistic state of his neurotic patients to

normal development, The same argument would stand against

Marx who studied societies where suppression was the order of

the day. At the same time He gel would not disagree with their

formalistic désci'iptioins. However we cannot pigeon-hole Marx

and Freud entirely within a form.ali.étic framework., Their criticisms

and cures are Hegelian in nature. Marx's approach to a solution

for the elimination of suppression is surprisingly similar to Freud's,
Marx attacks both Formalism and Hegel., His attacks

on Hegel are not against the dialgc‘tic but the supposed neglect of it,

According to Marx, Hegel in many instances is 'fO:l?l‘l‘la.liS"ciC, i?m that

he glides over moments that aren't complete. Hegel is in too much

of a hurry to get to ’uh;e spiritual, Marx's adamant appeals to feed

the body before the spirit. to take first things Jirst and to be

realistic (Christ's body makes a poor substitute for bread) are seen

as essentially Hegelian in spirit, If one makes a clear distinction

between the objectivity of philosophy and other disciplines then the

difference between Hegel and Marx become; much less, Formal

unity always precedes organic unity as we saw in the '_‘urmler standing'.

Hegel in agreement with Freud and Marx does not sce the higher as

suppressing the lower but the lower as trying to suppress or deny
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higher relations. In the same way naive consciousness wanted

to stay in a state of immediacy. These lower forms block progress
@and have to be eliminated. In a neurotic individual or state both

|

Marx and Freud see a ruling power that has gained its power
illegitimately. It has not reconciled the moments it supposedly
rules and its method of governing is suppressive. The ﬁpper class
(thought) necessarily suppresses the lower classes (eros) in order
to maintain its reality principle and not disintegrate. Where thought

has developed internally from eros or rulers from the ruled then

suppression is not necessary. (The Phenomenology is a great defense

of Democracy but unfortunately where Democracy succeeds it does
away with itself.) However in the neurotic state the lower classes
are constantly threatening to emerge and swamp the ruling class.
Both Marx and Freud hold off reconciliation to somewhere
in the future which is beyond the s;:ope of Hegel s philosophy. The
necessity for formalism and suppression is traced by ’ches;é three
men to a set of terms which to a certain extent are é‘—‘ynonym‘ous.
For Hegel it is the state of nature, insecurity and the fear of the
self that it will disinte ér ate. For Marx it is scarcity and the unwillingness
to share for fear one's own self will lose out, For Freud it is again a
fear of destruction on the part of an unstable ego,
Hegel's influence on Continental philosophy has never really

dwindled but in the English speaking world there has been a short reign



of Positivism which has only just recently died. It may then be
helpful to mention some of its criticisms of Hegel in the light of

what we have seen in the previous pages.

J
1

! Consciousness, as we have described it, has the ability

to posit reality, the negation of that reality and the relation between
them. Consciousness embodies in itself the absolute or organic

whole. At the béginning of the Phenomenology consciousness did

not see these moments as internally connected, as essential parts
of the objcct. According to Hegel we can reject the fact that knowledge
" must be immediate and immutable and' at the same time posit this
immediacy as a part of the fruth of the object. In taking the view
that there is a plurality of independent facts one does not condemn
organic logic as much as one ignores it, Par’g of the force of atomism
was its appeal to simple facts. Objecté of perception, time and space
were real and not mere chimeras. The fact is that the idealists
never claimed thesc abstractions to be illusions. In criticizing
the mathematical attitude Hegel does not say the mathematician is
creating myths but that he is giving only a partial picture of things.
iﬁ onc keeps this in mind silly questions like the one Russell raises,
in his History of Phi]‘,oso’phy wouldn't arise;

vvvseso.how could knowledge ever begin? ...

If all knowledge were a knowledge of the universe
as a whole, there would be no knowicdge. 8

1
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In the Phenomenology each step represents a partial determination of

the object. Consciousness takes the object to be complete; this is a
necessary aspect of dialectic. Unless one takes an object as complete
with fully defined boundaries it is impossible to negate it. Hegel in

the Encyclopedia uses the example of the earth's system, as an

9

absolute system meaning that it is self-contained and generates itself.
One could then easily argue with him to show that the earth isn't an
autonomous system. One must take the solar system into account.
One can do this however only after the earth's system has been defined
in some way. In denying this abstract system one does not deny its
importance in the development of a truer system. Hegelian analysis
always gives the object an original freedom as an atomic fact. But
where he differs from the ;tomist is in claiming that the par'ts‘ one
brings together are not true atoms in that they have gained their
definite boundaries by contact with others. Atomism makes the mistake
of taking a part in isolation that is really the product of a system. It
is not necessary to rcfute an orggnfi.c logic to explain pluralistic
phenomena. Kant's categories for the possibility of any experience
were incorporated into the Hegelian logic. The fact that man knows
anything at all is due to his limited and stable structure.

Plato is one of his letters warns us against the misinter-

pretation put on one's philosophy by the rabble.



It is a very great safeguard to learn by
heart instead of writing. It is impossible
for what is written not to be disclosed.

Perhaps Hegel has written a philosophy which in its freedom escapes

any condemnations by the ignorant reader.
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