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TO THE READER.

This translation and paraphrase of the second volume of Hegel’s larger
Logic is herewith submitted to a small circle of students who sympathize
with an attempt to interpret in English the subtle and fruitful thoughts
of Hegel on the subject of the categories of Reflection—showing their
genesis from the experience which the mind makes of the transitoriness
of the world of sense-objects, and showing, at the same time, the limits
of the validity of those categories. It is by no means a complete elabora-
tion of the whole book—some parts being less than a fluent translation,
-and lacking commentary altogether, while others are believed to be fairly
adequate. The translator’s commentary is included in parentheses. The
work was begun and continued under the auspices of the “Kant Club”
of St. Louis, Missouri, and has been used as a hand-book by that club.
The translator hopes to add, from time to time, more commentary to
this volume, and has promised to write for it an introduction which will
attempt to deduce the point of view for “Essence,” from that of “ Being,”
which Hegel treats in the first volume. A paraphrase of the third vol-
ume, treating of the Syllogism, Teleology in Nature, and the absolute
Ideal of the World or the Personality of the Absolute—which Hegel
discusses under the subjects of * Subjectivitit,” ¢ Objectivitit,” and
“Idee”—is in progress, and may be given to the same public that this
volume reaches.

The reader will find it profitable to study these pages in connection
with the exposition of “Essence” given in the smaller Logic of the
Encyclopaedia of Hegel, as found in the elegant and exact rendering of
Mr. Wallace of Oxford University.

It is needless to say that this book will in no wise supply the place of a
continuation of the famous “ Secret of Hegel ” by Dr. Stirling, which gives
a translation of, and an exhaustive commentary on, the greater part of the
first volume of the larger Logic. This paraphrase undertakes a sort of
auxiliary work that will be unnecessary when we receive the continuation
of that work from its author.

May 1, 1881.



ESSENCE.

The truth (i. e., the outcome) of being is essence.

Being is the immediate (i 2."fhe first phase of things), since know-
ing ought to recognize the true, that which being is in and for itseif,
it does not stop with the first phase of things and its determinations
(its belongings), but it transcends this with the assumption that
behind this first phase (being) there is sométhing else, something
deeper than being, that which constitutes the background, the truth
of being. This investigation is a process of mediating the knowing ;
for it does not find essence as something direct, a first phase, but it
begins with something else, with being as a first phase, and has a pre-
liminary way or road to travel, namely, to proceed beyond being, or
rather to descend intoit. First, upon collecting itself, returning within
itself (Erinnern, re-collecting itself) from immediate being (first
phase of things)— through this mediation, it finds essence. Language
has in the verb Seyn (being) adopted for the past tense the word
gewesen (been); ( Wesen denotes essence); for Wesen (essence) is
past being, but a timeless past.

This movement, represented as the progress of the activity of
knowing, may appear as an activity that is merely subjective, exter-
nal to being as such, and in no wise concerning its real nature;
but this beginning ftom being, and this progress which cancels the
same and arrives at essence as a mediated knowing, is an activity ap-
pertaining to being itself. It has been already demonstrated (in the
first book of this logic) that it (being) re-collects itself (erinnert),
and, through this return into itself, becom2s essence. (Every form
of being— every category thereof — presents some form of relation
to the without or the beyond, which, when traced out, as it has been
done by the author in Volume I., relates back to the beginning, thus
resulting on every hand in the category of self-relation, which is
essence.)

If, therefore, the absolute was defined on a former occasion as
being (Seyn), now it is to be defined as essence. The scientific
knowing ( Erkennen) cannot on any account remain at the standpoint
of the multiplicity of existences (the first phase of particular being,
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2 FEssence.

Daseyn), nor any more at the standpoint of being (pnre abstract
being) ; it is impressed with the conviction that this pure being, the
negation of everything finite, presupposes (implies) an activity of
re-collection, which has, by abstraction, ascended from immediate
particular existence to pure being. Being by this process has come
to be defined as essence, as such a being from which everything
definite and finite has been abstracted (removed by negation). Thus
this being is a somewhat devoid of determination (particularity), a
simple unity, from which everything definite has been removed by an
external process (i. e., by the abstract reflection of the thinker); to
this unity, definiteness or particularity was already something for-
eign (external), and it remains as something standing over against it
after this act of abstraction; for it has not been annulled absolutely,
but only in relation to this unity (. e., the act of reflection has not
discovered the nugatoriness in particular things — that is, their tran-
sitory nature—but in this analytic process of arriving at pure
being it arbitrarily separates the determinations from being as a sub-
strate, and holds them apart). It has already been mentioned above
that if the pure essence is defined as the inclnding comprehension of
all realities (Inbegriff aller Realitiiten), these realities underlie the na-
ture of the determinateness and of the abstracting reflection, and this
inclnding comprehension reduces them to an empty simplicity.
Essence is, according to this view, only a product, an artificial result.
This external negation, which is abstraction, merely removes the de-
terminateness of being from it, and what remains is essence; it
merely places them somewhere else, and leaves them existing as
before. According to such a view, essence wonld be neither in itself
nor for itself (i. e., neither an independent being nor a totality, but
merely a phase of something else, or, what is worse, an arbitrary
abstraction) ; it would depend on another — 7, e., on external, abstract-
ing reflection ; and it would be for another, namely, for-the ahstrac-
tion, and, besides this, for the particular existence which bad been
separated from it, and which remained over against it. Taken in
this sense essence is, therefore, a dead, empty abstraction from all
determinations.

Essence, however, as we find it here (as a result of the discnssion
of the categories of being), is what it is, not through an external act of
negation (abstraction), but through its own negativity, the infinjte
movement of being (*‘infinite: * that is returning into itself, the cate-
gories of being have all been traced through relations to others, back
into relations to themselves. Dependence always implies self-de-
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pendence, which is independence; becanse that which depends has
its being in another, and really depends on its own being in this other).
It is being in and for itself (independent and total); absolute being
in itself, since it is indifferent towards all determinateness of being
(i. e., towards all that belongs to the first phases of things), all other-
being (dependence on others), and relation to another, is entirely an-
nulled; it is, however, not merely this being in itself, for as such it
would be only the abstraction of the pure essence; but it is likewise
essentially being for itself (i. e., a being which realizes itself in others
dependent upon it — others which manifest it), it is itself the negative
activity which performs for itself this cancelling of the other-being,
dependence upon others, and the characteristics which it receives
through others. ‘

Essence as the perfect return of being into itself (4. e., the first
phase of things traced out through its relations into a totality, so that
the whole stands in self-relation, is essence) is. at first, undefined,
for the determiuateness of being are cancelled in it; it contains
them in itself — but not in a form in which they are explicitly stated.
Absolute essence, in this simplicity, has no particalarity (Daseyn).
But it must pass over into particularity (i. e., a correct apprehension
of it will find particularity belonging to it) ; for it is being in and for
itself — that is to say, it distinguishes the determinations which it con-
tains in itself (for this is an active process whose negative relation to
itself is an act of distingnishing), since it is a repulsion of itself from
itself, or indifference towards itself, negative relation to itself, it
posits itself in self-opposition, and is only infinite being for itself in
so far as it is the unity of itself with this its difference. Essence is
the absolute unity of Being within and for itself ; its act of determin-
ing remains, therefore, wholly within this unity, and, therefore, is not
a BECOMING, NOT & TRANSITION, nor are its determinations something
other (alien, foreign), nor are its relations directed to another; they
are independent—but only thus while they are in their unity with
each other. Since essence is in its first aspect simple negativity, the
determinateness which it contains only in itself, in its sphere, is to be
stated so as to give it its particularity, and its being for itself (its
realization).

Essence is, in the entire compass of logic (that is, in relation to
the other spheres), the same that quantity was in the sphere of being
(quantity as related to quality and to mode). That is to say, essence
is absolute indifference toward limits. Quantity is this indifference
in its immediateness or first phase, and the limit as regards it is an
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immediate external determinateness; this passes over into quantum
(4. e., the particularity of quantity is through an entirely external or
indifferent limit) ; the external limit is necessary to it, and exists in
connection with it. On the contrary, determinateness does not exist
over against essence, it is posited only through essence, not free,
but only in relation to its unity. The negativity of essence is feflec-
tion, and the determinations are all reflected, posited throngh Essence
and remaining in it as cancelled.

Essence, in the logic, stands between Being and the Idea (Begriff),
and constitutes the middle term, and its activity is the transition
from being to the idea (from unconscious existence to conscious
subjectivity). Essence is the being in and for itself, but this rather
in the form of the being in itself; for its general characteristic is
determined through the fact that it is the first phase after being, or
the first negation of being. Its activity consists in this, that it pos-
its negation or determination within itself, and through this gives
itself particularity, and proceeds toward the state of infinite being for
itself, which it is potentially. Thus it attains its particularity, which
is identical with its nature, and through this becomes the idea. For
the idea is the absolute, realizing its absoluteness in the particular de-
terminations which manifest the internal nature or essence of things.
‘The particularity, however, which essence creates, is not yet true par-
ticularity, such as it is in and for itself, but it is posited, or dependent
on essence; and therefore, to be carefully distinguished from the
particularity of the idea.

The first phase of essence is appearance, or it is the activity of
reflection. Secondly, it is a manifestation or phenomenon. Thirdly,
it is self-revelation. Its aetivity, therefore, posits the following deter-
minations: —

1st. As simple potential essence in its determinations within itself.

2d. As emerging into particularity, or into existence, or manifest-
ation.

3d. As essence which is one with its manifestation, as actuality.

(‘The above is a very general statement of the standpoint and con-
tents of this second book of the Logic. This book is the most original
part of Hegel’s Philosophy, formulating as it does the nature of
reflection, and exploring its scope and the genesis of it categories.
Hegel, in his general.statements prefixed to his chapters, does not
attempt to demonstrate anythii g. or show the dialectic of its process,
although his remarks are made in full view of the entire compass of
the treatment which follows. The special treatment begins below
with the caption, ¢ Essential and Unessential.’’)
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FIRST SECTION.
Essence as Reflection into Itself.

Essence comes from being (i. e., a consideration of being finds
essence as a necessary presupposition, the totality, the including pro-
cess of which beingis a phase); it is, therefore, not immediately in
and for itself (independent), but a result of that movement (i. e.,
the process in which being has been proved inadequate). In other
words, essence, taken as something immediate (that is, as a first phase
of things), would be a definite, particular existence (bestimmtes
Daseyn) standing in opposition to another particular existence ; it is,
in fact, only an essential particular existence opposed to an unessential
one. But essence, according to its true definition, is the in and for
itself cancelled being (. e., being which has shown itself to be a first
phase of an including process in which it loses its individuality and
vanishes in other phases, the total process being the annulment of each
particular phase, and, as such, the essence). It (essence) has only
appearance opposed to it (i. e., nothing independent or self-existing,
nothing standing on an equality with essence, but only appearance,
show, seeming). But appearance is the proper activity of essence
manifesting itself (das eigene Setzen des Wesens).

Essence is, in the first place, reflection (i. e., it offers, on first con-
sideration, this phase of its activity). Reflection determines itself
(i. e., it particularizes itself, comes into the form of self-opposition).
Its determinations are in the form of posited-being (i. e., dependent
phases resulting from a process which transcends them); a posited-
being which is at the same time reflection into itself (completing itself
to a totality, self-dependent) : its determinations are —

Secondly, Reflected determinations, or essentialities (i. e., total
processes ; these reflected determinations are phases of essence, hav-
ing its form, that is of self-related determination, but each one is a
special phase, while essence includes them all).

Thirdly, Essence, as the reflection of the determining activity into
itself, becomes ground (cause or reason), and passes over into ex-
istence and phenomenon, or manifestation (N. B. —This ‘‘becom-
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ing and passing over >’ of categories, is objective in the sense that it is
demonstrated to be presupposed, as the necessity of things, but it is a
becoming and passing-over from subjective illusion, or inadequate
ideas, to true and adequate ideas of what must be in the nature of
things.)

(The above is a mere recapitulation of the contents of this first sec-
tion, and in no wise offered as a demonstration by the author. The
following three chapters furnish the demonstration.)

¥irst CHAPTER.
Appearance.

Essence, conceived as a result from being — as the presupposition
of the categories of being— seems, at first, to stand in opposition to
being ; in which case immediate being is regarded as the unessential.

But it is, secondly, something more than a mere ‘‘unessential,”
it is essence-less being, it is appearance.

Thirdly. This appearance is not something external to essence,
outside of it, another to essence, but its (essence’s) own appearance
(or manifestation). The appearing of essence as a part of its own
activity ( das Scheinen des Wesens in ihm selbst), is reflection.

(This, likewise, is a recapitulation, but ouly of the present chap-
ter.)

A

The Essential and the Unessential.

Essence is cancelled or annulled (aufyehobene) being (see page 1
of this translation, explanatory of the general standpoint of this beok.
This paragraph is the first one in this book which is not a recapitula-
tion of what follows it. It takes up the subject where it was left at
the close of the first book of this logic, namely: at the doctrine of
being. ‘Here it attempts to seize the subject in its immediate or
most obvious aspect — the first impressions of thought upon what is
the true result of the investigation up to this point). It (essence)
is simple identity (Qleichheit) with itself, but it is this, in so far
as it is the negation of the entire sphere of being (or first phases
of things). Essence has, therefore, immediateness opposed to
it, as something from whence it has originated, and has proved
itself abiding and persistent under the changes of the former (im-
mediate being). Essence, itself, regarded in this aspect, is a being
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also, an immediste essence, and the sphere of being opposed
to it, is a negative, only in this relation to essence, and mot
otherwise ; essence is, therefore, a particular negation. Being and
essence, in this respect, stand in relation to each other as somewrhat
and other — a reappearance of those categories of being — for each
possesses being, immediateness, indifference towards the other, and
equal validity as regards being. (Evidently, a very inadequate notion
of the true results of the investigation of the eategories of being. Es-
sence stands in relation to being, not as something else opposed to
it, but as its truth, the totality of ils process, in which particular
phases — of being — appear and disappear).

But being, as standing in opposition to essence, according to this
point of view, is the unessential; it is that which has been annulled,
cancelled, shown to be a phase of a process. And in so far as this
stands in relation to essence as another (co-ordinate), it prevents
essence from being regarded properly, and reduces its concept to
that of another particular being, an *‘ essential >’ lieing.

The distinction between *“essential >’ and *¢ unesscutial,’’ therefore,
is a distinction which treats of essence as though it were a category
of being (and loses sight of the standpoint of essence altogether);
for essence in this regard is an immediate somewhat, and, hence, only
one as opposed to another, namely, to being. The sphere of being is
presupposed by this mode of considering it, and what is called being
in this relation is an independent somewhat, a further external deter-
mination to being, and conversely, what is called essence is also inde-
pendent, but only as regards the other, and from a special point of
view —in so far, therefore, as the phases of ‘‘essential >’ and *¢ unes-
sential >’ are discriminated in a being, this distinction is an external
subjective one, one not affecting the being itself, a separation which
falls in a third (i. e., in the subject making the distinction, but not in
the being thns separated into *‘ essential ’’ and ** unessential>’). It
is left undetermined what belongs to the ¢ essential,”” or the ** unes-
sential ;°’ it is some external mode of consideration (some subjective
interest or point of view) which makes this distinction, and at one
time looks npon the content as ‘‘ essential °” and, at another, as ‘" un-
essential.””

More strietly considered, essence is reduced to the category of
- essential,”’ as opposed to ‘‘ unessential,”” only when taken as can-
celled being or particalarity (Daseyn). Essence is in this manner
regarded only as the first or the negation, which is determinateness,
‘through, and by means of which, being becomes particular being (Da-
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seyn), or particular being is opposed to ‘‘other’’ as ‘‘other.”” But
essence, on the other hand, pfoperly defined, is the absolute negativity
of being (i. e., it is not *“ another,”” to being, but the total process in
which being is utterly swallowed up, and all of its phases annulled —
nothing of it persisting, as opposed to the negativity of this process,
which is essence); it (essence) is being itself, but not in the form
of partieulars, opposed to each other (als ein Anderes bestimmt), but
as being, which has been annulled, not only as immediate being, but
as immediate negation, that is, as such negation as is involved in the
categories of otherness. Being, or particularity, persists consequently
not as *“another’” — for essence exists —and that which (being) is
still an immediate, to be distinguisbed from essence, is not merely an
unessential being, but an immediate which is utterly nugatory, it is
only a no-essence ( Unwesen) — appearance.

B.
Appearance.

(1.) Being is appearance. The being of appearance consists only
in the annulment (the being cancelled) nf being — in its nugatoriness ;
this nugatoriness belongs to essence, and being is appearance in and
through this nugatoriness, and, therefore, only in and through essence ;
it (appearance) is the negative posited as negative.

Appearance is the whole of what is left from the sphere of being; at
first, however, it seems as though appearance still possessed a side, or
a phase, of independence from essence —to be in some respect another
toit. The ‘¢ other ** (as a category) contains two phases (Momente),
particularity and its negation. The ¢ unessential,”’ since it does not
possess being, possesses the phase of non-extantness, which belongs
to the category of otherness. Appearance is this immediate negation
of particular being, regarded as a being, and as only in relation to
another, so that it possesses being through the fact that it negates
particular being; the unessential is, therefore, a dependent some-
what, which exists only in its negation (throuth another). There
remains for it, therefore, only the pure determinateness of immedi-
ateness (the form of it, without the substance), it is reflected imme-
diateness: 1. e., an immediateness which is only by means of its ne-
gation, and which is, outside of this mediation, nothing else than
the empty determination of immediateness of the negation of particu-
lar being. (Appearance has independence, or immediate validity,
not as a mediate being — a somewhat — but through the negating ac-
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tivity which annnls it. This annulling, or negating activity, which
trinmpbs over the phase of being, is itself an immediate, and, in fact,
is the true substance of each and every phase of being succes-
sively annulled by it; for each phase of being is the negation, or an-
nulment of a relatively previous phase of being. Hegel, in this
passage, calls attention to the natare of this immediateness, or inde-
pendence, as arising from the’ activity of negation, which triumphs
in reducing phases of being to appearances).!

1 App is the “ph ” of the skeptics, or the *“manifestation”
of the Idealists —such an immediateness as is no somewhat, and no thing;
in fact, no independent being at all, which woald have existence outside of its rela-
tion to the subject beholding it, or outside of its apparent substance. It exists, is
a predication which skepticism does not allow itself to make. Modern idealism
does not allow itself to look upon knowledge as a knowing of the *“ thing in itself.”
The mentioned “sppearance” is to have no foundation whatever of being. and
the “knowledge” of this idealism is not to be able to attain to the * thing in
itsel£” At the same time, however, skepticism attributes many determinations
to its “ appearance,” or, rather, its “appearance” poasesses the entire wanifold
wealth of the world for its content. (*“Appearance ” includes all objects of nature
and bistory.) Likewise, the * phenomenon ™ of idealism includes the entire com-
pass of these delerminations. “Appearance” and “phenomenon™ are thus con-
ceived as manifold in their immediateness. It is true that there may be no being,
po thing, or no “thing in itself,” lying at the basis of this content; nevertheless, it
remaios for itself as it is (it manifests independence); it has only been transposed
from being into appearance ; and appearance possesses within itself those manifold
determinations which are immediate existence, and opposed to each other (i. ¢, the
determinations of app have precisely the form of the determinations of
being, according to the crude ption of this idealism). Appearance is, there-
fore, itself an immediate, particular somewhat. It may have this or that content;
bat whatever content it has is not something posited by it (i e, a result of its ac-
tivity), but it has it immediately (i. e., not as a result). The idealism of Leibnitz,
Kant, or Fichte, has not transcended the category of being, nor its form of immedi-
ateness, any more than the other forms of idealism, or than skepticism (i. e., they
donot arrive at the concept of process or activity, as underlying immediate things).
Skeptici dmits the of its “appearance,” it finds it given as an immedi-
atesomewhat (notas a ifestation of an )- The monad of Leibnitz evolves
its own representations, but it is not the power which generata lnd combines
these representations — they arise in it rather like bubbles; they are independ
indifferent toward each other, and likewise toward the monad itzelf So, hkevn.se,
the Kantian “ph "(E. heinung)is a given of perception, which
affections— jons of the subj ind "‘ureggxds
enclx other, and as regards the subject (and hence, no mnm!‘atatwn of an essence).
(The infinite occasion (4nstoss) of Fichtian idealism, it is true, may have no * thing
in itself” at all for its basis, so that it may bea pure determinateness of the ego,

baut this d i is thi ’, dent of the ego, a limit of it, which
the ego assimilates md deprives of its externnhty, and transcends, although it
aside fi d which ins an i di gation of the ego

thmugbont the «ntire proee-).
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(2.) Appearance, therefore, contains an immediate presupposi-
tion — a side of independence as regards essence. But itisimpossible
to show that appearance, if it is regarded as distinct from essence, is
cancelled and returns into essence, (i. e., that it is a phase of an in-
cluding process); but the standpoint of being has been entirely an-
nulled ; appearance is nugatory in itself; it remains only to show that
the determinations which distinguish it from essence, are in fact
nothing but determinations of essence, and, moreover, that this de-
terminateness of essence, which constitutes appearance, is annulled in
essence itself.

It is the immediateness of non-being which constitutes appearance,
(i. e., the reality of appearance is the reality of the destructive pro-
cess, a negative activity manifested in the change of things — things
negated, rendered transitory, are mere appearance); this non-being
however, is nothing else but the negativity of essence within itslf.
Being is non-being in the sphere of essence, (i. e., immediateness is
found only in connection with the negative or destructive phase of the
activity of a process). Its nugatoriness is the negative nature of
essence itself. But immediateness, or indifference (independence),
which contains this non-being, is the absolute self-contained being
(Ansichseyn), which helongs to essence. The negativity of essence is
its identity with itself, or its simple immediateness and independence
(i. e., its negativity produces its identity etc., by the form of self-
relation, as will be shown later on). Being is retained in essence in
so far as the latter comes into identity with itself, through its infinite
(@. e., self-related) negativity; through this (in this phase) essence
is, itself, being. Immediateness which, in the category of appearance
has a determinateness opposed to essence, is, therefore, nothing else
than the immediateness belonging to essence ; but not the immediate-
nass of particular existence, but the immediateness which is wholly
mediated or reflected, namely, as found in the category of appear-
ance. Being, therefore, as a phase of essence, is not being in its first
phase, but only as a determinateness opposed to mediation ; being has
become a moment (. e., complemental element, or phase, of the pro-
cess here called essence).

These two moments (phases), the negativity which takes on the
form of persistence,-and the heing which is only a dependent deter-
minateness (moment) —in other words, the self-existent negativity,
and the reflected immediateness which constitute the elements of
appearance, are, therefore, the elements of essence itself: it is not
an appearance of being manifested in essence, nor an appearance of
essence manifested in being —the appearance in essence is not
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appearance of something else (than essence), but, it is appearance
as such, the appearance of essence itself (i. e., the elements of a
process are continually vanishing and reappearing, not in and for
themselves, but as manifestation of the power acting in the process).
Appearance is the essence itself in the determinateness of being.
Essence has appearance through the fact that it is determined (par-
ticnlarized), and through this has distinction from itself as abso-
lute unity. But this particularity is likewise annulled. For essence
is independent, that which mediates itself, being what it is through
its negation; it is, therefore, the unity and identity of absolute
negativity and immediateness. Negativity is the negativity in itself —
is its relation to itself, and, consequently, it is immediateness (because
a mediation which does not get beyond itself is no mediation, but is
immediateness) ; but it is negative relation to itself, a negation that
repels itself, and, therefore, this immediateness is a negative, or a par-
ticular opposed to it (i. e., the process of self-determination involves
identity — the relation of the same to the same—and difference, or
the negation of the same by the same). But this determinateness is
itself the absolute negativity, and this act of determination, which is,
as active determination, the annulment of itself and, at the same
time, return into itself. i

Appearance is the negative which has a phase of being, but in
another, viz: in its negation; it is dependence which is cancelled and
nugatory. It is, therefore, the negative returning into itself, the
dependent as dependent on the negative. This relation of the nega-
tive, or of dependence, to itself, is its immediateness; it is another
than itself; it is its determinateness opposed to itself, or it is the
negation opposed to the negative. But the negation opposed to the
negative is a self-relating negativity, which is an absolute annulment
of the determinateness itself. (Relation is negation, self-relation is
self-negation, in the sense of self-determination; and this, as before
shown, is both identity and difference.)

The determinateness, therefore, of essence, which is ‘¢ appearance,””
is infinite (self-related) determinateness; it is only the negative di-
rected against itself ; it is, therefore, determinateness, which, as such,
is independence and not determined through another (i. e., not de-
terminateness of another, but self-determination). Conversely, inde-
pendence, as self-relating immediateness, is likewise simple determi-
nateness and phase, and negativity only as relating to itself. This
negativity, which is identical with immediateness, and the immediate-
ness which is identical with negativity, is essence, (cssence is the ac-
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tivity of self-relation). Appearance is, therefore, the essence itself,
but essence, in the phase of determinateness in which it manifests
itself to itself (the activity of anything manifests its nature, and
even the activity directed upon itself musé manifest itself, though in
the form of particularity).

In the sphere of being the non-being arises, as an immediate in op-
position to the immediateness of being, and the truth (the unity) of
these two immediates is becoming (transition is the only form of
unity in which two immediates may be combined). In the sphere of
essence we find, first, the categories of essential and unessential op-
posed to each other, and, next afterwards, the categories of essence
and appearance ; the unessential and appearance in these antitheses
stand for what remains of the categories of being. But both, as well
as the difference of essence from them, have no further independent
validity than what is given them through the fact that essence is at
firs¢ taken as an immediate somewhat (an utter misconception) not
ag it is fn truth, namely, not as that immediateness which arises
through pure mediation or absolute negativity, (i. e., self-mediation,
or self-negativity). That first form of immediateness is consequently
only the determinateness of immediateness, (i. e., only a phase of true
immediateness, namely, the phase of self-relation, leaving out of sight
the self-negation involved in it). The annullment of this determi-
nateness of essence consists, therefore, only in this, that the unes-
sential is shown to be only appearance, and that essential is shown
to contain (as a negative process or activity) appearance in itself as
its infinite (self-related) activity, which determines its immediateness
as negativity, and its negativity as immediateness (its self-distinction
being its identity, and its sclf-identity being through its negative rela-
tion to itself), and, therefore, in this activity is the manifestation of
itself in itself. KEssence in this its self-activity is reflection.

C.
Reflection

Appearance is the same as reflection ; or rather it is the immediate
phase of reflection. We use the word reflection, hborrowed from the
Latin language — for the category of appearance turned back into
itself, and therewith estranged from its immediateness (a foreign word
to express the category of self-estrangement, as the anthor suggests).
Essence is reflection, the movement of becoming and transition which
remains in itself; in which the different (the other) is defined as
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appearance, as what is simply negative in itself (i. e., not as an inde-
pendent other). In the becoming of being, the determinateness
of being lies at the basis, and becomingis a relation to another. The
movement of reflection, on the contrary, involves otherness only as
nggation in itself, which has being only as a phase, the self-rélation
of negation. Or, since this relation to itself is this negating of nega-
tion, the negation as negatfion is present as something which has its
being in its being-negated (i. e., appearance). Otherness is, there-
fore, in this place, not being with negation or limit, but negation with
negation (the form of self-relation involves negation of negation, for
relation is negation). The first which corresponds to this other, the
immediate somewhat, or being, opposed to it, is only this identity of
negation with itself, the negated negation, the absolute negativity.
This identity with itself, or immediateness, is, therefore, not a first, a
somewhat from which a beginning was made, and from which a
transition into its negation was effected (as was the case in the cate-
gories of ‘‘somewhat’’ and ‘‘ other”’ in the logic of being); nor is
it an existent substrate which underlies the activity of reflection, but
the immediateness is only this activity itself (i. e., as before explained,
the immediateness is a result of self-relation, sustained only through
the persistence of the activity of self-negation, it is a phase, and the
same phase as identity.

Becoming, in the sphere of essence, that is, its reflecting movement,
is therefore, the movement from nothing to nothing, and through this
a return into itself (i. e., negation of negation is self-return). Tran-
sition, or becoming, annuls itself in its transition (i. e., it sets out
from itself but comes to itself, the from and the to, essential to
becoming, are identical in the sphere of essence, hence transition and
becoming are said to be annulled); the ¢ other’’ to which a transi-
tion is made, is not a non-being, as it was in the logic of being, but
it is the nothing of a nothing (negation of negation), and this nega-
tion of nothing is what constitutes its being. Being is only the
movement from nothing to nothing in the sphere of essence, and
essence does not have this movement in itself, but it is this movement
as absolute appearance; pure negativity, which has nothiug outside
of it that negated it, but which negates only its negative self, and
exists only in this activity of negation.

This pure absolute reflection which is the movement from nothing
*to nothing develops the following phases:

It is, first, positing‘ reflection.

Secondly, it begins from a pre-supposed immediate and is, there-
fore, external reflection.
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Thirdly, it cancels this presupposition, and since it presupposes in
the very act of annulling presupposition, it is determining reflection.

(The foregoing paragraphs, commencing with ¢¢ C,’” are in the nature
of a general introduction to the subject of ‘¢ Reflection,’” treating of
its entire scope. The detailed treatment of this subject follows in
the subdivisions, 1, 2, and 3, below. The first of which subdivisions
begins properly with the results reached at the close of the discussion
of Appearance, in Section B.)

1. Positing Reflection.

Appearance is the nugatory (negative), or devoid of essence, (i.
e., it has no persistence); but the nugatory, or devoid of essence,
does not have its being in another in which it appears, but its being
is its own identity with itself; this exchange or relation ( Wechsel)
of the negative with itself i defined as the absolute reflection of
essence. ]

This self-relating negativity is, therefore, the negating of itself. It
is, consequently, annulled negativity, so far as it is negativity at all.
In other words it is the negative and the simply identity with itself,
or immediateness. This, therefore, is involved in it, to be itself and
not itself in one unity.

In the first place, reflection has been defined as the movement
from nothing to nothing, and hence, as negation returning to itself.
This act of returning to itself is nothing but simple identity with
itself, immediateness. But this return is not transition of negation into
identity — as though into another phase — but reflection is transition,
as cancelling of transition; for it is immediate return of negation to
itself. The first phase of this return to itself is identity with itself,
or immediateness ; but, secondly, this immediateness is the identity
resulting from the negation of itself, consequently the negation of
identity ; immediateness, therefore, which is in itself negative and is
the negative of itself —it is what it is not.

The relation of the negative to itself is, therefore, its return into
itself ; it is immediateness, as the cancelling of the negative; but it
is immediateness only as this relation, or as a return out of a ncga-
tive, consequently a self-cancelling immecdiateness (an immediate-
ness which is a result, is a contradiction). This is posited-being
(an immediateness which is a result) immediateness only as deter-
minateness, or as self-reflecting (result of self-relation). This
immediateness, which exists only as a return of the negative into
itself, is that immediateness which has already been discussed as
that which constitutes the determinateness of appearance, and that
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from which the movement of reflection seemed to begin — (it would
seem by all means necessary that an aetivity should act upon some-
thing —imply something, i. e., an immediate, but in the realm of
self-determination, of essence, of true being, we find that immedi-
ateness is only a phase, or result of the activity of self-relation, and
not its substrate. Reflection is, therefore, the activity which. while
it is the return, comes to be what it is, first, in the activity which
begins or which returns (the beginning and the returning create the
form whence the movement started!).

It (reflection) is positing in so far as it is immediateness as a re-
tarn. There is, in fact, nothing else extant but the activity of reflec-
tion; neither a somewhat from which it returned, nor to which it re-
tarned ; it is, therefore, nothing but return and thus the negative of
itself, but besides this the immediateness is annulled negation, and
cancelled return into itself. Reflection, as the annulment of - the nega-
tive, is the annulment of its other, namely, of the immediateness. In
the fact, therefore, that it is the immediateness as a return, a relating
of the negative to itself, it is negation of the negative as negative.
Consequently, it is the activity of presupposition. (Implying some-
thing already existent as its own condition ; this act of presupposition,
here as a phase of self-relation is the second aspect of that activity ;
while the positing is the first aspect of self-relation, namely, that in
which the phase of identity, or immediateness, is seen as the result of
the activity, on the other hand, the negativity of the relation produces
self-opposition — difference ; this dualism, or antithesis, resulting from
the negative aspect, is a presupposing activity, because its thought
necessarily involves or implies a first phase against which the opposi-
tion is directed. The positing activity results in identity, in unity,
in immediateness, in the annulment of all before and after —the utter
collapse of all determination. The prepositing activity results in
setting up an antithesis, a dualism, something dependent, something
opposed to something else, a sharp distinction, or difference. Ina
word, contrast presupposes something immediate or self-identical, as
the basis of distinction, and this activity of negation, acting upon
itself, is just as effective in producing contrast as in producing iden-
tity). In other words, immediateness is as return only the negative
of itself, the annulment of immediateness; but reflection, in its ac-
tivity, annuls the negative of itself, it comes into self-relation (N. B.
the negative of reflection is immediateness); it therefore, cancels its
positing, and since it is the annulment of positing, in the very activity
of positing, it is presupposition (prepositing). In the activity of
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presupposition, reflection turns the return into itself into the negative
of itself, into that whose annulment is essence (N. B. the pre-sup-
posing activity also involves the annulment of reflection, and the an-
nulment of reflection is the annulment of the activity of the process
called essence; and the annulment of presupposition is essence. It
(this activity) is directed towards itself, but to itself as its negative,
only in this aspect is it abiding, persistent, negativity relating to
itself. Immediateness comes from no other source than return, and
is that negative somewhat which is the beginning or substrate of ap-
pearance, which is negated through the return. The return of es-
sence is, consequently, its repulsion from itself. In other words, re-
flection into itself is essentially the presupposition of that from which
it is the return.

It is the annulment of its identity with itself which constitutes the
identity of essence with itself. It presupposes itself, and the annul-
ment of this presupposition is itself; conversely, this annulment of
its presupposition, is the presupposition itself. Reflection, therefore,
finds an immediate already given, beyoud which it proceeds, and
from which it is the return. But this return is itself the very pre-
supposition of the immediate which it found given. This presup-
posed immediate comes to be only through the fact that it is
abandoned ; its immediateness is the cancelled immediateness. The
cancelled immediateness, conversely, is the return into itself, the
arrival of essence at itself, the simple, self-identical being. This
arrival at itself, consequently, is the annulment of itself, and the
reflection which repels it from itself and presupposes it; and, on the
other hand, its repulsion from itself is the arrival at itself.

The reflecting movement is, consequently, as here considered, to
be taken as the absolute counter-impulse in itself —(a pure, self-
repulsion, always in opposition to itself, its identity being the product
of an activity which proceeds beyond itself into difference, and yet in
this difference, or duality, finds again its identity, as shown in the
text with some prolixity). For the presupposition of the return
into itself, that from whence the essence proceeds and becomes
essence through this act of return, is only in the return. The act of
transcending the immediate, with which reflection begins, is rather
itself a result of this transcending; and the transcending of the
immediate is the arrival at the same. The movement turns itself
round (inverts itself) as a forward progress, and is thereby self-
movement (self-activity). Activity which proceeds from itself, in so
far as the positing reflection, is the prepositing (presupposing), and,
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likewise, the prepositing reflection is precisely identical with the
positing reflection.

Reflection is, therefore, itself and, at the same time, its non-being ;
and is only itself, while it is the negative of it, for ouly thus is the
annulment of the negative at the same time the return to itself.

The immediateness which it presupposes as self-cancelling, is noth-
ing else than the posited-being, the in-itself-annnlled, which is pot
different from the retarn into itself, and, in fact, is just this return.
But it is, at the same time, determined as negative, as immediately in
opposition, and hence producing an antithesis of one and other within
itself (self-opposition). Therefore, reflection is determined ; it is —
in-as-much as, according to this determinateness, it has a presupposi-
tion, and begins with an immediate opposed toit, as its other (found
already extant)— external reflection.

(The above exposition has developed for us the insight into the
ambiguity of reflection ; all relation, when traced out, being found to
be self-relation. Relation is transcendence, duality, a from and a fo,
negation ; self-relation, while it bends back the procedure — outward
to another, and directs it upon itself, differentiates itself. produces
duality. Self-determination involves determiner and determined,
active and passive, and, bence, difference from itself, within itself;
the negation of itself cancels all otherness, and is pure ideutity;
and yet it determines itself in the form of self-opposition, and is
pure difference. The second of these phases, that of self-opposi-
tion, or difference, is that of external reflection, now to be cousid-
ered.)

2. External Reflection.

Reflection, as absolute reflection, is the activity of essence in the
phase of self-appearance, and presupposes only appearance, posited-
being; it is as presupposing immediately the same as positing reflec-
tion. But the external, or real reflection, presupposes itself as
annulled, as the negative of itself (reflection, it will be remembered,
as self-return, produces identity, immediateness, as a result; this is
positing reflection ; the presupposing reflection implies identity, or
immediateness, as a pre-existing condition; thus it is said to pre-
suppose the positing reflection as annulled). It is in this aspect du-
plicated: in the first place, as presupposed, or reflection into itself,
which is the immediate. Secondly, it is reflection, as relating nega-
tively to itself, and thus to itself as its own non-being. (Thus what
i3 really one activity with two aspects, may be seen as two entirely

2
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different activities, independent of each other, and, in fact, the one
succeeding the other in time. This is the maya, or illusion of exter-
nal reflection.)

External reflection, therefore, presupposes a being, and this, too,
not in the sense that its immediateness is a mere posited-being, or
moment (as it really is, in the positing reflection), but rather, in the
sense that this immediateness is the relation to itself (Z. e.,independ-
ent— not a result of some antecedent activity), and the determinate-
ness (produced by this presupposing activity, which is a negative,
determining activity, directed against the immediateness, or identity,
produced by the positing reflection), is looked upon only as moment.
(i. e., as a modification of an already existent being). It (i. e., ex-
ternal reflection) relates to its presupposition (i. e., the result of the
positing-reflection, viz: immediateness, identity), as though the lat-
ter were the negative of reflection (. e., an immediate which needs no
antecedent reflecting activity to posit it), and yet this negative were
cancelled as negative (i. e., utterly indifferent to antecedent positing).
(Again, in other words) Reflection in its positing, annuls immediately
its positing, and hence has an immediate presupposition. It, there-
fore, finds the same already existent before it, as something with
which it begins, and from which it commences the return into itself —
the negating of this, its negative. But, the fact, that this p'l'esupposed
is a negative, or posited, is not suspected by it. This determinate-
ness (i. e., ‘‘negative, or posited,”’) belongs only to the positing
reflection, but in the prepositing reflection it is cancelled (i. e., the
immediateness is not a posited, not a result). What the external re-
flection determines and posits on the immediate are, therefore, only
external determinations (7. e., external to the immediate, which is the
result of the positing reflection). An example of this is the category
of the infinite, as it is found in the logic of being; the finite is taken
as a real somewhat, already existent before the infinite, and from
which one begins as a basis for the infinite, to which he proceeds;
and the infinite, in this connection, is a reflection into itself, standing
in opposition to it (i. e., the finite as the limited and particular, ought
to be regarded as the dependent, as a phase merely, while the infinite
should be the independent, the totality, including the finite as its
phase. But the imperfect insight which thinks with the categories of
being, looks npon the finite as one independent sphere, and the infi-
nite as another, opposed to it. Ashere pointed out, the only distinec-
tion between them is that, in the finite the reflection into itself is
annulled, while in the infinite, it is conceived as active. The imme-
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diateness which results from the positing reflection, is regarded by
external reflection as sundered from the positing activity, and as inde-
pendent— this is the finite; the reflection, of self-relation, which
results in pure identity, is the activity likewise sundered, by external
reflection, and regarded as the infinite).

External reflection is the syllogism containing the two extremes,
the immediate and the reflection into itself; the middle term is the
relation of the two, the determined immediate conceived in snel a
manner, that the one part of it, viz., the immediateness, belongs ex-
clusively to one extreme, and the other part, viz., the determinateness,
or negation, belongs exclusively to the other extreme (i. e., our ex-
ternal reflection unites the two extremes in a middle term, bat it an-
nuls its own work in the fact that it regards this unity still as a sub-
Jjective product, and discriminates the two elements, still as belonging
to the two extremes, and as not united so as to lose their identity in
a third. We can still distinguish in a plum-pudding the various in-
gredients, not become identical, although united).

If we consider the doings of external reflection more critically, we
shall find it a positing of the immediate, whicl, in so far, becomes the
negative, or the determined ; but it is immediately also the annulment.
of this its positing, for it presupposes the immediate ; it is, therefore,
a pegative activity which negates its own negation (in this critical
consideration, we discover why external reflection does not suspect
the identity of immediateness and reflection into itself, bat holds them
asunder as two independent somewhats; it is itself the positing ac-
tivity, or reflection into itself, and throungh this it is led to regard the
positing activity as entirely subjective). It is immediately a positing
activity, a cancelling of the immediate which is negative to it, and
this immediate with which it supposed itself to begin as a foreign (i.
e., independent, already existent) somewhat, comes to be in this ac-
tivity of beginning. The immediate is thus not only in itself identi-
cal with reflection — and this would mean for us, subjectively or in ex-
ternal reflection — but this identity of the immediate and reflection is
posited (established through an objective process). It is, namely,
determined through reflection, as its negative, orits other, but it is
its own activity that negates this very determining. And thus, the ex-
ternality of reflection to the immediate is annulled; its self-negating:
positing, unites it with its negative, with the immediate, and this unit-
ing is the essential immediateness itself. It is, therefore, proved that
the external reflection is not external, but the immanent reflection of
immediateness itseif; or, in other words, that that which is through
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the positing reflection is the in-and-for-itself existing essence (i. e.,
ihe total process of essence). Hence it is determining reflection.
('The demonstration of the nature of external reflection in the above
paragraphs, and as supplemented in the next section — ‘¢ determining
reflection’’ —forms one of the most wonderful movements of Hegel’s
philosophy. 1In it he transcends all mere subjective idealism and all
phases of philosophical nescience. The gist of the demonstration is
to be found first in his subtle analysis of reflection ; having shown in
a former book, that all beings, or categories of being, are valid only
in their relation to each other, and that relation is the trath of being,
and thus that being is seeming —in other words, that particular
j beings are phases of a total, inclnding process —it follows that all
relation is self-relation when traced ouat. Self-relation is reflection
and self-negation. Having discovered this he finds by analysis the
two aspects in it; a positing aspect resulting in identity and immedi-
ateness, the prepositing aspect resulting in self-opposition and differ-
ence. The stage of external reflection takes on itself one of these
aspects as subjective, and through this the connecting link between
immediateness and reflection becomes invisible. To see this as maya,
or illusion, is to have an insight into the dialectic of pure thought.)

Remark.

Reflection is taken in a subjective sense, by current usage, as the
activity of the faculty of judgment, which transcends a given imme-
diate representation, and seeks to find general predicates for the
same, or to compare it with them. Kant contrasts the reflecting
judgment with the determining judgment. He defines judgment as
the general faculty which thinks the particular, as contained under
the universal. If the universal is given — as rule, principle, law —
the judgment, which subsumes the particular under it, is determin-
ing. Bat, if only the particular is given, for which the universal is
to be found, the judgment is merely reflecting. Reflection is, conse-
quently, in the latter instance, the transcending of an immediate,
and the attaining of a universal. The immediate is partly defined
as particular, and through this defined as relation of the same to its
universal; for and by itself, it is only an individual, or something
immediately existent. And, on the other hand, that to which it is
related is its universal, its rale, principle, or law; in any case, it
is something reflected into itself, relating to itself —essence, or
the essential. (A rule, principle, or law, is said to be reflected into
itself, because, in its application to a multiplicity of cases, it finds
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only confirmation ; that which is peculiar, and belongs only to one
individuoal, in contrast with another, relates by that contrast to a
beyond, to another; but, if the characteristic applies not only to the
one, but to its other. and to another, and to all others, it is said to be
reflected into itself, for it is affirmed, and continued by its others,
by its limit).

Bat, in this place, we are not treating of the reflection of con-
sciousness (conscionsness, in general, has the form of reflection —
it is self-relation, self-knowing): nor is it the narrower sphere of
the reflection of the understanding which deals with the categories
of particularity and universality. Here we are speaking of reflection
in general (objective, as well as subjeetive). That reflection to which
Kant ascribes the function of finding a universal for a given particu-
lar, is, evidently, only “‘external >’ reflection, which relates to the
immediate, as something given. But the idea of absolute reflection
is contained in it implicitly ; for the universal — the principle, rule, or
law — which it attains in its determining. is regarded as the essence of
that immediate with which it began. and, consequently. the imme-
diate is regarded as a nugatory ; and the return from the immediate,
the determining of reflection, is regarded as the positing of the imme-
diate, in its true being (even external reflection. in finding the
essence of an immediate, supposes itself to find the true nature of
it) ; therefore, that which reflection predieates of the immediate —
the determinations which it finds in it—is not locked upon as some-
thing external to that immediate, but as its real being.

External reflection, and in fact reflection in general. had the for-
tune for a long time to fall under the ban of modern philosophy ; it
was the fashion to attribute everything evil to it and to its activity.
and it was regarded as the antipode and hereditary enemy of the
< absolute ’> mode of viewing things. In fact the thinking reflection,
in so far as it conducts itself externally, sets out from a given some-
what— an immediate, foreign to it — and regards its own activity as
a merely formal affair, which receives its content and matter from
without, and is for its own part only an activity conditioned through
it. Moreover, as we shall learn in the consideration of the determin-
ing roflection, reflected determinations are of anotier kind than the
merel, immediate determinations of being. The latter are conceded
to be transitory, merely relative determinations, standing each in rela-
tion to another: but the reflected determinations bave the form of
the being in and for itself (i. e., they are independent, because self-
related) ; they make themselves valid, therefore, as essential, and,
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instead of effecting a transition into their opposites, they manifest
themselves rather as absolute, free and indifferent towards each other.
“They refuse, therefore, stubbornly, to move; their being is their
identity with themselves, in their determinateness, in which they are
‘held asunder, although they reciprocally presuppose each other.

(Hegel’s ‘‘remarks’’ sometimes are explanatory of the strictly
:scientifie, or dialectic portions of the text, but more frequently they
furnish digressions pertaining to matters which have a merely his-
torical interest.)

3. Determining Reflection.

The determining reflection is the unity of the positing and the
external reflection. This is to be considered more in detail:

(1). External reflection commences with immediate being; posit-
ing reflection commences with nothing. External reflection, which
becomes determining reflection, posits another, viz., the essence, in
the place of the cancelled being; but the positing reflection does not
posit its determination in the place of another — it has no presuppo-
sition. But on this account it is not the completed determining reflec-
tion; the determination which it posits, is, therefore, a merely
posited (7. e., dependent); it is iinmediate, not, however, as self-
identical, but as self-negating ; it has absolute reference to the return
into itself, and has existence only in reflection, although it is not this
reflection itself. :

That which is posited, is, therefore, another, but in such a manner
that the identity of reflection with itself is entirely preserved; for
that which is posited is only annulled — relation to the return into
itself.l

If some one says of anything that ¢“it is only a posited-being,’’
we may understand this expression in two meanings; it is this, as

! In the sphere of being the category of particular being (Daseyn) was a being
which had negation attached to it, and being was the immediate basis and element
of this negation, which, therefore, was itself immediate. To particular being
(Daseyn) corresponds posited-being in the sphere of essence; it too is a particular
being (Daseyn), but its basis is being as essence, or as pure negativity (pure=self-
related); it is a determinateness, or negation, not regarded as existent, but as
directly annulled. Particular being is nothing but posited-being; this is the pro-
position (principle or maxim) of essence in regard to particular being (in arriving
at the idea of essence it had been found that particular being was a vanishing
phase, something posited through a process of essence). Posited-being, therefore,
stands, in one respect, opposed to purticular being, and, in another respect, opposed
to essence, and is to be looked upon as the middle term which connects particular
being with essence, and, conversely, essence with particular being.
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opposed to particular being, or, as opposed to essence. * In the for-
mer meaning, particular being is taken as something higher than the
posited-being, and the latter is ascribed to external reflection as some-
thing subjective. In fact, however, the posited-being is itself the
higher of the two; for as posited-being, particular being is taken for
what it really is in itself —as a negative, as something which exists
only as a relation to the return into itself. Hence, the expression,
“¢it is only a posited-being,”” should be used in contrast to essence
4. e., as the negation of the being-returned-into-itself.

(2). Posited-being does not contain the full thought expressed by
¢ determination of reflection’”; it is determinateness merely as nega-
tion in general (posited-being expresses mere dependence, that which
is, but, as being dependent, its being is in and through another; hence,
it is annulled. The determinations of reflection are not mere phases
of reflection like posited-being, but aspects of the totality of reflec-
tion, as will be seen below). But positing has been found in unity
with external reflection ; the latter is in this unity absolute presuppo-
sition, i. e., the repulsion of reflection from itself, or the positing
of determinateness as the presupposition itself. Posited-being is,
therefore, as such, negation, but as presupposed, it i3 reflected into
itself. In this sense, posited-being is ‘* determination of reflection”’
(as above remarked, posited-being taken in the two aspects of
reflection).

Determination (Bestimmung) of reflection is to be discriminated
from determinateness (Bestimmtheit) of being, i. e., from quality;
-quality is immediate relation to another, in general ; posited-being, also,
is relation to another, but to being, as reflected into itself. Negation,
as quality, is negation as existent; being constitutes its ground, and
element. Determination of reflection, on the contrary, has, as its
basis, being reflected into itself. (Categories of being have validity
directly in themselves, i. e., independently ; or, rather, they have
not this validity, but are thought to have it, by the stage of thinking
which gives validity to such categories; but, in essence, every cate-
gory, or determination, is a result of a self-related process, called
by Hegel, *reflection into itself’’; thus, its determinations are
posited-being — posited by the activity of self-negation; e. g.,
identity is the self-relation of negation; so, also, is difference.)
Posited-being fixes itselfein the aspect of determination, precisely
for this reason, that reflection is identity with itself in its self-nega-
tion ; its being negated is, therefore, its very reflection into itself.
The determination is effected, not through being, but through
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identity with itself. Because being, which is the substrate of quality,
is non-identical with negation, it follows that quality is non-identical
with itself, and, therefore, transitory, a vanishing phase. (Quality
is regarded as vonsisting of two elements, being and negation, two-
non-identieal somewhats, which do not produce a stable result; the-
negation appears in quality as its dependence, the occasion of its
dissolution ; but the determination of reflection is produced through
self-relation, and its elements, therefore, have no subsistence out-
side of it—it is their subsistence; it is, thus, unlike the determin-
ateness of being, whose elements have subsistence apart from it.)-
On the contrary, the determination of reflection is posited being, as.
negation — negation, which has lying at its basis annulled being,
and, therefore, is not non-identical with itself, but is essential, and
not a transitory determinateness.  The self-identity of reflection,
which has the negative, merely as negative, as cancelled or posited,
is what gives persistence to the same (the negative, as negative, i. e.,
not as another being). S

On account of this reflection into itself, the determinations of
reflection appear as free essentialities hovering in the empty void,
without attraction, or repulsion, towards each other; in them, deter~
minateness has, through relation to itself, been established, and
infinitely fixed (a firm basis for imperishable individuality is found
in self-relation, while individuality is impossible in the form of
being or simple quality); it is determination which has subordinated
its transition and its mere posited-being, or has bent back its reflec-
tion into another — into reflection into itself. ‘These determinations
constitate, therefore, the particular appearance, whieh is the ** mani-
festation’’ of essence — essential appearance. For this reason, deter-
mining reflection is reflection which has emerged from itself; the
identity of essence with itself is lost in the negation, which is domi-
‘nant.

Therefore, in the determination of reflection there are two sides,
which are to be distinguished. First, that of posited-being, negation,
as such ; secondly, reflection into itself. According to the posited-
being, negation is taken as negation; this is consequently its unity
with itself, but it is this at first only potentially (an sick); or it is the
immediate as self-annulling, as the other of itself. Reflection into
itself is, therefore, an abiding activity of d®ermination ; essence does
not transcend itself in that activity, its distinctions are merely pos-
ited — taken back into essence, but, according to the other phase,
they are not posited, but reflected into themselves ; negation as nega-
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tion is reflected into identity with itself, and not into its other —
not into its non-being.

(3.) Since now the determination of reflection is both reflected re-
lation into itself, as well as posited-being, its nature becomes throngh
this fact immediately evident to us. As posited-being, namely, it is
Regation as such, a non-being opposed to another, namely, opposed
to the absolute reflection into itself, or to essence. But as relation
to itself it is reflected into itself. This, its reflection, and that, its
posited-being, are different; its posited-being is rather its being-an-
nulled; its being reflected into itself is, however, its persistence.
In so far as it is the posited-being, which is at the same time reflection
into itself, the determinateness of reflection is the relation to its alter-
um (other-being) within itself. It is not as an existent quiescent de-
terminateness, which would be related to another in such a manner,
that the related aud its relation are different from each other, the
former a being in itself, a somewhat, which excludes its other, and its
relation to this other from itself. But the determination of reflec-
tion, is, in itself, the definite particular side and the relation to this
definite particular side as definite, i. e., to its negation. Quality
through its relation makes a transition into another. its change begins
in its relation. The determination of reflection, on the contrary, has
taken up its other-being into itself. It is posited-being, negation
which, however, bends back the relation to another into itself. and
negation which, as self-identical, is the unity of itself and its other,
and through this fact alone, essentiality. It is, therefore, posited-
being, negation, but as reflection into itself, it is at the same time,
the annulled-being of this posited-being. infinite relation to itself.

(In this first chapter of Essence, Hegel has exhibited the nature of
reflection, relation, negation as totality ; as self-relation, or totality,
it has the two phases of identity and difference, of dependence within
independence —i. e., of posited-being, within reflection into itself;
while in the sphere of being, no determinations were found that were
persistent, abiding, here in Essence we find abiding determinations —
which are such through their self-relation).

Secoxp CHAPTER.

Essentialities or Determinations of Reflection.

Reflection is determined reflection, consequently essence is de-
termined, or essentiality (by the expression *‘ determined *’ is meant
particularized, since essence is reflection, according to the results of
the first chapter, it follows that essence is particularized, ¢. e., its
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negative activity determines it, produces self-opposition, gives rise
to its differences. ¢* Essentiality ’’ ( Wesenheit ) means the state of
being essential ; it refers to the abstract phase, or general aspect of
the process to which the term essence is here applied.)

Reflection is the appearing (Scheinen) of essence in itself. Es-
sence, as infinite return into itself, is not immediate simplicity, but
negative simplicity. It is a movement containing different phases
(durch unterschiedene Momente), constituting absolute mediation with
itself (** absolute mediation,”” becanse it is utterly a product of 1its
own activity).

These, its phases, are its manifestation (and since it is reflection),
therefore, these phases are determinations, which are reflected into
themselves. (N. B.—If they were not reflected determinations they
would not resemble essence — would not manifest it.)

First. Essence is simple relation to itself — pure identity. This
determination is rather the lack of determinations (pure identity is
the void of determinations).

Secondly. The determination properly so-called is distinction.
Distinction, as external or indifferent to the nature of the somewhats
distinguised, is called difference ( Verschiedenheit = variety, differ-
ence between things not essentially related to each other, e. g., a book
and a lamp-post). But, as essential difference, it is the difference
of contraries, antithesis — the difference of opposition (Gegensatz =
antithesis — a difference or distinction in which the phases distin-
guished are dependent upon each other —e. g., sweet and sour, posi-
tive and negative, same and different).

Thirdly. Distinction, as it exists in the form of contradiction
( Widerspruch), reflects (bends back) the antithesis into itself (self-
difference, self-negation, self-distinction, self-opposition, are forms
of contradiction, . e., reflected distinctions), With the category of
contradiction, distinction passes into that of ground or reason (i. e.,
self-distinction implies, or presupposes, ground or reason).

* Remark.

Determinations of reflection are usually given in the form of
propositions, in which they are predicated as valid of all things.
These propositions are set up as general laws of thought, which lay
at the basis of all thinking, — which are absolute and indemonstra-
ble, but which, at the same time, are assumed and acknowledged as
true by every thinking being who can seize their meaning, and this
directly and without contradiction.

Thus the essential determination of identity is expressed in the
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proposition: Everything is identical with itself: A — A. Or, ex-
pressed negatively: A cannot be at the same time A and not-A.

In the first place; it is not easy to see why these simple determina-
tions of reflection should be the only ones apprehended in this par-
ticular form. Why, for instance, should not other categories, say the
determinatenesses of the sphere of being, take the form of propo-
sitions (and be laws of thought). There would be, for example,
such propositions as, *everthing is, everything has particular being,
ete. ; or, everything has quality, quantity, etc. For being, particu-
larity (Daseyn), ete., are as logical determinations predicates of every-
thing whatsoever. A ‘¢ category’ is, according to its etymology
and the definition of Aristotle, that which is predicated of existences.
But a determinateness of being is essentially a transition into its op-
posite. The negative of each and every determinateness is as neces-
sary as itself. As immediate determinatenesses, each one stands in
opposition to some other. If these categories (7. e., of being),
therefore, are put in the form of propositions, their cdrresponding
antithetic propositions are suggested ; both offer the same degree of
necessity, and have equal validity as immediate assertions. On this
account each assertion requires proof as against the other, and hence
they do not possess the character of immediately or indisputably
true propositions of thought.

Determinations of reflection, on the contrary, do not possess a
qualitative nature (like the categories of being). They are self-
relating, and on this account their relation to others has been
removed (i. e., they are self-relating, and, therefore, independent).
Moreover, since their determinatenesses are self-relations, they
contain in this fact the form of propositions already. For a
proposition is to be distinguished from a judgment chiefly through
this fact, that in the proposition, the content is the relation itself,
i. e., it is a particularized relation. But a judgment places all of its
content in the predicate as a general determinateness, which is to
be distinguished from its relation —the simple copula—and as pos-
sessing independence (fir sick). If a proposition is to be changed
into a judgment, its particular content—e. g., if it lies in a verb,
muost be changed into a participle, in order, by this means, to sepa-
rate the determination itself from its relation to a subject. The
determinations of reflection, as before remarked, take the form of
the proposition quife naturally, inasmuch as they are posited-being
reflected into itself (dependence related to itself). Since they are
expressed as general laws of thought, they require a subject of their
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relation, and this is ‘‘All,”” or ‘‘A’’—denoting each and every
being.

In one respect this form of the proposition is superfluous, for
determinations of reflection are to be regarded by themselves (and
not as pertaining to a subject). Moreover, these propositions are
incorrect in having being (everything, something) as their subjects.
With this they recall the stand-point of being, and therewith they
express determinations of reflection, such as identity, etc., in the
form of mere quality (as though identity were an immediateness).
By such predication in which the subject is posited in a quality as
existing in it, the determinations of reflection lose their speculative
meaning, so that identity, for example, is not predicated as the truth
and essence into which the subject has passed over. (*‘Specula-
tive >’ applies to the comprehension of things as wholes, or totalities.
Thus, identity applies to categories of being, viewed in their entire
process of change, or their transition from one to another, and their
return from each other).

Firally, however, determinations of reflection have the form of
self-identity, and are without relation to each other, and without anti-
thesis; and yet, as we shall see upon consideration more in detail,
or, as will become clear in the discussion of identity, difference, and
antithesis, they do assume particular forms of opposition to each
other, and through their form of reflection are not prevented from
transition and contradiction. The several propositions which are set
up as absolute laws of thought are, therefore, found, upon examina-
tion, to be in opposition to each other; they contradict and mutnally
annul each other. If everything is identical with itself, then it is not
different, not opposed (within itself), and has, therefore, no ground
(it is evident that a ground or identity-in-difference can exist only
for what is self-opposed). - Or, if it is assumed that there are no two
things identical, i. e., everything is different from everything else,
it follows, that A is not identical with A, and that A is not in oppo-
sition, etc. (i. e., without identity there is no ground for difference,
and without difference there is no basis for the relation which consti-
tutes identity). The assumption of universality (*‘each,’’ ¢ every,’’
¢¢all **), made by these propositions, leaves no room for the assump-
tion of the other. The thoughtless consideration of these proposi-
tions enumerates them, one after the other, as though they had no
relation to each other; it thinks rarely on their form of reflection
(independence), and does not regard the other aspect— their posi-
ted-being — (dependence), 7. e., their determinateness, as such,
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which impels them into transition and into their negation. (The
foregoing remark is an ¢ external reflection,”” or digression, which
has nothing to do with the logical treatment of the subject here.
It may, of course, incidentally give one a valuable insight into the
nature and form of the so-called laws of thought. What precedes
the remark is the usnal definition and division of the subject placed
at the bead of the chapter, and is not put forward as scientific
demonstration. The demonstration proper begins in the following
sections, in which are treated Identity, Difference, ete. It is also to
be noted—and this is of the greatest importance to the student of
Hegel —that the first part of the discussion of any and every cate-
gory treats only its immediate phases; hence, only its most shallow
and superficial regards.  After this succeed paragraphs treating the
subject in its forms of antithesis, i. e., of relation. but not yet of
self-relation. Here, accordingly, come in the antinomies and nega-
tive, or skeptical, modes of viewing the subject. Finally, the third
part of the discussion considers the subject in its self-relation, its
totality, and this part contains the insight into what is universal and
necessary. Since each subject, in its totality, involves every other
subject in the universe, it follows that in the third part of each dis-
cussion, one may find a solution identical with the solutions given
in the third part of each and every other discussion throughout this
logic. The chief ditficulty met by the students of Hegel everywhere,
and throughout the entire history of Hegelianism, has been the failure
to distingnish these three stages in the discnssion, and to discrim-
inate their degrees of validity. Onue takes, for example, the first part
as presenting a valid result; he goes forward to the second part, tak-
ing for granted that it ha izes with what precedes. He soon dis-
covers incongruities, and, as'If€ proceeds, these become more striking
and numerous. In the third part he loses all trace of logical con-
nection and consistency. His natural conclusion is that the author
* has, by a high-banded disregard of logical rules, attempted to recon-
cile these incongruities, leaving each position in its validity and in its
hostile attitude towards the others. For a notable illustration of
this procedure see Feuerbach’s account of his studies in Hegel’s
Phenomenology. The various attitudes of consciousness towards the
objects of the senses, as there depicted, are taken as entirely valid.
Feuerbach attempts to explain them and reconcile them, and failing
in this, condemns Hegel’s dialectic. Not to continue this comment
farther, it may be said that Hegel’s logic is a series of refutations,
commencing with the emptiest and shallowest category, and refuting
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it by finding that it presupposes another category opposed to it, and
a third one including both. This series of refutations ends, neces-
sarily, only when a category is discovered whose opposition is entirely
within itself, and which, therefore, is its own totality. Although
every category in this logic, except the last one—the Idea as con-
scious personality, —is refuted, yet its refutation is accomplished
through an insight into its totality —a ‘‘speculative’’ insight,
identical in kind with the insight into the category of the Idea.)

A.
Identity.

(1.) Essence is simple immediateness as cancelled immediateness.
Its negativity is its being. It is self-identical in its absolute nega-
tivity, and through this, the otherness and relation to another, have
utterly vanished in its pure self-identity. XEssence is, therefore,
simple identity with itself.

(This category of identity might be considered as the beginning of
this second part of the Logic, and all of the previous portion treating
of Appearance, Reflection, etc., might be omitted as an investigation
belonging to the third part of this Logic. Hegel died just before
revising this part of the work. From the extensive alterations and
additions made to the first part, it may be supposed that many
changes and additions would have been made in this part. In the
Logic of the Encyclopedia, the part treating of Essence is relatively
much fuller than in this work, and it begins properly with the cate-
gory of Identity).

Identity with itself is the immediateness of reflection (the only
immediateness that we shall find after transcending the categories of
being). It is not that identity with itself which being, or naught,
is, but the identity with itself which consists in the restoring of itself
to unity; not a restoration from something else, or by something
else, but the pure restoration from, and by, and of, itself. This is
essential identity. It is in so far not an abstract identity — not an
identity that has its origin in a relative, or partial negation — a nega-
tion which precedes and conditions identity, 7. e., separates from it
all distinctions, leaving them, however, still extant as they were.
Bt being, and every determination of being (others and otherness),
has been annulled, not relatively or partially, but wholly. This
simple negativity of being in itself is identity.

It (identity) is in so far still the same as essence.
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Remark.

The thinking activity, which is on the plane of external reflection,
and which knows no other kind of thinking than that on this plane,
never attains the ability to comprehend identity as it has been above
defined, or, which is the same thing, to comprebend essence. Such
thinking has always before itself abstract identity and difference. and
it holds the two thonghts side by side, and independent of each other.
It supposes that the faculty of reason is nothing but a loom upon
which the warp is placed — ** identity ** — and then the woof — ** dif-
ference ”’ thus making a texture com-
posed of different threads (externally combined but still independ-
ent—i. e., not become one as in a chemical unity, or vital unity in
which the identity cr individuality of the clements is lost). And so
it happens that external reflection analyzing its result may unravel it
and draw ont first ¢*identity >’ and afterwards ¢ difference,”” and
place them side by side; finding at one time the identity of objects
and at another time their non-identity — their identity when one ab-
stracts their difference — their non-identity when one abstracts their
identity. One must forget all these assertions and hypotheses as to
what reason does, since they are merely historical in their character
(““ historical,”” i. e., descriptive —i. e., without characterizing the
logical necessity which connects the subject and its determina-
tions). A consideration of everything that exists shows that it is in
its very identity non-identical and contradictory, and, in its differ-
ence, iu its contradiction, it is self-identical; it is within itself this
movement of transition from one determination into another, and it
is this because each determination is within itself its own opposite.
The idea of identity —its definition — according to which it is sim-
ple self-related negativity, is not a product of esternal reflection, but
has arisen in the consideration of being (out of its dialectical inves-
tigation). On the contrary, that identity which contains no differ-
ence, and that difference which contains no identity, are products of
external reflection and abstraction which hold asunder in an arbitrary
manner these predicates, and attribute to them independence (ab-
stract identity and difference are conceived by external reflection as
possessing permanent exclusion toward each other, and, though they
mingle in the formation of concrete things, taey are still as distinct as
the threads in cloth; but the speculative idea of identity and differ-
ence makes them both to be phases of the same activity of self-ne-
gation or self-relation— an activity ‘which produces identity in pro-
ducing difference, aad difference in preducing identity).
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(2.) This identity is in the first place essence itself, and not a
determination of it —the entire movcment of reflection, and not a
part of that movement. As absolute negation, it is negation which
immediately negates itself— a non-being and difference which van-
ishes in its beginning, or an act of distinguishing through which
nothing is distinguished. The act of distinguishing is the positing of
a non-being as the non-being of another. But the noun-being of
another is the cancelling of another, and consequently of the very
act of distinguishing. The act of distinguishing is, therefore, nega-
tivity relating to itself — a non-being which is the non-being of itself ;
a non-being which has its own non-being not in something else, but
in itself. It is, therefore, that which relates to itself — reflected
difference — or pure, absolute difference (or ‘¢ distinction ’”).

In other words, identity is reflection into itself, and this is nothing
but internal repulsion, and it is this repulsion as reflection into itself,
—a repulsion which immediately recoils upon itself. It.is conse-
quently identity as self-identical difference. Difference is, however,
identical with itself only in so far as it is not identity, but absolute
non-identity. But non-identity is ‘‘ absolute > ouly in so far as it
contains nothing derived from anything else, but is only itself, . e.
in so far as it is absolute identity with itsclf.

Identity is, therefore, in itself (7. e., involves in its definition)
absolute non-identity. But it is also the determination of identity
(as a contrast to itself as the entire movement, it is the special form
of identity). For as reflection into itself it posits itself as its own
non-being ; it is the entire movement, but as reflection it posits itself
in this movement as a single phase of itself, as posited-being
(dependent being) from which it returns into itself (dependent
being manifests that upon which it depends, and is the appearance
of the same. In this it points towards the independent being, and
is its reflection; . e., the independent being reflects itself in what
depends on it, or to use the words of the text, it is the return into
jtself from what depends on it, or is ¢ posited >’ by it). Therefore,
as a phase of its movement, it is first identity, as such, in the form
of simple self-sameness, as opposed to absolute (I. e., self-related)
difference.

Remark.

In this remark I will consider more in detail the question of iden-
tity, as found in the principle of identity which is set up as the first
law of thought. ¢

This principle in its positive expression, A=A, is, in the first

.
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place nothing else but the expression of empty tautology. It has,
therefore, been truly said that this law of thought is without a con-
tent, and adds nothing to our knowledge. Thus the empty identity
to which those adhere who are accustomed to regard it as true, and
quote it on all occasions — this identity excludes all difference, and is
different from difference. They do nol see that in this they have
already conceived identity as possessing difference ; for they say that
identity is different from difference. Now, since this must be con-
ceded to be the nature of identity, the conclusion must be that iden-
tity does not possess difference externally but in its own nature
((identity cannot exclude difference without possessing it as its very
nature). Moreover, when they conceive it strictly as an unmoved
identity (i. e., devoid of activity), which is, therefore, the opposite of
difference, they do not see that by this they conceive identity as a
one-sided determinateness, which as such has no truth (**truth”’
means here actuality). It is conceded that the principle of identity
expresses only a one-sided determinateness, — that it contains only
formal, abstract, imperfect truth. In this concession, which is cor-
rect, is contained the admission that the truth is to be found only in
the unity of identity and difference. When it is asserted that ‘‘iden-
tity ** (as here conceived) is imperfect, there hovers before the mind
this totality (i. e., of identity and difference), compared with which
““identity >’ is something incomplete. The totality is the complete.
‘When, however, identity is separated from difference, and regarded
as absolute—being held as something essential, valid, and true in
this state of isolation —there is nothing to be seen in these contra-
dictory assumptions but the inability of thought to bring together and
reconcile the idea of abstract identity conceived as essential with the
idea of its incompleteness, — its want of totality, or wholeness. It is
an inability of consciousness to grasp identity as a negative activity
(i. e., self-relation of the negative), although in these very assertions
identity is indirectly assumed to be such an activity; in other words,
since identity is expressly stated to be such only as separated from
difference, or that its essence consists in this separation, we have
jts truth expressed directly as consisting in separation, —its essen-
tial characteristic is separation, — without separation it could not be;
therefore, this *‘identity’’ is nothing, considered for and by itself,
but its existence lies wholly in this relation expressed in its separation
from difference. 7

As regards that confidence which was expressed in the principle of
of identity as absolute truth, it was founded on experience, —

3
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that is to say, the experience of every conscious being was appealed
to, and the assertion made that in this proposition, 4 is A4, or a tree
is a tree, there is a direct concession and a complete conviction that
the proposition is true and self-evident, and requires no proof what-
ever. 'This appeal to experience, that every conscious being acknowl-
edges the truth of the principle of identity, is merely a rhetorical
statement. For no one will say that he has ever made the experi-
ment of testing every conscious being in regard to the abstract prop-
osition that A—A. There is no serious attempt made at an appeak
to real experience, but only an assurance that if such an appeal were
made a universal assent would be the result. But, if the abstract
proposition, as such, is not meant, but rather a concrete application
of it, from which the abstract proposition could be deduced, then it
follows that the assertion of its universal validity for every conscious
being would amount to no more than this: that the principle of iden-
tity lies at the basis, implicitly, of every act of predication by a con-
scious being. But a concrete application is precisely the relation of
simple identity to a multiplicity different from it. (Identity, as it
appears in a concrete proposition, is in unicn with difference: 4. e.,
every proposition expresses in the act of predication a relation of its
subject to some other subject, hence predication in its very nature
asserts relation to others, and thus involves difference; in this predi-
cation the fact that the subject is posited as identical with the predi-
cate signifies that the subject is dependent upon others. Dependence
involves identity and difference. If a concrete proposition is reduced
to the form of identity, or simple self-relation, the element of otherness
is intentionally ignored, and the subject placed in the form of inde-
pendence, or simple self-identity. Itis evident in this that the reduc-
tion of concrete propositions to identical ones does violence to their
nature, — what is dependent is stated as independent. ‘A is B,”’
means that the totality of B involves A, or that A is dependent upon
the totality of B; this is the type of the concrete proposition. To
change this to *“ A is A"’ is to omit entirely the totality of B, in so
far as it transcends A ; for the proposition, ¢ A is B,”’ means that A
is in a totality consistingof A4X, which equals B. ¢ The Earth is a
planet,”” asserts the dependence of the Earth [upon a sun] ; the solar
system is the totality, containing this relation of dependence within it.
¢The Earth is the Earth,’’ althonugh having the form of a proposition,
and thus involving difference, really expresses only self-identity and
independence. This, in the case of the Earth, is not its truth; it is
partial only.) Expressed in the form of a proposition, that which is
concrete requires a synthetical proposition; and the abstract propo-
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sition of identity may be derived, through analysis, from the con-
crete itself, or from its synthetic proposition. But such derivation,
through analysis or abstraction, does not leave experience as it found
it, but changes it. For experience contains identity in unity with
difference, and this fact refutes at once the assertion that abstract
identity, as such, is something true (i. e., actually existing), for
experience finds exactly the opposite to be true, —it finds, viz.,
identity only in union with difference in every example.

On the other hand, experience often enough learns the true charac-
ter of this proposition of pure identity, and ascertains what truth it
has. If, for example, to the question, ‘“ Whatis a plant?’’ the answer
is given, ‘A plant is—a plant,”” while the truth of such an
answer would doubtless be conceded at once by the entire company
present, yet there would be an equal unanimity on this point, viz.,
that such a proposition had said nothing. If one opens his mouth
for the purpose of announcing what God is, and says, ** God is —
God,” the expectation of the listener finds itself deceived, for it
looked for a different predicate. If such a proposition is called
‘¢ absolute truth,”’ such predications of ‘‘ absolute’’ will be held very
cheap. Nothing is more tedious and unendurable than a conversa-
tion which travels round and round the same point, or than such
identity-predication which is offered as truth.

Upon analyzing the conditions of this tediousness, we find that the
beginning of the proposition, ‘‘ the plant is,”” leads us to expect.
something else for a predicate. But when the subject recurs in the
predicate, we find the opposite of what we had expected, and noth-
ing is the result. Such identity-predication, therefore, contradicts
its own form. Identity, instead of being the absolute truth, is there-
fore the opposite of the truth. Instead of being the unmoved sim-
ple, it has the form of transcending itself and resulting in self-dissolu-
tion. (If it states a dependent being in the form of the proposition
of identity, it attributes to it independence ; if it states independent
being in the form of the proposition of identity, it puts it in the form
of dependence, but does not exhibit its reflection into itself by pre-
dicating of the subject its dependent phases; such dependent phases
reflect it into itself, and thus ‘¢ manifest’” the independence of the
subject.)

Therefore, in the form of the proposition in which identity is
expressed there is imvolved something else than simple abstract
identity (i. e., the form of the proposition involves difference, anti-
thesis, dependence). The form of the proposition involves the move-
ment of reflection, in which movement otherness enters only as
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“‘appearance,’’—i. e., as a vanishing. ¢ Ais—”’ is a beginning, in
which difference hovers before the mind as the end to be reached;
but in the identity-proposition we do not arrive at the different: ¢“A
is—A ;" the difference is only a vanishing, the movement returns to
itself. The form of the proposition may be looked upon as a latent
necessity to add to the abstract identity something else through its
movement. Therefore the predicate adds to the empty form of the
subject, which has no meaning on account of its emptiness, an ¢¢ A,"”’
or a ‘“plant,”” or some substrate; and this addition of the predicate
makes the difference to be seemingly an accidental inerement. If
identity itself is taken as the subject, instead of ‘* A,”’ or any other
substrate —*¢ identity is identity >’— still it is conceded that, instead
of this, any other substrate may be used. The significance of all this
is that difference makes its appearance in the expression of identity ;
or, in other words, as shown, this identity is negativity, which is ab-
solute distinction from itself.

The other expression of the principle of identity — ¢* A cannot be
at the same time A and not-A ’—is its negative form; it is called
the principle of contradiction. It is customary to regard this propo-
sition as self-evident, and as requiring no explanation of its connec-
tion with the principle of identity through the form of negation. But
the form of the principle of contradiction arises necessarily from the
fact that identity, as the pure movement of reflection, is the simple
negativity ; and this negativity is expressed more explicitly in the
principle of contradiction. There is ‘“ A,’” and ‘‘a not-A,”’ the
pure other of ‘“ A,”” expressed in this prineiple, but the difference
vanishes as soon as it appears. Identity is, therefore, expressed in
this prineiple as the negation of negation. ‘“ A’’ and ‘‘ not-A’’ are
distinguished, and these distinct somewhats are related to one and
the same ‘“ A.”” Identity is, therefore, exhibited as this distinction
of somewhats, which are in one unity, or as the simple distinction
in itself (7. e., a distinction of itself from itself through its negative
self-relation — 4. e., through the relation of its negative activity to
itsclf ; self-determination is self-negation, or negative self-relation).

It is evident, from this, that the principle of identity ,—and still
more the principle of contradiction, —is not merely an analytic prin-
ciple, but that it possesses a synthetic nature. For the principle of
contradiction contains in its very expression not merely the empty,
simple identity with itself, nor merely its opposite, but absolute
non-identity, contradiction of itself. The principle of identity con-
tains, as has been shown, the movement of reflection, — identity as
the vanishing of otherness.
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What, therefore, this investigation establishes, is this: first, the
principle of identity, or that of contradiction, held abstractly in
order to express truth by separating identity from difference, is no
law of thought, but rather the opposite of it; secondly, that these
principles contain more than is intended, viz., their opposite, which
is absolute distinction itself.

B.
Distinction.
1. Absolute Distinction.

Distinction ( Unterschied) is negativity as found in reflection. Itis
the “‘nothing” which is expressed in identity-predication (**the
plant is a plant,”” etc.). The essential movement of identity itself
is the negating of itself ; throngh this it determines itself, and dis-
tinguishes itself from difference.

(1.) This phase of distinction is absolute distinction (. e., self-
distinction ), —distinction as a phase of Essence. It is distinction in
and for itself, — not distinction through an external somewhat, but
through its relation to itself, and, therefore, simple distinction (7. e.,
‘“simple’’ in the sense of not-involved-with-others). It is essen-
tial to apprehend absolute distinction as simple. In the absolute
distinction of ¢ A’’ and ‘‘not-A’’ from each other, it is the sim-
ple ““ not’’ which constitutes this (absolute distinction). Distinction
itself is a simple idea; one expresses it thus: ‘* two things are to be
distingnished in this, that they, etc.”” *“In this,”” — that is to say, in
one and the same respect, in the same ground of determination. It
is distinction as a phase of Reflection, not ‘‘ otherness’’ as a category
of Being. One particular being and another particular being are

posited as excluding each other; each one of the two has immediate ~

being (i. e., not through each other, or through any other. The
category of dependence belongs to the phase of Essence, and not to
the phase of Being). The *‘other’’ in the sphere of Essence is the
¢t other”’ of itself, not the *‘ other’’ as existing independent, outside
of it; it (the ‘“other’’ in Essence) is a simple determinateness in
itself (an sich sometimes means ““in itself,”” in the sense of *‘ poten-
tial,”” that which is contained in it implicitly, . e., in an undeveloped
form ; at other times an sich means ‘‘in itself”’ in the scnse of in-
dependence, of not-being-involved-with-others, — simple identity
with itself). Likewise, in the sphere of Being, ‘‘otherness’ and
determinateness of this character proved to be simple determinate-

st waanel
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ness, — identity in opposition; but this identity (in the sphere of
Being) was only transition from one determinateness into the other.
Here, in the sphere of Reflection, distinction enters as reflected,
as that which is posited to be what it is in itself (i. e., distinction is
reflected when it is distinction not from another, but distinction from
itself, and made by itself, as in human consciousness; a distinction
from another forms only a transition to that other, and shows up
‘the limit or the non-being of the determinatenesses distinguished ;
self-distinction, on the contrary, posits the true nature, — the ‘‘in
itself”” of the activity, which has the form of reflection).

(2.) Distinction in itself is distinction in the form of self-relation ;
hence the negalivity of itself,— distinction not from another, but of
itself from itself. It is not itself, but its other. But that which is
-distinguished from distinction is identity. (‘¢ Distinction’’ and ¢¢ dis-
tinguished *’ are used for the German words, Unterschied, unterschie-
dene, ete; these might be translated by ¢ difference,”” ‘¢ different,’”
ete., but ¢ difference’’ is reserved as the equivalent of Verschiedenheit,
and ‘“distinction’’ is used as the general category, including the
three phases of difference, antithesis, or contrariety, and contradiction ;
the use of *“distinction’’ in this sense is, of course, at times some-
what awkward, and the word ‘*¢difference’’ has occasionally been
substituted for it.) It (Distinction) is, therefore, itself and identity ;
the two together constitute Distinction. It (Distinction) is, therefore,
the whole and a phase of it (in the ‘‘external reflection”’ it was
shown that the presupposing activity included the positing aetivity, —
in other words, that the relation of the negative to itself produced
identity or immediateness as one result, while at the same time it
negated and determined the identity or immediateness as another
resalt; the first result was called ¢¢ positing,’” the second result was
called ¢‘ pre-positing ; *’ the total activity is this process of ** distinc-
tion,”” but the pre-positing activity within the total is also the pro-
cess of distinction; hence, ‘¢ Distinction is the whole and a phase
of it”’).

It can likewise be said that distinction, as simple, is no distine-
tion. It becomes distinction through relation to identity ; therefore
it contains distinction and this relation to identity. Distinction is the
whole and one of its own phases. And so, also, identity is the whole
and a phase of itself. We must consider this as the essential nature
of reflection, and as the primitive source of all activity and self-
movement. Both identity and distinction are processes in which each
becomes a moment as well as the total movement, and as a moment
(reciprocally complemental element) it is a posited-being (i. e., a
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result, a dependent somewhat) ; inasmuch as identity and distinction
both involve the activity of reflection (in fact, are constituted by it as
the self-relation makes the identity, and relation being negation, the
self-negation makes distinction,) they are both negative relation to
themselves. :

Distinction, inasmuch as it is the unity.of itself and identity, is
distinction which is particularized within itself (i. e., containing con-
trast within itself). Tt is not transition into another,— not a relation
to another outside of it. It has its other within itself; its other,
namely, is identity (and identity is a phase of its own movement).
And so, likewise, with identity ; while it possesses the determination
of distinction, it does not, for that reason, lose itself in distinction as
its *“ other,”” but it preserves itself in its other, and finds its reflection
or return in it: Distinction is a moment of identity. (‘‘To pre-
serve itself in its other’’ means that it meets with its own activity in
what should be its other or negation. For example, in the action of
cause and effect, we may torn our attention first to the phase of
identity: The cause reappears in the effect, the activity in the cause
transplants itself into the effect ; the cause determines or modifies the
effect so as to bring it into identity with itself,— that is, to assimilate
the effect to the canse. Turning our attention to the aspect of dis-
tinction or difference, we note that the activity of the cause utters
itself,— expresses itself. Utterance and expression proceed out from
the cause, and in obtaining independent subsistence — external realiza-
tion—in an effect, they produce distinction. The original unity in the
activity of the cause, conceived. before its utterance or expression, is
dualized, dirempted by its causal activity; and through its self-
related negation results the distinction or contrast of cause and effect.
In the simple, precise, technical langnage with which Hegel analyzes
the categories of reflection, such as canse and effect, force and man-
ifestation, identity and distinction, essence and phenomenon, ete.,
the underlying movement is characterized as negative self-relation, —
self-relation having two aspects, the first one of identity, the second
one of self-negation, contrast, or distinction).

(3.) Distinction has two moments, identity and distinetion (or
difference). The two moments are, therefore, posited-being, — deter-
‘minateness (i. e., as moments each determines the other, and the
unity of both is the resultant determinateness). But in this posited-
being each is self-relation (as explained in the next sentence, each
moment is a self-determining activity, which evolves the other within
jtself ; one activity, A, evolves another activity, viz., B; 'but the
activity B evolves again the activity A; such a process is called
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self-relation). The one, — namely, identity —is in its first aspect &
phase of the movement of reflection into itself. In like manner, the
other movement, — viz., distinction, — is distinction within itself (self—
distinction), — reflected distinction (*‘reflected,”” ¢. e., an activity
which produces another, but another which, in its activity, produces.
the first activity. For example, the generic process of life: the
activity of reproduction propagates the species; the vital activity in
the parents produces an independent vital activity having the same-
character. The species is identical in parents and offspring. The in-
dividuals are different on the plane of life, — ¢¢ The species lives, and
the individual dies.”” But on a higher plane, that of thinking-activity,
for another example, the universal reproduces itself in the same indi-
vidual, and not in different individuals. This is consciousness. The
ego, as universal subject, is an activity of knowing and willing; di-
rected upon itself, it makes itself its own object; this is the stage of
specialization ; in its specialization it recognizes itself; hence in its.
third phase the activity returns into itself generically — just as it did
on the plane of life in the propagation of the species —and also as.
particular individual; and this is personal, conscious identity).
Distinction, inasmuch as it has two such moments within itself,
both of which are reflections into themselves, is Difference (dis-par-
ateness, i. e., the reader will have noted that reflection into itself gives.
independence through the fact that it gives totality; the activity
proceeds to its other, and through its other returns to itself; this
totality or reflection-into-itself does not stand in contrast to another
outside of it, —all of its contrast is. within itself as self-distinction ;
now [N. B.], the two moments which are each a reflection into itself
are necessarily independent of each other, being total processes ;
such’ independent moments of Distinction are indifferent to each
other; this phase of distinction between independent, indifferent.
objects is called ‘¢ difference,”” ¢t disparateness,’” [ Verschiedenheit]
‘“variety.”” The ordinary consciousness views distinction from this
standpoint, but does not know that reflection-into-itself is presup-
posed by it).

2. Difference.

(1.) Identity is dirempted within itself in the category of differ-
ence, inasmuch as it (identity) has absolute distinction within itself,
posits itself as the negative of itself, and these its moments, viz.,
itself and its negative (i. e., identity and distinction), are reflections
into themselves, and hence self-identities; in other words, pre-
cisely because the identity immediately anuuls its negative activity,
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and is reflected into itself in its determination (i. e., the determina-
tion produced upon itself by self-negation). The moments which
are distinguished are contrasted with each other as different or dis-
parate, because each is identical with itself —i. e., because identity
constitutes the ground and-element of each. (N. B. Identity is
always to be regarded as the product of self-relation.) In other
words, the different or disparate is what it is only in its opposite,—
i. e., in identity.

Difference or disparateness constitutes what may be regarded as
the otherness (other-being — Andersseyn = that phase of a being
which exists in it because of external limitation) of reflection. The
other, as a category of particular being, has for its ground immediate
being —and in this immediate being, the negative inheres (. e.. ** the
other ”” is a megative category, but a category to which negativity is
only.incidental and not essential; the *‘other,” as opposed to
the ‘“somewhat,”” is itself an independent existence as much as
the ¢“somewhat,”” and its relation to the ¢ somewhat’’ as ** other”’
is a mere external, subjective distinction; the ‘¢ other”’ may itself
be regarded as the ‘‘somewhat,”” and what was regarded as the
‘‘somewhat’’ may Dbe its ‘‘other”’). But in Reflection, sclf-iden-
tity — reflected immediateness — coustitutes the ground in which
the negative inheres, and the basis of its indifference. (Self-relation,
as the true ground of individuality, is not a relation founded
on a being; being is, rather, fcunded on self-relation; being is the
result of the process of self-relation or self-negation; but leing is
not the only result of this process; determination, or negation, in its
annulling activity is likewise a result of self-negation. In the sphere
of Being, in which the mind looks upon objects as essentially inde-
pendent of each other, and regards each as having a substrate of
being, all relation is consi_dered to be incidental, or an external dis-
tinction made by the observer. But the result of the investigation
of Being has shcwn that every phase of Being that can be conceived
is necessarily transitory, and passes away into some other phase
equally transitory. The entire system of the categories of Being
forms a circular movement. The whole persists, but the parts con-
tinually vanish. Any one part, in vanishing into another, is on its way
back to itself, just as the movement onward in a circle is a return to
the starting-point. The process in which the parts vanish is a negat-
ing one; hence the return, which is self-relation, is self-negation.
Self-relation, self-negation, is all that persists in the annulment of
the categories of Being. Hence, the mode of view which regards
objects as beings gives way, in the course of experience, to the view
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which regards objects as appearances, — that is to say, as phases
oceurring in the course of the activity of a process of self-relation or
self-negation. This view is able to understand the being and the
annulment of objects. The aspect of the process wherein it is related
to itself results in immediateness, or phases of being; the aspect
wherein the process is negative results in determination, annulment,
and transition. Both being and negation are seen as results. They
have the same activity for their basis, but neither one of them is an
ultimate basis or element itself. Thus the text in this paragraph
draws attention again—as on former oceasions —to the difference
between Being and Essence, and to the negative as found in cate-
gories of Being as contrasted with the negative in the sphere of
Essence. ‘‘Other” is a category of Being, has a basis of being,
and is negative only in a superficial aspect. Difference is a category
of Essence, and consists in pure relation, having no being as its
basis, but arising in and persisting in self-negation, solely. For
difference, whether subjective or objective, is necessarily in the last
analysis based on self-distinction ; and self-distinction is identity as
well as distinction, and, in fact, all distinction is between identity as
the one factor and difference as the other. An illustration in a
more concrete sphere is found in the doctrine of the correlation of
forces. A ‘‘ thing”’ is regarded — like ¢‘ somewhat ’’ in the sphere
of Being — as an independent existence; science shows the transi-
toriness of ¢ things,”” and finds them to be phases in the activity
of ‘“forces;”” ¢ forces,” like ¢‘‘appearance’ in the sphere of
Essence, are taken as the abiding, and, being found to constitute
phases of a process of return,—{. e., to pass over into each other
reciprocally,—the entire process of force is seized as the persistent.
Persistent force is a negative self-relation, producimg particular
forces; these are its distinctions and differences, and through the
annulment of these distinctions, the vanishing of the individuality of
the particular forces, the Persistent Force comes to identity with
itself. Its distinctions as particular forces constituted its *‘ other-
ness”’ [Andersseyn] ; the vanishing of these distinctions constitutes its
return into identity with itself. Since the return into identity is at
the same time the act of further determination or particularization, it
is the occasion for the continuance of the process. In this is found
the idea or conception of an eternal activity).

(““ The basis of its indifference ’> — the category of Difference, or
Disparateness, is spoken of as possessing ‘* indifference.”” This re-
fers to the fact that ¢ Difference,’’ as an undeveloped, implicit cate-
gory of ‘ Distinction,”” —a crude, first phase of distinction, —
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regards the objects between which difference exists as independent
of each other, — that is to say, as indifferent. For example, 1t com-
pares disparate objects, — as a lamp-post and a lead-pencil, —and finds
“‘difference ;’” the relation is an arbitrary one, —the objects are in-
different towards each other. On the contrary, sweet is not indiffer-
ent to sour, light to dark, nor heat to cold, nor the planet to its sun.
The relation of dependence cancels indifference. The thoughtless
consideration of objects discovers no dependence, no essential rela-
tion. It discovers only difference, variousness, disparateness, i. e.,
external, ‘“indifferent’” distinction. **Indifference,”” as the char-
acteristic of true independence, arises from self-relation. Inzsmuch
as distinction is a phase of the process of self-relation, indifference
appertains to it. There are all degrees of insight; the degrees of
insight which perceive objects as phases of Being are superficial;
the degrees of insight which perceive the processes of Essence are
more profound; but the first or crude phases of each and every
category are the results of equally crude and imperfect insight.
The category of Difference, e. g., is used by a stage of insight which
is upconscious of some of the phases of Distinction implied by the
phases included in the term ¢* Difference.’”” To use a figure: identity,
difference, antithesis, ete., are portions of the total process of Dis-
tinetion, above the surface of consciousness; other portions of the
process of Distinction lie below the surface of consciousness, or,
when brought to the surface, are not perceived *o be identical with
the former. So this phase, viz., the * indifference,’” which is inci-
dental to the self-relation underlying Distinction, is, first of all,
above the surface of consciousness, when it begins to reflect on
things. "«The basis of its indifference is, therefore, explained in
the text to be the general form of self-relation, i. e., of independ-
ence, underlying the category of Distinction.)

(*“ Indifference > has been predicated of Essence in general. [See
above, page 3, line 4.] The same category [indifference] is used in
expounding the category of quantity in the sphere of Being. As
above explained, indifference is the aspect of independence. Inde-
pendence is a predicate applying only to a totality ; hence only to
what has the form of self-relation. In the sphere of Being, quality
‘is finitude, i. e., transitoriness, change; that which has its being in
another finds its quality determined for it by what lies beyond is.
The category of quality is transcended by the discovel:y t.h.at determi-
nation through another is, in the last analysis, det.ermmatnon through
itself — because its determinateness being its character, its whatn?ss
[quiddity] is its being, and since this is derived from another being



44 Essence.

lying beyond it, it follows that its being is outside of itself. The
being of what is dependent lies in the independent; the being of that.
which is determined through another lies in this *‘ other,”’ and that
same ‘‘ other,”” in the act of determination, determines only itself;
that which is dependent is only a determinateness of the independ-
ent, or self-determined. With this insight, all particular beings, as
qualitative determinations, must be looked upon as parts of total
processes of determination, which total processes are ones identical
with each other—independent, and hence *‘‘indifferent’’ towards
each other. This conception of indifferent ones is the insight
into quantity. Hence the point of view of quantity is directed
towards the aspect of indifference. The distinctions of quantity
are indifferent as regards quality. Seven oxen are oxen as well as
fourteen oxen; one house is as much a qualitative being as a mil-
lion houses; the quantitative distinction of multiplicity is indifferent
to quality. It has been remarked by acute lexicographers [e. g.,
Noah Webster in his ‘‘ Unabridged,”” 1st edition] that ‘¢ quantity
is undefinable;’’ that they have been unable to find its genus and
differentia. But there will be no difficulty for us here to define
‘¢ quantity ;> ¢‘ quantity >’ and ¢ quality *’ are species of determi-
pateness which is the genus; ¢ quality’’ is the determinateness
which is immediately one with being — change the quality or *“ what-
ness >’ of an object, and you change it; ‘‘quantity’’ is the de-
terminateness indifferent to being—change the quantity of some-
thing, and you do not change its being. Ilence the transition from
quantity to a new category, throngh the idea of maxima and minima,
as limits within which quantitative indifference prevails, and beyond
which there results a qualitative change, or change in the being.
Indifference appertains universally to the categories of Essence, but
chiefly to one category of Being, viz., quantity. All the categories of
Essence are founded on self-relation, —the form of self-relation
being essential to every totality, to every independent being. ‘¢ Quan-
tity >’ is the second of the three phases of Being, or Immediateness.
Essence is the second of the three parts of Logic, or the system of
Pure Thought. Being is the first part, and Idea the third part. The
second part of any dialectic or exhaustive consideration expounds its
subject in the form of self-antitheses. Quantity is the self-antithesis
of Being; Kssence the self-antithesis of the Idea [personality].
Indifference recurs, therefore, in every second phase of considera-
tion in this Logic as an aspect of the categories introduced, but
affecting them with various degrees of validity. For instance, even
in the category of Becoming, the second phase of its consideration
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finds two species of it, viz., beginning and ceasing, each of which
contains the other as its own moment, and is thus the totality of Be-
coming [a reflection-into-itself, in the language of Essence], and
thus each is indifferent to the other; as sundered from the other, —
excluding it, — its lack of the other would annul itself; but as con-
taining the other, it reflects [bends back] its dependence upon an-
other, thereby converting it into dependence upon itself, or independ-
ence and indifference of others).

The moments of Distinction are Identity and Distinction itself.
They are different, disparate, inasmuch as they are reflected into
themselves, self-relating; in the determination (or category) of
Identity they are relations exclusively to themselves; Identity does
not relate to Distinction, nor does Distinction relate to Identity ; for
since each one of these moments is exclusively self-related, they are
not determined in opposition to each other. And since this is the
fact the distinction is external to them; the different moments do
not stand in relation to each other as Identity and Distinction, but
only as different ones in general, which are indifferent towards each
other and towards their determinateness.

(2.) In the category of Difference (variousness or disparateness)
as the phase of indifference, of Distinction, the reflection (which lies
at the basis of the category) is ‘* external reflection.” Distinction is
only a posited-being, or as annulled, but it is also the entire move-
ment of reflection. If we take this into careful consideration we
shall see that both its moments — Identity and distinction, as above
determined — are reflections. Each one is a unity of itself and of the
other — each is the total movement. Therefore the exclusiveness of
the determinateness of Identity or of Distinction, according to which
each was only itself and not the other, is annulled. They are,
therefore, no Qualities (quiddities, i. e., particular beings, deter-
mined through each other) ; but, on the contrary, their determinate-
ness consists solely in reflection into itself, i. e., solely in self-
negation. Therefore we have this duplication, viz., reflection into
itself as such, and determinateness as negation or posited-being.
Posited-being is the self-external reflection. It is negation as nega-
tion. Hence, potentially, it is the self-relating negation and reflection
into itself, but only potentially ; for it is the relation to it as to an ex-
ternal (posited-being is the result of reflection considered as result,
and, therefore, as dependent ; dependence is not reflection into itself,
but a portion of fts cycle. Hence, as it implies reflection, it is poten-
tially or implicitly self-relation).

Reflection into itself and external reflection are conseguently the
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two determinations in which are posited the moments of Distinction —
i. e., Identity and Distinction. They are these moments just as they
are defined here. Reflection into itself is Identity, but defined as
indifferent to Distinction, not as having no distinction at all, but as
standing in relation to it as self-ideatical ; it is difference or disparate-
ness. It is Identity, which has therefore reflected its movement into
itself in such a manner that it is really the one reflection of the two
moments into themselves, the two being reflections into themselves.
Identity is this one reflection of the two which has distinction within
it as an indifferent somewhat, and is difference or disparateness. On
the other hand, external reflection is the particularized distinction of
the same, not as absolute reflection into itself, but as determination,
opposed to which the in-itself-existent reflection is indifferent. Its
two moments, Identity and Distinction, are, therefore, posited exter-
nally, not as inherent determinations. (It will be noticed that ex-
ternal reflection looks upon the distinction between identity and dif-
ference as something arising outside of the activity which constitutes
them; in fact, it does-not recognize either as an activity; it looks
upon them as dead results.)

This external identity (as result of external reflection) is equality,
likeness, or sameness ( Gleichheit), and the external distinction is un-
likeness, inequality (or non-identity— Ungleichheit). ‘*Sameness’’ or
¢¢likeness ”’ is identity, but only as a posited-being, — an identity
which is not in-and-for-itself (i. e., not essential, not appertaining to
the nature of the things themselves). In like manner, unlikeness or
inequality is distinction, but as an external one, not belonging to
the objects themselves. It does not concern the objects themselves
whether they are like or different (it is only a comparison made by
the observer). Each object is self-related, and what it is is its own
affair (thcre is in it no relation to another, and no occasion for the
comparison which we make) ; the identity or non-identity, considered
as likeness and unlikeness, is the result of an act of comparison, and
is an external affair as regards the objects.

(3.) External reflection compares objects in regard to likeness and
difference, and the act of comparison deals with no other categories
than these, and it flits to and fro between objects, in order to ascer-
tain points of resemblance or of difference. But its flitting to and fro
is an external affair, even to these very distinctions. They are not
related to themselves, but each only to a third (the observer). Each
makes its appearance in this interchange prima facie for itself (inde-
pendent). External reflection is, as such, self-external. Particular-
ized distinction is absolute distinction as annulled ; it is consequently
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not simple, not reflection into itself, but ezfernal to the reflection into
itself. (It is unconscious of the phases of the activity which unite
the two sides.) Its elements (or ‘‘ moments’’) fall asunder (idexn-
tity and difference are not seized as the same activity), and they
relate, as opposed to each other, to the reflection-into-itself (the ob-
jects are regarded as independent, —** reflection-into-itself, ’’— and
yet are compared with each other to discover likenesses and differ-
ences which have nothing to do with the dependence of the objects
upon each other).

To reflection, estranged from itself (producing what is exactly the
opposite of its own activity, — it being return-to-itself as identity,
while its product is a relation of an alien to an alien,— and hence no
return, but only 2 going abroad), likeness and difference, therefore,
appear as utterly without connection, and it separates them by the use
of such categories as ‘‘in so far,”” ¢ sides,’” and ‘¢ points of view,”’
when they relate to the same thing. Thus, different things, which
are one and the same as regards the fact that likeness and unlikeness
are attributed to both, are according to one side like, and according
to another side unlike; and in so far as they are like, they are not
unlike. Likeness, therefore, relates ounly to itself (is not dependent on
unlikeness), and unlikeness is, in like manner, only unlikeness.

Through this separation of the categories of likeness and unlikeness
from each other they mutually annul themselves. Precisely the very
distinction which has been introduced to prevent them from contra-
diction and dissolution, namely, that sowething is like another in one
respect and different from it in another respect — this isolation of
likeness from unlikeness is their destruction. For both likeness
and unlikeness are determinations of distinction. They are rela-
tions to each other —the one is defined to be what the other is
not: Like is not unlike, and unlike is not like. The two have
essentially the same relation, and outside of it have no meaning
at all. As determinations of distinction (i. e., as subordinate
phases of the category of Distinction), each one is what it is in
distinction from its other. But through their indifference to each
other, likeness or equality is only a self-relation, and so also is
unlikeness its own ** point of view’’ and a ** reflection >’ (. e., when
likeness and difference are predicated of the same subject, but are
explained through different ** points of view,” the ¢ point of view ’’
belongs essentially to the predication, and must be added to the
category predicated ; *‘likeness” predicated with a ¢ point of view”’
is thereby conditioned, and its meaning is limited through the impli-
cation of unlikeness thereby conveyed ; likewise, ¢ difference ** predi-
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cated in a certain ¢ point of view ’’ implies as its conditioning limit
the ¢ likeness,”” which is not expressly stated. Any category in the
form of not-A is dependent wholly upon the extension and compre-
hension of A for its signification; in the separation of likeness and
unlikeness by different ‘¢ points of view,’’ the essential limit is ex-
pressed which is common to both, and hence their indissoluble unity
is posited). Each one of these categories thus isolated (by
¢ points of view’’) is self-identical (in the ¢ point of view " is con-
tained its own difference from itself, which really belongs to the
totality of its thought; ‘¢ external reflection > is always trying to save
its thoughts from contradiction; therefore it places their essential
self-opposition in something else outside of them, which it regards as
subjective and unessential ; *“ a point of view’” for example, is a merely
subjective distinction, —the self-difference having been removed,
pothing but abstract identity remains). The distinction between
likeness and unlikeness has vanished, for they have no determinate-
ness remaining in which they can be contrasted (all determinateness
has been placed in the ‘¢ point of view ’’— a mere external consider-
ation) ; hence each is a mere abstract identity.

This aspect of indifference — in other words, this external distinc-
tion—annuls itself, thercfore, and is the negativity of itself through
itself. (This refers to the contradiction involved in placing all of
the determinateness in the ** points of view,”” and in holding the same
to be subjective and unessential ; the very distinction between likeness
and unlikeness which external reflection thinks it necessary to pre-
serve from annulment, and, therefore, seeks to prevent self-contra-
diction by such devices as ‘‘ points of view’’ and ‘“in so far,” is
annulled by this very procedure ; for the distinction between likeness
and unlikeness vanishes when their characteristic determinatenesses
are removed and placed in something else. Ience this activity of
distinguishing is a self-negating activity.) It is tifat negativity
which, in the act of comparison, belongs to the objects compared.
The act of comparing passes to and fro from likeness to unlikeness,
and from the latter to the former; it lets one vanish in the other,
and is in fact the negative unity of both. The act of comparison is
an external affair— a subjective performance outside of the objects
compared, and outside of the aspects in which they are compared.
But this negative unity is in fact the very nature of likeness and
unlikeness, as we have seen above. This independent ‘* point of
view,”” which constitutes the validity of likeness in contrast to unlike-
ness, and which in the same manner gives validity to unlikeness, is
precisely the respect in which they lose their distinction from each
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other, and become self-identical and identical with each other. (Their
difference is posited in the point of view, and outside of their differ-
ence —i. e., except wherein they differ—they are the same: but
their difference is posited in the * point of view,’” i. e, it is in a
unity ; hence this external reflection contradicts itself by doing pre-
cisely what it attempts to avoid, viz., it brings together the contra-
diction in a “ point of view ’” in order to save likeness and difference
from unity and consequent contradiction.)

Accordingly, likeness and difference as moments of external reflec-
tion, and as excluding each other, vanish in their identity. But this
negative unity of likeness and difference is posited (explicitly con-
tained) in them, namely, the activity of reflection is stated as belong-
ing to them, but as external to them; in other words they are the like-
ness and difference of a third somewhat-—i. e., of something differ-
ent from them. -Thus likeness is not the likeness of itself, nor is
unlikeness the nnlikeness of itself, but of a somewhat unlike ¢, and
the unlike is self-identical. Likeness and unlikeness are, therefore,

-each a self-contradiction. Each one is cousequently an activity of
reflection (a return into itself through its opposite), inasmuch as
likeuness is the identity of itself and unlikeness, and uulikeness is the
identity of itself and likeness.

Likeness and difference were seen to coustitute the sides or phases
of posited-being, as opposed to the objects compared,—i. e., the ob-
Jjeets held as different,— and these objects were regarded as an objec-
tively existent reflection opposed to the distinction of likeness and
unlikeness (i. e., the objects were regarded as independent, and their
relation to each other only an external act of comparison). But this
independence has been lost. Likeness and unlikeness, the deter-
minations of external reflection, are determinations of the objectively-
existing reflectioz, which reflection the different objects are supposed
to be —likeness and unlikeness are only the undefined distinction
between the existing objects. The objectively-existing Reflection
(an sich seyende Reflexion — implicit or potential reflection; the
expression is used throughout this logic to characterize whatever is
apprehended as independeutly existing, withont stating, however, its
mediation as return through the aunulment of its other), is the relation
to itself without negation (i. e., without the annulment of its other),
the abstract identity with itself. Cousequently, it is nothing but the
posited-being itself. ‘The mere difference passes over, through
posited-being, into the negative reflection (i. e., the ** posited-being

‘mmediateness as a result; hence dependent ; hence self-negative);
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hence that phase of reflection which negates or determines the
immediate. Difference is nothing but the posited distinction ; hence,
distinction which is none; hence a self-negation of distinction. Thus
likeness and difference — posited-being — return through their indif-
ference, or the objectively existing reflection, into negative unity
with themselves; they return into the reflection which is potentially
the distinction of likeness and difference. The difference (dispar-
ateness) whose indifferent sides are mere moments and also negative
unities, is ANTITHESIS.

Remark.

Difference, like Identity, has been expressed in a principle of its
own; these two principles are held in a relation of indifference to-
wards each other, each one having independent validity.

“ Everything is different from everything else’” (Alle Dinge sind
verschieden), or in another form: ‘¢ there are no two things which are
identical with each other.”” 'This principle is, in fact, the opposite of
the principle of Identity, for it states that A is something different;
therefore that A is also not-A; in another form, A is non-identical
with another, and therefore it is not A-in-general, but rather a defi-
nite, particular A. (** A is something different’’— 7. e. it has no mean-
ing except a negative one of dependence upon some other term; . e.,
the predication made of A is limited or conditioned through the other
term of the relation posited in the predicate ‘¢ different;”’ since dif-
ference posits relation and dependence, its predication of A amounts
in fact to the predication of not-A, as stated in the text, viz: ¢‘There-
fore A is also not-A.>” If A wereauniversal existence, 7. e., *‘ true”’
in the Hegelian sense, it would not stand in opposition to something
else, but would possess only self-distinetion. Hence, if ¢* A is some-
thing different,”” it is partial and complementary — and, as a ** definite
particular,”” demands another to complete the totality of its sphere of
being). In the place of A inthe principle of Identity any other sub-
strate may be substituted, but for A in the principle of Difference
there can be no such exchange. It is not intended by this principle
to affirm of something that it is different from itself, but only that it
is different from another; but this difference is (in truth) its own de-
termination.  As self-identical, A is an indecterminate somewhat;
but, as determinate or particular, it is the opposite of this; it has not
only identity with itself, but also negation, and, consequently, differ-
ence of itself from itself.

That everything is different from everything else, is a superfluous
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principle, for in the plural ¢ things,”’ involving multiplicity, there is
implied unparticularized difference. But the principle: ¢ There are
no two things perfectly identical with each other,”” expresses more
than this, to-wit: particularized difference. T'wo things are not
merely fwo; numerical multiplicity implies sameness of quality, but
the two spolken of are different through a ¢ qualitative ”* determina-
tion. The principle which states, that there are no two things identi-
cal with each other, calls to mind the anecdote in which Leibnitz sug-
gested to the ladies at the court, the impossibility of finding two leaves
in the forest that were just alike.—Those were happy times for meta-
physics, when people at court busied themselves with it, and when it
needed no greater exertion to prove its principles, than to compare
the leaves of trees! — The reason why the mentioned principle at-
tracts attention, lies in the explanation given that * two,”” or num-
erical multiplicity. contains no definite, or particularized difference ;
and, that difference, as such, in its abstraction, is indifferent as regards
likeness and unlikeness. For the imagination, (Vorstellen) since
it attains only to qualitative determination, (Bestimmung) thesé
moments (the ‘“two’’), are presented as indifferent towards each
other, so that the one or the other — the mere likeness of things ob-
tains determination without unlikeness, or that things are different if
they have mere numerical multiplicity, difference in general, and are
not unlike. On the contrary, the principle of difference asserts that.
things are different through unlikeness, from each other (qualitative
opposition); that the determination of unlikeness belongs to them as.
well as the determination of likeness, for it requires the two to malke
a definite distinction.

Now, this principle that the determination of unlikeness belongs
to each and everything, requires a proof. It cannot be appealed
to as a self-evident truth, (unmittelbarer Satz); for the ordinary
stage of consciousness demands a proof for every combination of
different predicates in a synthetical proposition; it asks for a third
term in which they are mediated. This proof must show the
transition of Identity into Difference, and likewise the transition of
the latter into particularized (bestimmte —qualitatively determined)
difference, 7. e. into unlikeness. But this is not usunally attempted.
For it is evident that difference, or external distinction, is, in truth,
reflected into itself; it is distinction in itself; the indifferent attitude
of the different ones towards each other is a mere posited-being, and
hence not an external, indifferent distinction, but one (including)
relation of the two moments.

There is also involved in this, the dissolution and nugatoriness
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of the principle of Difference. Two things are perfectly like
(equal): then they are like and unlike at the same time ; like, in the
fact that they are both ¢¢ things,’” or that they are *‘ two;’’ for each
one is a ‘““ thing”’ and a one of two; each is, therefore, the same as
the other; but they are assumed as unlike. Consequently the two
moments, likeness and unlikeness, are different in one and the same
respect, or in that their distinction is one and the same relation.
Consequently they have passed over into Antithesis (Entgegensetzung
= opposition, or contrariety).

When the two predicates are affirmed at the same time, contradic-
tion is prevented by the reservation, ‘‘in so far.”” Two things are
like in so far as they are not unlike; or, they are like according to
one side, or respect, and unlike according to another,etc. By such a
process the unity of likeness and unlikeness is supposed to be re-
moved from the things, and this unity held to be an external reflec-
tion. This is, however, a process in which the two sides of likeness
and unlikeness are distinguished, although they.are contained in one
*and the same activity, and it is one and the same activity which dis-
tinguishes them — each one reflects the other, and manifests itself in it.
That kind considerateness for the welfare of ¢ things,”” which
sees to it that they are not allowed to contradict themselves, is utterly
oblivious here as elsewhere of the fact that it does not do away with
the contradiction, but it only places it in another, viz. : in the subject-
ive or external reflection, and lsaves fn this external reflection both
moments (of the contradiction) which are expressed by this removal
or transposition as mere posited-veing, as annulled, and as related to
each other in one unity (annulled, because posited in one unity — be-
ing negative toward each otlier).

8. Antithesis.

In Antithesis the particularized reflection as found in the category of
Distinction is perfected. It (antithesis) is the unity of identity and
difference. Its moments are in one identity, but in this identity are
differentiated.  Being different and yet identical, they are contraries
(opposites — antithetic).

Identity and distinction are the moments of distinction as found
within it. They are reflected moments of its unity (¢‘ reflected ’” in
that each is a return to itself through the other; each moment devel-
ops its ¢ other’” within itself). Likeness and unlikeness (sameness
and difference), however, belong to reflection as externalized (i. e.,
are a distinction supposed to be subjective and arbitrary). Their
identity with themselves is not only the indifference of each towards the
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other, bat it is the indifference towards being in-and-for-itself (i. e.,
towards essence — towards the independent being or totality). Their
identity is an identity of each as opposed to the identity reflected
into itself ; it is, therefore, immediateness which is not reflected into
itself. The posited-being of the sides (oppeosite phases) of external
reflection is, therefore, a being while its not-posited-being is a non-
being.

The moments (elements or terms) of Antithesis when examined
earefully, prove to be posited-being or determination reflected into
itself. The posited-being takes the form of likeness and ualikeness,
(sameness and difference). The two, as reflected into themselves.
constitute the determinations of antithesis. Their reflection ioto
themselves consists in this, that each is in itself the unity of same-
ness and difference. Sameness, for example, is found only in the
movcement of reflection, which makes comparison of different some-
whats ; consequently, sameness is mediated through its other moment.
which is indifferent to it (i. e., not dependent upon it, for difference
seems to be indeperdent of sameness). Likewise, slso, difference is
found only in the same activity of reflection, which makes comparison
and involves sameness as one of its results. Each of these moments
is, therefore, in its determinateness the entire process. It is the
whole, because it contsins its other moment, (its opposite) ; bat this.
its other, exists indifferently, or independent of it; and so each con-
tains a relation to its own non-being; and, in fact, is only reflection
into itself, or the total process in its relation to its own nou-being.

This *“ sameness > (identity) which is reflected into itself — which
contains within itself relation to difference —is the Positive; and, in
like manner, difference which contains within itself its relation to its
non-being, to sameness, is the Negative. In other words, the two are
posited-being. In so far as the determinateness of distinction is taken
as the relation of posited-being to itself, in a particalarizing (differ-
entiating) form of relation, the antithesis is reflected into its self-
sameness as one aspect of its posited-being; in another sspect it is
reflected into self-difference. Thus arises the distinction of positive
and negative. The positive is the posited-being, reflected into itself
as self-sameness. Bat what is reflected is the posited-being, i. e.,
negation as negstion ; therefore, this reflection into itself contains
relation to another as its own determination. The negative, on
the other hand, is posited-being, as difference reflected-into-itself.
But the posited-being is difference itself; hence this reflection (in-
volved i~ the ‘‘ pegative *”) is the identity of differcnce with itself,
or its absolate self-relstion. Therefore, each contains the other;
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the posited-being reflected into itself as sameness contains difference ;
and reflected into itself as difference contains sameness.

(The reader must not fail to remember that we are treating here of
velation. Sameness is relation, and difference is relation. The dis-
tinction of sameness and difference belongs to posited-being. In
“¢ posited-being ’* the distinction made’ is regarded as an external or
arbitrary one. Sameness and difference are distinguished in it, and
are referred to independently-existing somewhats between which
comparison is instituted. The Maya of reflection — the illusion of
abstract knowing is found right here. It sees the distinctions of
sameness and difference, but sees no essential inter-dependence ex-
isting between the objects which it compares. It, therefore, in its
impoteney, supposes the individuality of the objects compared to be
perfect without reference of each to the other. But all distinction
which it makes, rests upon, and presupposes objectively-existent dis- -
tinction. And, in general, every existence possesses individuality and
preserves the same through such distinction. But this distinguish-
ing is a process of relation, essential to the existence of things,
and hence the arbitrary snbjective distinguishing of external reflec-
tion, explains no real process of distinguishing, and in so far as it
supposes all relations to belong to external reflection, it completely
shuts its eyes to the fact that all real existence is such through rela-
tion — essential relation.  Sinee the individuality of objects depends
on distinetion, such objects are, in reality, terms of a process;
in relating to another — distinguishing itself from another —an
object is obtaining its own individuality. In this process the rela-
tion is first an expression of its own dependence: the object seems
to depend upon another —seems to point out or manifest the
other — directing us, so to speal, to the other as its essence. But
the other in the process manifests the first somewhat, depends upon
it in like manner; hence the total process re-affirms our first object.
The total process is areflection into itself made np of two positings —
the positing of the other by the first, and the positing of the first by
the other. The two positings are two manifestations —two expres-
sions of dependence; and, hence, the positing phases are negative,
and express the nugatoriness, or lack of essentiality of the depend-
ent somewhats. A somewhat, regarded as through another, is regarded
as a posited-being, a somewhat regarded as positing another is a pre-
supposed-being, i. e., presupposed by that which it posits. In the
total process which contains two positings — or two negations, ¢. e.,
expressions of dependence — there results identity, self-relation, but
self-relation which contains self-distinction, viz., the two-fold nega-
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tive expression contained in the double-positing. The total process
which as a whole, is identity, has been shown to be a two-fold differ-
entiation. The differentiation or negative aspect of the process is
essential to the identity. Unless the two negative movements are of
equal value, the return into itself or reflection is not realized. But
if it is realized, the equality of the movements named is presnpposed,
and with this the validity of the distinction and the independence
of its moments. This contradiction has its solution only in the
fact pointed out, namely the mutual reflection into themselves
of the two moments, each through the other. This retlection into
itself makes each moment a total movement, and elevates each
one to independence —in short, makes each an identity with itself,
containing distinction between itself and its other, within itself. This
is the idea of Antithesis or self-opposition, the moments whereof are
¢- contraries.”” But external reflection, while it discovers sameness
and difference in objects, and vainly supposes these distinctions to be
due to its own exploits, in this conduct does both too much and too
little. In one respect, it is modest in regarding its distinctions as un-
-essential to the existence of things. Baut in another respect, it is the
height of presumption on its part to deny the objectivity of sameness
and difference, as essential relations. In other words, to deny that
relation has more validity than immediate being has. For relation is
the essence of particular things. They exist only s moments of total
processes, and whatever identity they have is derived solely from the
process of self-relation. But the self-relation, being a process of
self-determination, is a process of self-particalarization, or self-dis-
tinction. In the text, Hegel has shown the implication of this ex-
ternal reflection. which treats sameness and difference as snbjective
distinctions. He has shown that in all cases such distinctions imply
each other, and that each contsins within itself the contrary of itself.
They are distinctions of posited-being, and each involves duality — a
duality of dependence and independence, of identity and distinction,
of self-relation and self-negation.)

"The Positive and the Negative are thus the two extremes of the an-
tithesis which have become independent. They are independent
through this fact, that each one of them is the reflection of the whole,
of the totality, into itself, and they belong to the antithesis in so far
as it is the determinateness which is reflected into itself as the total-
ity (the positive is within itself the antithesis of identity and distinc-
tion, 1. e., it is itself as the opposite of something which is negative;
so likewise the negative. Hence, since each is the antithesis, each is
the totality including the other, and each is reflected into itself through
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the totality, and the totality is the °‘ determinateness, which is
reflected into itself as totality ’). On account of their independence
they constitute an antithesis which is particularized in itself. Each is
itself and its other, and through this each has its determinateness, not
in and through another, but in itself.  Each relates to itself, and is
only self-relation when it relates to its other (for the other relates
back to the first, and thereby produces a return or reflection). This
has two aspects; each is relation to its non-being as a cancelling of
this other-being in itself; therefore, its non-being is only an element
within it. But, on the other hand, the posited-being has here become
a being, and possesses an aspect of indifference. Its other, which each
contains, is, therefore, the non-being of that in which it is supposed
to be contained as a mere element. Each, therefore, is only inso far
as its non-being is, and therefore its being as a totality is the being
of its non-being (zwar in einer identischen Beziehung).

The determinations which constitute the positive and negative, sus-
tain themselves, therefore, through this fact, that the positive and the
negative are, in the first place, absolute moments or elements of the
antithesis. Their existence is one undivided reflection ; it is one act
of mediation in which each exists through the non-being of its other,
and, hence, through its other, or through its own non-being. Therefore
they are coniraries in general; in other words, each is only the con-
trary of its other, and, in this respect, one is not positive and the other
negative, but both are negative to each other. Each, therefore, ex-
ists in so far as the other does. It is, through the other -— through
its own non-being — what it is; it is only posited-being. But, on the
other hand, it is in so far as the other is not; it is throngh the non-
being of its other that it exists; it is reflection into itself. These two
phases are, however, the one mediation of the antithesis, and in this
they are only posited somewhats.

But, besides this, the mere posited-being is reflected into itself.
The positive and the negative are, in this respect — according to ex-
ternal reflection—indifferent to the first identity in which they are
only moments. In other words, since that first reflection belongs to
the positive and the negative as their own reflection into themselves,
each is within itself its own posited-being, and, therefore, éach is in-
different towards (independent of) its reflection into its non-being
and towards its own posited-being. The two sides are, therefore
merely different (i. e., are distinguished from each other, without rela-
tion of dependence), and in so far as their determinateness of posi-
tive and negative constitutes their posited-being (relation of mutual
dependence), each is not determined in itself in that manner, but is
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only determinateness in general. To each side belongs, therefore,
one of the determinatenesses of positive and negative ; but they could
be interchanged, and each side is of such a kind that it can be tsken
as positive or as negative.

But the positive and the negative are in the third place pot merely
a posited-being. nor merely an indifferent being, but their posited-
being or the relation which each has to the other within one onity —
which unity neither obe is —is recalled from each. Each is within
itself both positive and negative; the positive and the negative are
determinations of reflection, each per #¢; in this reflection of the con-
traries into themselves they first become positive and negstive. prop-
erly so called. The positive possesses relation to the other within its
own being, in as much as the other contains the determinatesess of
the positive. Likewise the negative is not negative, as the opposite
of another: but it has the determinateness through which it iz nega-
tive, within itself.

Therefore, each one is an independent, for-itself existing unity
with itself. Although the positive is a posited-being. it is this in
such 2 manner, that the posited-being for it is such only ss snnalled.
It is the not-opposed (mot in an antithesis, not a contrary). the
annufled antithesis, bat as a term of its own antithesis («. 9. the
positive, containing as it does identity and distinction. is totality
and, therefore, exists as its own element or 2s part and whole st the
same time. Soalso exists the negative as its own negztive and posi-
tive, or totality. The natare of this process to be whole and part of
itself, is the nature of the universal as a process of self-determination,
to be geuneral or generic, and special or particolar as a result of its
own process, at the same time. All self-activity dirempts or duas-
lizes itself in the form of antithesis, and this dualizing process is the
origin of all particularity.  But the process which produces partico-
larity by its self-determination, is the total — geperic — universal).
As a positive, something is described as in relation to another but in
such a relation to this other, that it is not a posited (dependent) ; it
is within. itself the activity of reflcetion which negates otherness.
Bat its other, the negative, is also no posited-being or dependent ele-
ment, but an independent being. Hence the negsting reflection which
belongs to the positive, must exclude from itself. this, its non-being.

Therefore the negative as absolnte reflection is not the immediate
negative, but the riegative as s cancelled posited-beinz. The vegs-
tive is in and for itself, and the positive rests upon itself alone. As
reflection into itself it negates its relation to another: its other is the
positive, an independent being. Its pegative relation to the latter is,
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therefore, one of exclusion. The negative is an opposite, or contrary,
which exists independently, although opposed to the positive which is
the determination of the annulled antithesis, the entire antithesis op-
posed to the self-identical posited being.

The positive and the negative are, consequently, not only ¢n them-
selves positive and negative, but in and jfor themselves positive and
negative (i. e., not only by nature, but as realized through the ac-
tivity of a process). ¢‘In themselves >’ they are positive and nega-
tive in so far as their excluding their other is not considered, but each
is taken only in its own determination. Something is positive or
negative ¢* in itself’” when it is thns described as not merely in opposi-
tion to another. But the positive or negative not as a posited-being,
and, consequently, not as antithetic, would be the immediate — being
or non-being.  But the positive and the negative are the elements of
antithesis; their nature consists only in this form of reflection into
themselves. Something is positive ‘‘in itself * outside of its relation
to the negative, and something is negative in itself outside of its re-
lation to the positive. In this predication a close regard is had to the
abstract phases of this reflected-being. But the positive or negative,
as existing in itself, is understood to be that which is opposed to
another, and not merecly as dependent moment nor as belonging to
the comparison (7. e., objectively relative), but to be the determina-
tioni which belongs to thesides of the antithesis. They are, therefore,
positive or negative in themselves, not outside of the relation to
another, but this relation to another constitutes their very nature, or
the function of their process, and in fact as excluding. In this pro-
cess they are, therefore, positive or negative in and for themselves (3.
e., and at the same time independent).

Remark.

This is the proper place to refer to the terms *¢ positive and nega-
tive,”” as they are used in mathematics. They are employed as well-
known expressions needing no definition. But for the reason that
they are not defined accurately, their treatmeont does not escape inso-
luble difficulties. There occur, first, the two concepts of positive and
negative as real distinctions — apart from their distinction as contra-
ries. In this sense, there lies at the basis an immediate particular
being, taken thus, in the first place, as mere difference — dispar-
ateness: the simple reflection into itself is distinguished from its
posited-being — the relation of opposition.  The relation of opposi-
tion is, therefore, taken as an arbitrary distinction, as something
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which does not objectively exist, and does not belong to the disparate
somewhats. In that case, each one may be regarded as an opposite.
or, ou the other hand, as existing independently. And it is a matter
of indifference which of the two things is regarded as positive or as
nezative. The second view which one may take of the positive and
regative, regards each of these terms as essentially antithetic ; the posi-
tive as in-itself positive, and the negative as in-itself negative. in such
s manner that the two different somewhats stand in essential relation
10 each other. These two views of the positive aund negative sre
found in the first definitions given of the positive and negstive in
arithmetic.

The 4 a and—a are in the first place opposite magnitudes: a lies
at the basis of each, and is an independent unity which is indifferent
to the antithetic relation ; s lifeless substrate if no furtber determina-
tion is added. The —a is characterized as the negative, the 4+ a as
the positive, and each is treated as antithetic.

Moreover, a itself is not only the simple uvnity which lies at the
basiz, but, as{ a and —a, it is the reflection into-self of these con-
traries. There are two different a’s, and it is indifferent which of the
two is characterized ss positive or as negative. Each has s particular
phase of persistence, and is positive.

According to the first view, }-y —y=—0; or in the expression— 8
—4- 3, the three is positive, but pegative as regards — 8. The contra-
ries cancel each other in the combination. An hour’s journey towands
the East and a similar journey back towards the West cancel each
other. A given sum of Habilities cancels an equal amount of assets.
And whatever assets are on hand balance a like amount of liabilities.
The hour’s journey towards the Easst is not positive ss regards di-
Tection, nor the retarn towards the West negative ; bat these direc-
tions are indifferent as regards the terms of antithesis; they become
positive snd negative only when referred to a third point of view, ex-
ternal to them. So, too, the liabilities are not essentially negative;
they are negative only in relation to the debtor; for the creditor they

are positive assets; for him they are equivalent to a sum of money,
or a certain definite value which becomes assets or hahﬂmes through
an external standpoint.

Contraries cancel each other, =0 that the result is zero. But there
is a relation of identity in them and in this relation they are indiffer-
ent to the antithesis; this constitutes the unity underlying it. The
sum of morey mentioned tbove, which was only one sum, although
from one point of view, liabilities, and from the other point, assets,
is a unity of this kind; so, also, the a which is the same in t-a
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and — a; and the journey which travels over the same road, and not
over two roads, one of which extends to the East and the other to
the West. In like manner an ordinate y is the same whether taken
on this side or that side of the axis; in this sense+y—y—y. It
is only the ordinate, it is only one determination and its law.

From another point of view the contraries are not one independent.
somewhat (7. e., as underlying the antithesis), but they are two inde-
pendent somewhats. They are namely as opposed, also reflected
into themselves, and they have independent subsistence as dis-
parates.

In the expression — 8 -+ 8, considered in this manner, there are 11
units; - y —y are ordinates upon opposite sides of the axis. Each
one is an independent being opposed to this limit, and opposed to the
antithetic relation ; therefore, v —y=—2y. Also, the journey to
the East and back to the West over the same road is the sum of two
exertions, or the sum of two periods of time. Likewise in political
economy, a quantity of money, or of value, is not merely this one
quantity as a means of subsistence, but it has a two-fold validity: it
is means of subsistence both for the creditor and for the debtor.
The wealth of the nation includes not merely the cash, and besides
this the value of real and personal property in the nation, still less
what remains after deducting liabilities from assets; but its capital,
even if the liabilities and assets balance each other, remains positive
capital ; as 4 a—a=a; but, in the second place, since the capital
may be regarded as liabilities over and over again, being loaned re-
peatedly, it becomes a multiplied means.

But the antithetic quantities are not merely contraries; in another
respect they are real or independent, and indifferent to each other.
But whether a quantity is the particular being with indifferent
limits or not, the positive and negative belongs toit potentially. For
example, a, in so far as it has no sign of - or — attached to it, is
taken in a positive sense as though the -} belonged to it. But if it
was intended to be a contrary only, it might be taken as — a, just as
well. But the positive sign is readily given it, because the positive is
regarded as somewhat which is identical with itself, and the self-iden-
tical is the immediate independent, that which is not in a relation
of antithesis to anything.

Moreover, when positive and negative magnitudes are added or sub-
stracted they are taken for such as would be positive or negative by
themselves, and not as though this distinction depended upon the oper-
ation of addition or subtraction. In the expression, 8 — (—3), the
first minus is opposed to 8, but the second minus, (— 3) is taken as
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though the 3 were negative in itself, independent of its relation within
the entire expression.

This pecaliarity comes out more clearly in multiplication and di-
vision: in these operations the positive is essentially ot antithetic.
but the negative, on the contrary. is tsken as antithetic. The ex-
pressions positire and nepafive are not taken ss opposites of each
other. While the text-books, in their demonstrations of the msthe-
matical operations in which positive and negative occar, trest them in
all cases as oontruries, they mistake their nature. and. therefore. in-
volve themselves in contradictions. Plus and minxs. in the operstions
of multiplication and division, obtain this more specific mesning of
positive and negative, for the reason thst the relation of the factors
(which are that of sum and unity — Einkeil und Anzaki—i. .. mul
tiplier or divisor being the ** sum,’” or the how-many-times. and the
maltiplicand or quotient being the ° unity,”” or the thsi-whicl-is-re-
peated). is not a relstion of mere increase and diminution, ss is found
in addition and substraction, bnt it is a qualitative relstion: where-
fore plus and minus receive the qualitative mesning of positive snd
negative. Unless this distinction is kept in mind it is easy to show.
on the supposition that these are mere sntithetic magnitudes. t
the produoct of — a into -}-a is — a2, converselr. the prodact of +a
into —a will be -} a2, obviously a false conclusion. When the one
factor is tzsken as sum (how-many-times). and the other factor is
taken as unity (the unit of repetition) — and the first factor is vsually
written first in the expression — the two expressions (—u) X (4 a)
and (4a) X (—a) differ in this respect: in the former, 4 a is the
¢* anity.”” and — a the ‘*sum,”” and im the other the converse is true.
In explaining the former it is customary tosax: “ If Itake +-a, —a
times, then I take | a not merely a times, but at the same time in a
negative manuer, i. €., | a times —a; hence the |- a bas to be taken
negatively. and the productis —a?2. Now, in the second case,if —a
is to be taken -} a times, then — a ought likewise to be takennot —a
times, bat in the opposite relaiion, viz.: {-a times: if the pins sign
indicated antithetic relation, the reasoning which holds good in the
case of the negative multiplier would prove here in the case of 3 post-
tive multiplier that the prodoct should be 4 a2. ~ The same remark
applies to division. (But Hegel holds, 2s sbove shown, that in mul-
tiplication and division the minus sign indicates a pegative quantity,
negative having the sense of oomfrary; while the pius sign does not
indicate a positive quantity, i. €., **positive >’ in the sense of a term of
an antithesis).

This consequence (that a pdxs multiplier should give as prodact a
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positive result, while a negative multiplier gives a negative result), is
a necessary one, provided that 4- and — are: taken as indicating
antithetic magnitudes (as they are takenin the demonstrations usnally
found in text-hooks). To minus is ascribed the power of changing
the plus; but, on the other hand, no such power of changing minus
is ascribed to plus, notwithstanding plus is looked upon as an anti-
thetic quantity just as much as minus is. In fact, plus does not pos-
sess this power of changing minus, because it is here taken in its
qualitative relation to minus, inasmuch as the factors have a qualitative
relation to each other. Hence, in so far as the negative is here taken
as antithetic, the positive, on the other hand, is taken as indetermin-
ate, indifferent. The plus is, indeed, also, the negative, but the
negative of the minus, not the in-itself-negative as the minus is.
Hence, the negative effect of changing the sign of the unity (multi-
plicand) appertains to the minus and not to the plus.

Therefore — a into — a gives | @2, for the reason that the negative
a is not to be taken merely as antithetic (for it would be thns taken
if muoltiplied by minus @) but because it is to be taken negatively.
The negation of negation is the positive.

C
Contradiction.

(1.)*Distinction contains its twosides as moments; in the phase of
difference (disparateness) they are sundered and indifferent towards
each other; in the phase of antithesis, these moments are sides, each
one of which is determined through the other, so that they are recip-
rocally complemental elements. They are, however, likewise deter-
mined in themselves (as well as through each other), and, therefore,
indifferent towards each other, and at the same time reciprocally
excluding each other. These are the independent determinations of
Reflection. s

The one is the positive, the other the negative; the former, how-
ever, as the in-itself positive, the latter as the in-itself ncgative.
Each one possesses this indifference and independence for-and-by-
itself through the fact that it has the relation to its other moment, in
itself; in this manner it is the entire antithesis — including both
moments in itself. (It was shown that the identity was a phase of
activity of the entire process of self-difference, and that difference
was another phase of the same process. The ** positive’’ is this pro-
cess Jooked upon as self-determined in the form of identity, while the
negative is the same in the form of difference). Each moment, as
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this entire process is mediated through its other within itself, and
contains the same.  But it is mediated. also, through the non-being
of its other, within itself; heuce, it is a unity existing for itself (as
independent), and it excludes the other from itself.

Since the independent determination of reflection excludes the other,
and in the same respect in which it contains it, and thereby is inde-
pendent, it follows that it excludes its independence from itself in the
very attitude in which it isindependent. For this independence con-
sists in the fact that it contains the other determination within itself,
and has, through this very circumstance, no relation to an external
somewhat; but, at the same time, this independence consists also
in the fact that it is itself, and excludes from itself its negative
determination. In this, itis CONTRADICTION.

Distinction is always contradiction, at least implicitly. For it is
the unity of moments which are only in so far as they are not one,
and it is the separation of moments which are separated only as exist-
ing terms of the same relation. But when distinction develops into
positive and negative, we have the contradiction as posited; because
they, as negative unities, are the positingof themselves, and, at the
same time, each one of them is the cancelling of itself and the positing
of its opposite. They constitute the determining reflection as snexclud-
ing reflection ; because the act of exclusion is one of distinguishing,
and each of the terms distinguished, as also excluding, is the entire
process of exclusion, and hence each, within its own activity,
exclodes itself.

The two independent determinations of reflection, considered by
themselves, are the following: (a) the positive is the posited-being
as reflected into identity with itself; and this is the posited-being
which is not relation to another, and is, therefore, independent sub-
sistence, in so far as the posited-being is cancelled and excluded
from it. With this, however, the positive enters into relation to a
non-being — to a posited-being. Xt is, therefore, contradiction in that
as the positing of identity-with-itself through the act of excluding
the negative, it makes itself into a negative somewhat, and, therefore,
into another, which it excludes from itself. This other is, as excluded,
positéd as independent of that which excludes it; hence, as reflected
into itself and self-excluding. Therefore, the excluding reflection is
the positing of the positive as excluding the other, and, therefore,
this positingis immnediately the positing of its other which excludes
i¢. ‘This is the absolute contradiction of the positive, but it is at the
same time, also, the absolnte contradiction of the negative, for the
one reflection posits both.



64 FEssence.

(b) The negative considered for-and-by itself as the contrary of
the positive, is the posited-being as reflected into non-identity with
itself, i. e., the negative as negative. But the negative is itself the
non-identical, 7. e., the non-being of another; consequently the re-
flection in its non-identity is rather its relation to itself. Negation in
the first place is the negative as quality, or as immediate determinate-
ness; but the negalive as negative, is the same, as related to the nega-
tive of itself, 7. e., to its other. If this negative is taken as identical
with the former (qualitative) negative, it is then only an immediate
negative, in which case it would not be taken as other opposed to
other, consequently not as negative at all; the negative is not an imme-
diate. Furthermore, since each one is the same that the other is, this
relation of the non-identical somewhats is at the same time an identi-
cal relation.

This (the negative) is, therefore, the same contradiction that the
positive is, namely, posited-being, or negation as relation to itself (.
e., dependence which is dependence on itself). But the positive is
only potentially this contradiction; the negative, on the other hand,
is the posited contradiction; for in its reflection into itself, in which
it is for-itself negative, or identical with itself as negative, it is non-
identical or the exclusion of identity. While it is in opposition to
identity it is identical with itself, and hence, through its excluding-
reflection it is the exclusion of itself from itself.

The negative is, therefore, the entire movement — the antithesis
which is self-antithesis; the distinction which does not relate to
another but ounly to itself; it excludes, as antithesis, identity from
itself; and consequently it excludes itself, for as relation to itself it
determines itself in the form of identity which it excludes.

(2) Contradiction cancels itself.

In the self-exclnding reflection which has been considered, the posi-
tive and the negative cancel — each itself in its independence ; each is
nothing but the transition, or rather the translation, of itself into its
opposite. This ceaseless vanishing of the opposites is the first unity
in which the contradiction results. It is that of zero.

Contradiction contains, however, not merely the negative, but also
the positive; in other words, the self-excluding reflection is, at the
same time, the positing reflection ; lience, the result of the contradic-
tion is not merely zero. The positive and negative constitute the
posited-being of independence; their negation through themselves
cancels the posited-being of the independence. It is this posited-
bemo which is annulled (gelt zv Grund) in contradiction.

" Reflection into itself, through which the sides of the autithesis are
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reduced to independent self-relations, is, in the first place, their inde-
pendence as separate moments. They are, therefore, only potentially
this independence, for they are still in opposition to each other, and
this potential or implicit state which belongs to them is their posited-
b2ing. But their excluding reflection cancels this posited-being, and
reduces them to independent somewhats —i. e., to somewhats that
exist, not only in potentia but, to such as through their negative rela-
tion to their others, are independent. Their independence becomes
posited in this way. But they still reduce themselves to a posited-
being through this positing which they have. They cancel them-
selves, in that they determine themselves into self-identical some-
whats, but in the same, being still negative — a self-identity which
is & relation to another.

But this excluding reflection is not merely this formal determina-
tion. It is excluding independence, and is the annulling of this
posited-being, and through this annulling it becomes for itself, and in
fact, a truly independent unity. Through the annulling of the other-
being, the posited-being again makes its appearance as the negative of
another. But, in fact, this negation is not again a merely first,
immediate relation to another, not a posited-being as cancelled

.Jimmediateness, but as cancelled posited-being. The excluding reflec-
tion which belongs to independence, for the reason that it is exclud-
ing, becomes a posited-being, but is at the same time a cancelling of
its posited-being. It is a cancelling relation to itself. It annuls in
this relation, first, the negative ; secondly, it posits itself as negative,
and thereby becomes the very negative which it cancels: in the annul-
ling of the negative it posits it and annuls it at the same time. This
activity of exclusion is, therefore, the other whose negation it is; the
annulment of this posited-being is, therefore, not again posited-being
in the sense that it is a negative of another, butit is the identification
with itself, a posited unity with itself. Independence is, therefore,
through its own negation, unity which returns into itself through the
circumstance that it returns into itself by negating its posited-being.
It is the unity of Essence, a unity which arises, not through the nega-
tion of another, but through a negation of itself, being throngh this
act self-identical.

(8.) According to this positive side of the question, and through
the fact that the independence which we find in the Antithesis has
reduced itself, through its excluding activity of reflection, to posited-
being, and at the same time annulled this posited-being, the Antithe-
sis has not only been destroyed, but has gone back into its ground.

5
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The excluding activity of reflection which appertains to an independ-
ent contrary makes it a negative, and therefore a mere posited
somewhat. Through this it reduces its determinations, which at first
have the phase of independence (the positive and negative), to mere
determinations — (7. e., to dependence). Since the posited-being
is by this means made to become posited-being, it returns into unity
with itself (its becoming is a becoming of itself; herein the circular
movement of reflection makes itself manifest); it is the simple
essence, but the simplicity of essence in this phase is the category of
Ground, or Reason (Grund). Through the annulling of the self-con-
tradictory determinations of essence, we have the restoration of the
simplicity of essence, but as an excluding unity of reflection. This is
a simple unity which determines itself as negative, butin this posited-
being is immediately self-identical.

The independent Antithesis, through its contradiction, is cancelled,
and results in a ground which is the first immediate whence issued the
antithesis; the annulled antithesis, or the annulled posited-being, is
itself a posited-being. Hence, essence as ground is a posited-being, a
result which has become. But, conversely, only this has resulted :
that the antithesis, or the posited-being, is annulled or only as posited-
being. Essence is, therefore, as ground, this excluding reflection,
which makes itself a posited-being, so that the antithesis with which *
it began, and which was immediate, is only the posited, definite inde-
pendence of essence, and that at the same time it is only the self-
annulling ; but essence is reflected into itself in its determinateness.
Essence as ground excludes itself from itself, and thereby posits
itself. Its posited-being, which is that which is excluded, is only as
posited-being, as identity of the negative with itself. This independ-
ent somewhat is the negative, posited as negative. It is a self-
contradictory which, therefore, remains immediately in essence as its
ground. (Posited-being is the immediate being which has shown
itself to be transitory or dependent upon something else; this de-
pendence, traced out, is found to be a relation to that which posits 7,
again; so the dependence is a dependence on its own dependence,
and this is independence ; or, in the language of the text, the posited-
being is an ‘‘annulled posited-being,”’ being annulled through this
very self-relation; it is a posited-being which is annulled by being
posited, again, as posited-being ; <. e., its dependence is cancelled by
being made self-dependent. N. B. It is only the tracing out of the
entire relation which changes the aspect of the category here in-
volved.)
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The annulled contradiction is, therefore, the ground ; it is essence
as the unity of positive and negative ; in antithesis, determination at-
tains to independence, but its independence is perfected in the cate-
gory of Ground. The negative is developed into independent essence
in it, but still as negative. Therefore, it is at the same time the posi-
tive, while it is self-identical in this negativity. The antithesis and
its contradiction are, therefore, annalled in the category of Ground,
as well as preserved. Ground is essence as positive identity with
itself ; but it at the same time relates to itself as negativity, and, there-
fore, determines itself, and becomes the excluded posited-being.
This posited-being, however, is the wholly independent essence; and
the essence is ground through the fact that in this, its negation, it is
self-identical and positive. The self-contradicting, independent an-
tithesis was, therefore, ground already. There was added only the
determination of unity with itself. This (unity) made its appearance
through the fact that the independent opposites canceiled each itself.
and each became its other, and consequently was anaulled. But in
that annulment each one came into self-identity; and, therefore,
proved itself to be self-identical essence, a somewhat reflected into
itself, even in its destruction, in its posited-being, or self-negation.

Remark 1.

The positive and the negative are the same. This expression
belongs to external reflection in so far as it institutes a comparison of
these two determinations ; but the question is not what the relation is
between two categories, as found by external comparison ; they must
be considered in themselves, and their own reflection discovered. And
in the case of these two categories, we have seen that each is essen-
tially the manifestation of itself in the other, and the positing itself as
the other.

The thinking which deals with images ( Vorstellen), does not con-
sider the positive and negative in themselves, and has recourse to the
act of comparison in order to seize these distinctions, which are evanes-
cent, but which it nevertheless holds to be fixed and abiding opposites
to each other. A very little experience in the habits of reflecting-
thinking will suffice to convince one that when it defines a somewhat
as positive, it will often invert the same into negative upon very
slight pretexts; and, conversely, what it has defined as negative, into
positive. The reflecting-thinking falls into confusion and self-con-
tradiction in dealing with these categories. To one who is ignorant
of the nature of these categories, it looks as thouagh this confusion
were something improper, and which ought not to happen; it there-
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fore ascribes it to subjective incompetency. This transition of one
contrary into the other does, in fact, produce mere confusion so long
as the necessity for the transformation has not becn seen. It is,
however, even for external reflection, a matter of simple observation
that the positive is not a somewhat immediately identical with itself,
but it is opposed to a negative, and has significance only in this rela-
tion; therefore, the negative itself is involved in the positive; and,
more than this, the positive is the self-relating negation of the nega-
tive, which is the mere posited-being; therefore, the positive is the
absolute negation in itself. Likewise the negative, which is opposed
to the positive, has its meaning in this relation to its other. Its
totality, therefore, involves the positive. But the negative has also—
outside of its relation to the positive —a subsistence of its own; it
is self-identical. Hence the negative has all that belongs to the defi-
nition of the positive.

The opposition of positive and negative is most comimonly under-
stood in the sense that the positive is something objective, notwith-
standing its very name expresses posited-being. On the contrary, it
understands the negative, in a subjective sense, as belonging only to
external reflection, which never concerns itself with the objective ; and,
indeed, for which the objective does not exist. In fact, if the nega-
tive expresses nothing else than an arbitrary abstraction, or the result
of an external comparison, then, of course, it has no existence for the
objective positive, and the positive is not in itself related to such an
empty abstraction. But in that case the determination of ¢ positive’’
is likewise merely an external and arbitrary designation. For an ex-
ample of these fixed contraries of reflection: light is generally taken
as the positive, and darkness as the negative. But light has in its
infinite expansion, and in the force of its unfolding and vitalizing in-
fluences, the nature of absolute negativity. Darkness, on the con-
trary, as devoid of multiplicity, or as the womb of productive ac-
tivity, in which no distinctions are produced by its own energy, is
rather the simple identity with itself, the positive. It is taken as
negative in the sense that it, as the mere absence of light, does not ex-
ist at all, and has no relation to light; so that light, inasmuch as it is
a self-relation, and is regarded as not depending upon others, but as
related purely to itself, should cause darkness to vanish before it.
But it is a familiar fact that light may be dimmed through the agency
of darkness, so that it becomes gray; and besides this merely quanti-
tative change into gray, it also suffers qualitative changes through
relation to darkness, and is modified into color. So, too, for an ex-
ample: virtue is not without struggle; it is rather the highest, most
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perfect stroggle ; therefore, it is mot only the positive, but it is abso-
lute megativity. Virtoe, moreover, is not such merely in comparison
witth vice, bat it is in its very pature opposition and strogeling. In
other wonds, vice is not only the shsence of virtne — innocence, too,
is this absemoce — amd mot distinguished from virtne by externsl reflec-
tion, but it is in its very natare opposed toit; it isepril. Evil consists
in self-persistence in active opposition to good; it is the positive

megativity. But @ e is the ahsence of good as well 2z of evil,
is indifferent towsrd both determinstions, and is peither positive nor

negative. But at the same time this absence is to be taken slso as
determinsteness. On the one band, it is to be regarded &s the posiiive
nature of something, and, on the otber hund, it relates to a contrary;
and all matures emerge from their state of innocence — from their in-
different identity with themselves, and come into relstion to their
others, snd throwsh this go to destraction, or, in the positive sense. go
back into their ground. The truth also &s the positive. as the knowing
which corresponds to its object; but it is only this self-identity in so
far 25 the knowing conducts itself megatively towards its other, pene-
trates the object, and esmoels its negation (for the object is the nega-
tioa of the sabject). Emor is something positive, s an opinion
known and ssserted regarding thet which does not exist. Igporance,
bowever, is cither indifferent towands troth and error, and. conse-
quently, neither positive mor megative, in which case the distinction
belongs to externsl reflection ; or, when tsken objectively, as a quality
of a persom, it is the impalse which is directed agsinst itself, a nega-
tive which contsins a positive direction im itself. It is ope of the
most importamt principles of philosoply, this imsight into the nature
of the determimstions of reflection, =5 bere considered; that their
truth cowsists only in their relatiom to each otber, and that each in-
cludes (in its totality) the other. Without this principle there can
be no true step made in philosophy.
Remark 2.

The determinstion of Antithesis has filewise been set up 2z a prin-
ciple — the so-called principle of Excladed Middle -

Something is either A or not-A ; there is no middle term.

This principle involves, in the first place, the proposition that every-
thimg is 2 contrsry, sn satithetic somewhsat, and that it is either posi-
tive or megative. This is an importsmt principle, which finds its
pecessity in this fict that identity involves (ibergeht) difference, snd
difference involves antithesis (i. €., the totality of each includes the
other).
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But it is not usual to take these determinations in this meaning.
Ordinarily, the principle is understood to assert that of the predicates
belonging to a thing, a given predicate either does or does not belong
to it. The opposite signifies in this case merely absence, or, rather,
indefiniteness; and the principle taken in this sense is so empty of
meaning that it is not worth the trouble of quoting. If the qualities
sweel, green, square are taken — and all predicates are allowable by
this principle — and predicated of the mind thus: the mind is sweet
or not sweet, green or not green, etc., this would be pronounced trivial,
and as leading to nothing. The determinateness contained in the
predicate is related to something; every proposition expresses that
something is determined. It ought essentially to contain this: that
the determinateness expresses what is essential, in the form of antithe-
sis. Instead of that, however, the proposition quoted goes in the
opposite direction, back to indeterminateness, in the fact that it predi-
cates in a trivial manner the determinateness, or its indefinite non-
being.

The principle of Excluded Middle is further to be distinguished
from the principles of Identity and Contradiction, already discussed.
It asserts that there is no thing which is neither A nor not-A, no
tertium quid indifferent to the antithesis. In fact, however, this very
principle gives a ‘fertium quid which is indifferent to the antithesis —
viz.: A, itself. This A is neither 4~ A nor — A, and itis equally -} A
and — A. That which is to be either 4- A or not-A is hence related
to 4 A, as well to not-A; and, again, in the fact that it is related to
A it ought not to be related to not-A, nor when it is related to not-A
should it be related to A. The somewhat itself is, therefore, the
tertium quid which was to be excluded. Since the contraries are
both posited and annulled in the somewhat, the tertium quid, which
is here a lifeless abstraction, if taken in a more profound meaning,
is the unity of reflection into which, as the ground, the Antithesis
recedes.

Remark 3.

If the first determinations of Reflection, viz., Identity, Difference,
and Antithesis (Polarity), can be set up as principles, as has been
shown, it is certain that Contradiction ought also to admit of state-
ment in the form of a principle; for contradiction is the result of
the mentioned determinations of reflection (i. e., the truth or totality
of which Identity, Difference, and Antithesis are phases. Contra-
diction is their ‘¢ pre-snpposition’”’), and if stated in the form of a
principle would run thus: All things are in themselves contradic-
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tory; and this principle should be understood in the sense that it
expresses the truth and essence of things better than the former
principles mentioned. Contradiction, which succeeds the category
of Antithesis, is only the category of Naught, fully nnfolded (become
explicit) —the category of Naught as contained in the category of
IXdentity ; and this was partially seen in the expression that the
principle of Identity says nothing (adds nothing in the predicate to
the contents of the subject). This negation was further defined in
the categories of Difference and Antithesis, and still further in the
posited Contradiction. (The principle of Contradiction as here set
up by Hegel, is the basis of all relation and of all being. Being has
been found to depend upon Relation, and all Relation has been found
to be Return or Reflection ; Reflection is a phase of self-relation or of
self-negation ; all relation is negation; self-relation or self-negation
is the origin at once of all identity, subsistence, persistence, repose,
and individuality, as well as of all distinction, opposition, activity,
dependence, and manifestation. Contradiction makes explicit what
was implicit in the determinations of Reflection previously discussed.
¢ All things are in themselves contradictory,”” means nothing more
nor less than that all finite or dependent things, when traced out
as totalities, will be found to belong to self-relation, self-determina-
tion, self-negation. And all independent things are sclf-determining
and totalities.)

It is, however, one of the fundamental prejudices of the formal
logic and of the ordinary mode of viewing things, that Contradiction
is not a determination of such essential and immanent character as
that possessed by Identity. Yet, if order of rank is the question,
and the two determinations are to be compared as separately valid,
Contradiction will certainly be found to be the deeper and more
essential. For Identity is in comparison with Contradiction only a
determination expressing simple immediateness, the immediateness
of dead being; but Contradiction, on the other hand, is the root of
all activity and vitality (self-movement is the basis of all movement,
for no thing can move another until it originates movement within
itself; but self-movement is self-negation, contradiction). Only in
so far as something contains a contradiction within itself, does it
move itself, and possess impulse and activity.

Contradiction is usually held to be excluded from things, from all
existence and from all truth. In fact, it is asserted that there is
nothing self-contradictory; on the other hand, regardless of this
assertion, Contradiction is thrust into the subjective reflection which
posits it through its act of relating and comparing. (The activity of
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reflection brings disparate objects into relation and compares them ;
it thereby unites contradictories.) But it is denied that Contradiction
really exists in this subjective activity of reflection ; for it is said that
the self-contradictory cannot be conceived or thought. If it were
found in reality, or in the thinking reflection, it would pass for an
accident or for something abnormal, or a transitory state of delirium.

Now, as regards the assertion that there is no Contradiction, and
that it cannot appertain to reality, we need not give ourselves any
concern. A category of Essence will certainly be found in all experi-
ence, and in all reality as well. Already, when speaking of the cate-
gory of the Infinite, we have made the same remark; and indeed
Contradiction is the category of the Infinite as occurring in the
sphere of Being (i. e., Contradiction is self-determination in the
category of Essence, and the Infinite is the category of self-determi-
nation in the sphere of Being). But even common experience itself
bears testimony to the fact that there are a multitude of self-contra-
dictory things, of self-contradictory plans, and so forth, whose self-
contradiction is not merely one of external reflection, but is inherent.
And moreover, their self-contradiction is not to be taken as some-
thing abnormal which is found only here and there, and not in a
majority of cases; but it is the negative in its essential characteristic,
the principle of all self-activity; for self-activity is nothing else than
an exhibition of self-contradiction. External movement perceptible
by the senses is the immediate existence of self-contradiction. Some-
thing moves, not through the fact that it is now here, and in the next
moment there, but through the fact that in one and the same moment
of time it is here and not here —throngh the fact that in this ‘‘ here’
it is and is not, at the same time. It is necessary to acknowledge the
contradictions which the ancient philosophers have shown up in the
category of movement, but in conceding the validity of the contra-
diction shown by their dialectic, we must not adopt their conclusion and
deny the existence of movement; on the contrary, we must affirm
that movement is the real existence of contradiction.

Likewise, the internal, real self-activity, viz., impulse in general
(Trieb) — appetite or nisus of the monads (ZLeibnitz) the Entelechy
of absolute, simple essence (Aristotle)—is nothing else than this
contradiction that something is in itself, and at the same time the lack
of itself, its own negative, and this in one and the same respect.
(Instinet, impulse, desire, are manifestations within a being of its
dependence upon another; they express its lack or want of its own
true being, that upon which it depends; and at the same time they
express this want as the true nature, the being-in-itself of the thing
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itself. Even gravity in matter is a similar expression of self-contra-
diction ; the very essence of matter expresses its own non-being. )
The mere abstract identity is not yet the category of vitality (it is
not adequate to it), but the category of vitality demands that the
positive shall be the negative in itself, and through this fact issue
forth from itself, and thereby posit change within itself. Something
is vital, therefore, only so far as it contains the contradiction within
itself, and nevertheless is a force sufficient to preserve itself in spite
of this contradiction within itself. If, however, an existence does not
possess the capacity to retain its positive determination in the face of
its negative, and to hold the one in the other, in other words, cannot
endure the contradiction within itself, then it is not a vital unity, not
a Ground, but the contradiction destroys it. Speculative thinking
consists only in this, that the thinking activity grasps firmly the cate-
gory of contradiction and holds it within itself, but not as conceived
by the ordinary thinking which thinks only in images ; for the picture-
making thinking thinks contradiction only as a principle which rules
thought and which allows of no other solution for contradictory deter-
minations than zero.

The contradiction contained in movement and in impulse, desire, and
the like categories is concealed from the thinking which deals only
with images through the appearance of simplicity which belongs to
such categories. But, on the other hand, in the categories of Rela-
tion the self-contradiction involved becomes immediately manifest.
The most trivial examples, those of above and beneath, of right and
left, of father and son, etc., etc., contain each the antithesis in unity.
Above is that which is not beneath; above is thus defined to be only
the non-being of beneath, and is only in so far as the beneath is (the
totality of its being is one with the totality of the being of the
other); and vice versa, in each category is contained its opposite.
Father is the other of son, and son the other of father, and each
is only as this other of another; and at the same time the one
determination exists only in relation to the other; their being is
one totality. Futher is besides this relation to son also some-
thing independent, it is true; but as such he is not father, but
only man in general. So also, above and beneath, right and left,
reflected into themselves (i. e., considered not as terms of relation
to another, but in regard to themselves), are something independ-
ent outside of this relation, but as such they are only places in
general. Contraries (polar opposites) contain self-contradiction in
so far as they are in one and the same respect related negatively to
another, or reciprocally annulling and at the same time indifferent to
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each other. The thinking which deals in images, when it passes over
to the phase of indifference in categories, forgets their negative unity,
and treats them, consequently, only as disparate in general; and thus
regarded, ¢ right >’ is no longer * right,”” *‘left > no longer ** left,”
etc. But when it has right and left really before it, it has these
determinations in their self-negating activity, the one existing in the °
other, and in this unity at the same time not annulling itself, but each
one existing indifferent and independent.

The thinking which deals in images has, therefore, sclf-contradic-
tion always for its content, but is never conscious of this fact. It
remains external reflection, therefore, and flits to and fro from like-
ness to difference, or from the negative relation of objects distin-
guished to their reflection into themselves. It holds these two deter-
minations (of negative-relation and of self-relation) apart and opposite
to each other, and has in mind only their indifference and not their
transition, which is the essential thing, and contains the contradiction.
The genial reflection (the speculative form of reflection), if we may
mention it here, consists — in contrast to the forms of reflection
mentioned —in the apprehension and expression of contradiction,
although it does mnot express the comprehension (Begriff = ideal
totality) of things and their relations, and has only image-forms of
thought for its materials and contents, yet it brings them into a relation
which contains their contradiction, and thereby manifests their com-
prehension (ideal totality). The thinking reason, however, sharpens,
so to speak, the blunted distinction of Difference, the mere multi-
plicity of image-thinking, to essential distinction, to antithesis; multi-
plicity when sharpened to the point of contradiction becomes vital
and active, each of its individuals manifesting itself against the
others, and thus multiplicity obtains for itself the negativity which
is the in-dwelling pulsation of self-movement and vitality.

In speaking of the ontological proof of the existence of God, we
have already mentioned that the basis of that proof is the idea of an
inclnding totality of all real things. Of this idea it is customary to
prove first its possibility ; this being done by showing that it contains
no contradiction, because reality merely as reality has no limits.
Attention has been called to the fact that with this proof, the men-
tioned including totality is reduced to the simple, indeterminate
being ; or if the realities are taken in fact as a multiplicity of par-
ticulars, then it becomes an including totality of all negations.
Critically examined, the distinction of realities passes from the cate-
gory of difference to antithesis, and then to contradiction, and the
including totality of all realities goes over into absolute self-contra-
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diction. The prevailing horror of contradiction which possesses the
thinking that deals with images, but not the speculative thinking —
a feeling similar to that which nature is said to have for a vacuum —
objects to this result; for it holds fast to the one-sided solution of
self-contradiction in zero, and ignores the positive side of it, accord-
ing to which contradiction becomes absolute activity and absolute
ground.

We have seen from the consideration of the nature of contradic-
tion that it is, so to say, no fault, or lack, or failure of a thing to
exhibit a contradiction within it. On the contrary, every determina-
tion, every concrete thing, every idea, is essentially a unity of distinet,
and separable moments, which pass over into contradictory moments
through the particular essential distinction in them (forming the basis
of their difference). This contradictory umity, of course, resolves
itself into a zero — it goes back into its negative unity. The thing,
the sabject, the idea, is precisely this negative unity itself; it is
an- in-itself-contradictory, but at the same time equally a resolved
contradiction ; it is the ground which retains and carries with it its
determinations. The thing, subject, or idea is as reflected into itself,
as regards its own sphere, its solved contradiction; but its entire
sphere is a particularized one, a ‘‘ different’’ as regards some other
sphere ; hence it is a finite somewhat, and to be a * finite ”’ is to be
a contradiction. Of this higher contradiction, in which its entire
sphere is involved, the thing, subject, or idea is not itself the solu-
tion; but there is a still higher sphere as its negative unity, as its
ground. Finite things, in their indifferent manifoldness, involve
always a contradiction; for they are within themselves sundered, and
exist only in their ground (into which they retnrn through the activity
of the process to which they belong). As will be shown further on,
the true inference from a finite and contingent to an absolutely nec-
essary essence does not consist in this: that the latter is inferred from
a finite and contingent being which is an abiding ground underlying
it, but rather that the inference is made because contingency implies an
in-itself-contradictory being, a merely transitory one. In other words,
the inference is based on the fact, that the contingent being returns
into its ground necessarily, and therein annuls itself; and, moreover,
that through this return info its ground, it posits that ground (fur-
nishes the basis for the inference that it exists) only by exhibiting
itself as a posited (4. e., as a dependent being, and thereby positing
an independent being). In the ordinary syllogism, the being of the
finite appears to be the ground of the absolute: *¢therefore, because
the finite is, it follows that the absolute is.”” The true inference,
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however, is this: ¢‘ Therefore, because the finite is an in-itself-con-
tradictory antithesis—7i. e., because it is nof —the absolute 7s.”
In the former case the conclusion is: The being of the finite is the
being of the absolute. In the latter case it is: The non-being of
the finite is the being of the absolute.

TaIRD CHAPTER.
Ground or Reason.

Essence defines itself as ground (or reason).

As Naught was found (in the dialectic of Immediateness) to be in
simple, direct unity with Being, so here is found the immediate unity
of the simple Identity of essence with its absolute Negativity (the
Identity of Essence attains and preserves itself through its activity of
negating ; through its negating arise all particular determinations
which constitute the different elements of its content, and through
the same determining activity this multiplicity is negated, and disap-
pears ; only the process, the negative activity, abiding as ground or
essence). Essence is only this negative activity, the same which pure
Reflection is. (All proving or demonstration depends upon reflection —
i. e., on the fact that a finite, or immediate being is a process of mani-
festing its dependence; its incompleteness, its imperfection, its
fragmentariness, are all only a manifestation of the independent
being, its ground. This reference of a finite somewhat to its ground,
as that upon which it essentially depends, is reflection; it comes from
the ground, and is a process of return to the ground.) It is this pure
negativity, as the return of being into itself. Hence, it is in-itself,
or for-us determined as (<. e., seen to essentially consist in or depend
upon) ground into which being (immediateness) dissolves. But
this determinateness (i. e., ground) is not posited through itself (i. e.,
through the immediate being, because the immediate being is only
an appearance — its essence lies outside of itself, in the ground; it
cannot posit anything, because it possesses no essence to bestow upon
another). In other words, the determinateness of immediate being,
through which immediate being is cancelled, is a result of the deter-
mining activity of ground or essence acting upon immediate being from
without; and, therefore, this determinateness is not self-posited. Its
reflection consists in this: what the immediate being is, is posited as
negative, and thereby determined (3. e., negated by the activity of
the ground). The distinction of positive and negative constitutes
the essential determination in which it (being) is lost, as in its nega-
tion. These independent determinations of reflection cancel each
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other, and the determination thus annulled — gone to the ground —
is the true determination of essence.

Ground is, therefore, also one of the determinations of reflection
which form the categories of essence; but it is the final one, and its
determination consists rather-in being the annulment of determina-
tion. The determination of reflection, when it annuls itself, *“ goes
to the ground,”” obtains its true significance, that of absolute counter-
impulse within itself, viz., that the posited-being which belongs to
essence is only an annulled posited-being: and, conversely. only the
self-annulling posited-being is the posited-being of essence (**pos-
ited-being ** — the being-established through another; all cstegories
of essence are categories of mediation, categories posited through
another; bat the starting-point in this positing or mediating is. of
course, always being or immediateness ; its positing is always dne to
its self-annulment, to its transitoriness, its evanescence ; on the other
hand, that which is posited is the totality of its negative process;
hence the abiding, the essence, the ground ; but the essence or abid-
ing thus posited is posited as the primordial source, the origin whence
the evanescent being proceeded; hence the immediate being which
posited the essence, posits rather the being which posited it—its
positing is rather a presupposing activity, or, in the words of the text,
‘“its positing is only a cancelling or annulment *’ of its positing; it is
a return movement, or reflection, rather than an origination or posit-
ing). Essence, when it defines itself as ground, defines itself as the
non-determined, and it is only the annulment of this, its being-deter-
mined, which determines it as essence (i. e., the cancelling of its other
being — the particularized somewhats which have arisen from essence,
and stand over against it as immediate being— the cancelling of
this otherness is the true determination of essence). In this being-
determined (of essence), as the self-annulling essence, it is not
a derivative somewhat derived from another (originating in im-
mediate being), but it is self-identical in and through this negstivity
(i. e., through this cancelling of all otherness, it exhibits itself as
primordial).

In so far as the category of Ground is reached through the annul-
ment of Determination (¢. e. Particular Being), as the first or imme-
diate from which we begin, and which proves transitory ( ** goes to
the ground’’ ) —a result which follows from the very nature of
Determination— the category of ground is, as such result, condi-
tioned through its origin, and thus a determined somewhat. But this
determining is, in the first place, an annulment of determination,
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and hence only a restored, purified, or revealed identity of
Essence —it is what the determination of reflection is potentially
(and not yet realized). In the second place, this determining is, as
annulment of determining, the positing of that determinateness of
reflection which was called the Immediate (on its appearance in the:
positing reflection), but which is posited only by the self-excluding
reflection of Ground, and in this is only as posited or as annulled ( in
its independence). Essence, when it is defined as ground in this
sense is a self-result. As Ground, therefore, it posits itself as
Essence; and in this fact, that it posits itself as Essence, consists its
determination. This positing is the reflection that appertains to
Essence — a determining that annuls itself in the very act of deter~
mining itself ~— being in one respect a positing, and in another re-
spect a positing of Essence, and, consequently, both in one aet ( the
positing of itself, and of Essence which is its own annulment ).
Reflection is pure mediation; Ground, on the other hand, is real
mediation of Essence. Reflection is the movement of Naught to-
Naught, through itself; it is its manifestation of another; but since
the antithesis does not attain to independence, as regards its sides
(the contraries), it follows that in Reflection the first is not a pos--
itive — that which appears; nor is the other the negative — that.
in which it appears. The two are mere substrates of the imagina-
tion; they are not purely self-related terms. Pure mediation is only
pure relation without any terms that stand in relation. (The rela-
tion is that of self-determination, and hence an activity which pro--
duces itself through the pure activity, and is not a relation which
exists between two already existing somewhats.) The ¢ Deter-
mining Reflection’’ posits such terms as are self-identical, but at.
the same time are particular (concrete) relations. Ground, on
the contrary, is the real mediation, because it contains reflection as.
annulled reflection ; it is Essence positing itself and returning into it-
self, through its non-being. (Ground, thus defined and distin-
guished from the activity of reflection, which has been discussed at.
such length, is here called by Hegel a real mediation, instead of a
pure mediation, because its result is a reality, and not simply a nega-
tion of something that exhibits itself as & phenomenal or transitory
being, or a mere appearance; in this determination, the real some-
what is restored to validity again, so that it finds its explanation and
justification, and, in short, is shown to be a well-grounded some-
what. Of course, it is only a more entire view that yields us this in-
sight. We see the general form of the activity which at first seemed
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to have only a negative result; it is seen to have a positive result,
and to produce reality, instead of mere annulment. This
insight is akin to the imsight which sees Law underlying change —
it sees Return where at first there appeared to be only a vanishing
of whatever appeared. But the idea of Law is much more concrete
or deeper than this idea of Ground, which here is only the explana-
tion of multiplicity by means of the distinction of form and matter.)
According to this phase of annulment of Reflection ( that in which
it is found that the vanishing of the immediate being is not into
nothing, but into a process which returns again to the being which had
before vanished —and so the reflection is thereby annulled), the
posited somewhat is determined as an immediate — as a somewhat that
possesses self-identity outside of its relation or outside of its appear-
ance (i. e., outside of its relation of dependence.) This immediate-
ness is the phase of Being restored through the process of Essence;
it is the non-being of Reflection, as that through which essence
mediates itself. Essence returns into itself as negating; hence it
determines itself in this return, and for the reason that this is
a determination arising in the identity of the negative, in its self-rela-
tion, which is the annulment of the positing (of the dependence);
it is, therefore, existing— or real; it is the identity of Essence as
Ground.

Ground is first to be considered as Absolute Ground (:. e.,
because that is its most immediate phase, its most abstract, or empti-
est phase). In the phase of Absolute Ground, Essence is regarded
as the ‘¢ Basis >’ for the distinction; when defined with more atten-
tion, it is stated as the distinction of Form and Matter, or as Form
and Content.

In the second place, it becomes a still more definitely seized dis-
tinetion — that of Ground of a special content; and since the relation
of Ground is one in which the Essence is regarded as externalizing
itself in this distinction of Ground and Content, it becomes Condi-
tioning Mediation.

Thirdly, Ground presupposes a condition, but the condition like-
wise presupposes a ground; the unity of the two is the uncondi-
tioned — the nature of the thing whereby it realizes itself in the cat-
egory of Existence, through its mediation with its conditioning
relations.

( It will be understood that the preceding is a general character-
ization of the entire contents of the third chapter of this work; this
chapter concludes the first division of the treatment of Essence, and
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inducts us into the consideration of more explicit categories of Rela-
tion. This introduction to the chapter merely states the general
results, which we may expect to see proved in detail in what is to
follow.)

Remark.

Ground, too, like the other categories of Reflection, has been
expressed in the form of a Principle: Everything has a sufficient
Ground, or Reason. The general meaning of this principle is
nothing more than this: that whatever is, is to be considered, not as
a something existing isolatedly for itself, but as a dependent some-
thing. It implies, therefore, that we must look beyond that which
we see, and seek a ground or explanation for it—a ground in
which the somewhat is not as it at first seemed, but is annulled as
regards its immediateness, and is seen as it is in its being-in-and-
for itself (<. e., in its law or in the general type of its process). In
the principle of Ground the essentiality of Reflection-into-itself, as
compared with mere immediate being, is expressed.

That the ground must be a ‘‘sufficient’’ ground needs not be
added, for it is superfluous; that for which the ground is not suffi-
cient, would not have a ground at all.  Leibnitz, who placed a high
estimate upon the principle of sufficient reason, and made it the basis
of his whole system, attached to it a deeper signification and a more
important conception than is ordinarily given to it. ~Yet even in the
ordinary acceptation it has a very important meaning, inasmuch as it
implies that being, as such, in its immediateness, is to be taken as
untrue, and essentially as a posited (7. e., as a dependent), but its
ground is to be taken as the true immediate (%. e., as the true individu-
ality). But Leibnitz added the designation ‘¢ sufficient,’” in order to
distinguish it sharply from the mechanical conception of cause as an
external activity or influence. When causality is conceived as a
form external to its content, as an activity that produces a determina-
tion in an effect that is, after all, a merely external modification
superinduced upon the so-called ‘¢ effect,’”’ this category is merely a
loose and fortuitous connection of the determinations involved. The
fact that the parts belong to the whole is comprehended in causality,
but the definite relation of these parts is not stated in the concept of
mechanical cause. This relation, the whole as the essential unity of
the parts, lies only in the idea (ideal, the totality of its being), or in
the final cause. Mechanical causes are not ‘¢ sufficient’’ for this
unity, because the final cause, as the unity of their determinations,
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does not lie at the basis of mechanical causes. Under the concept of
sufficient cause, therefore, Leibnitz has conceived a cause that suf-
ficed for this unity; and, therefore, not a mere cause, but the final
cause. This definition of ground, as understood by Leibaitz, is not
the proper one of ground as it belongs here; the teleological ground
is a category of the Idea (or Begriff), and its mediation is the Reason.

A.

The Absolute Ground.

1. Form and Essence.

The determination of Reflection, in so far as it retarns to a ground
(i.e., shows that the idea of ground underlies the immediate being),
constitutes only an immediate being in geueral with which a beginning
is to be made. But the immediate being has only the meaning of a
posited (dependent) being, and presupposes a ground. of necessity.
It presupposes a ground in the sense that it does not posit this ground,
bat rather that this presupposition on its part is indeed a negation of
itself (for it is a confession of its own dependence and consequent
lack of individoality); the immediate is only the posited, and the
ground is the non-posited. As it has been shown, the presupposi-
tion, which is a positing that points back to that which posited it,
is the ground, but not asundetermined, in the annulment of all
determinateness, but the self-determined essence that is undetermined
or determined only as cancelled posited-being. It is the essence
that is identical with itself in its own negativity.

The determinateness of essence as ground is therefore duplicate —
that of ground and grounded. It is, first, essence as ground, deter-
mined as essence, as non-posited-being, in opposition to the posited-
being. Secondly, it is the grounded, the immediate, which, however,
is ot in-and-for-itself, but the posited being as posited-being. This
is, consequently, self-identical, but the identity of the negative with
itself. The negative which is self-identical, and the positive that is
self-identical, are one and the same identity. For the ground is iden-
tity of the positive, or of itself, and of the posited-being; and that
which is grounded is the posited-being as posited-being, and this
reflection-into-itself is the identity of the ground. This simple identity
is, therefore, not the ground itself; for the ground is the essence,
posited as the non-posited, in opposition to the posited-being. As

this unity of the definite identity — of ground — and of the negative
¢
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identity — of the grounded —it is the essence in general, distin-
guished from its mediation.

This mediation, compared with the reflections that have preceded it,
and from which it has originated, is, in the first place (as is obvious),
not the pure reflection, as which it is not distinguished from the
essence ; nor is it the negative, as which it would possess the independ-
ence of the determinations within itself. In the category of Ground
as the annulled reflection, however, these determinations have a per-
sistence. Moreover, it is not the determining reflection whose deter-
minations possess essential Independence; for this indePendence of
determinations has been shown to be groundless when we were demon-
strating the category of Ground, and within its unity those deter-
minations are as merely ¢ posited >’ determinations. This mediation
of Ground is, therefore, the unity of the pure reflection and the
determining reflection. Its determinations, or the posited, have
persistence ; and, conversely, the persistence of the same is a posited
somewhat. For the reason that this persistence which it has is a
posited one, or has determinateness, it follows that its determinations
are different from its simple unity, and constitute the form as opposed
to the Essence.

Essence has a form, and determinations of that form. First, as
ground it has a fixed immediateness, or is a substratum. Essence
is one with its reflection, and its movement is indistinguishable from
it. It is, therefore, not the Essence which it penetrates; and, more-
over, it is not that which constitutes its commencement. This
circumstance makes the exposition of reflection very difficult; for
it is not proper to say that the essence returns into itself, that it
appears in itself, because it is not before its movement, nor in its
movement, and the movement has no basis which supports it. A re-
lated somewhat makes its appearance in the ground according to the
moment of annulled reflection. Essence, as the related substratum,
is, however, the particularized Essence ; and on account of this posited-
being it has the form as essentially belonging to it. The form-
determinations, on the other hand, are the determinations as belong-
ing to Essence. Essence lies at the basis, as the indeterminate,
which in its determination is indifferent towards them. They have
in it their reflection into themselves. The determinations of reflection
are defined as possessing their subsistence in themselves, and as
being independent ; but their independence is their dissolution ; there- .
fore, they have their independence in another; but this very dissolu-
tion is at the same time their very identity, or the ground of their
persistence.
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Form belongs to everything that is dctermined (or to all particular
being) ; form-determination is distinguished from that whose form it
is, and it is always a posited somewhat; the determinateness as
quality is one with its substratum, with immediate being. Deing is
that which is immediately determined, that which is not distinct from
its determinateness; it is that which is not reflected into itself, znd
hence it is an existent, and not a posited. The form-determinations of
essence are, moreover, as determinations of reflection and as regards.
their definite particularity of content, the moments of reflection that
have been considered above. Identity and distinction, the latter
partly as difference, partly as antithesis, are these moments of reflec-
tion. Besides these, the determination of ground belongs to these
form-determinations — that is, in so far as it is the annulled determi-
nation of reflection, or through this, essence is at the same time a
posited. On the contrary, Identity does not belong to form, namely,
that which is contained in the ground, that the posited-being as
annulled, and the posited-being as such—the ground and the
grounded — is one reflection, which constitutes the essence as simple
basis — that is, the subsistence of the form. But this subsistence is
posited in the ground; in other words, this essence is essentially as
determined ; consequently, it is also a moment of ground-relation
and of form. This is the absolute reciprocal relation of form and
essence: this simple unity of ground and grounded which is in this,
at the same time a particular, or a negative, and distinguishes itself
from the form, but at the same time is ground itself, and a moment
of form.

Form is, therefore, the complete totality of reflection ; it contains,
moreover, this determination of reflection —it is annulled. There-
fore it is likewise a unity of its determinations, and also related to
their annulment, to another which is not form, but to which the form
belongs. As the essential negativity which relates to itself, it is the
positing and determining as opposed to this simple negative ; as simple
essence, on the other hand, it is the undetermined and non-active basis
jn which the determinations of form have their inherence or their
reflection into themselves. External Reflection takes its stand upon
this distinction between essence and form. (It has not the ability
to transcend this category). It is necessary to discriminate between
matter and form, but this very discrimination is their unity; and this-
unity of ground is.essence which repels from itself and reduces what is
repelled to a posited-being. Form is the absolute negativity itself, or
the negative, absolute self-identity, through which essence is essence,
and not mere being. This identity, taken abstractly, is essence as-
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opposed to form; just as negativity, taken abstractly as the posited-
being, is the particular determination cf form. This determination,
however, as has been shown, is, in its truth, the total sclf-relating
negativity, which is, consequently, as this identity, the simple essence
in itself. Form, therefore, has essence as appertaining to its own
identity ; so, likewise, essence has as its own negative nature, the
absolute form. Therefore, the question cannot be asked: how form
is added to essence; for form is only the manifestation of essence in
itself; it is the inherent reflection of essence. Form likewise is, by
itself, the refleetion which returns into itsclf; or, in other words, it is
the self-identical essence. In its act of determining, it reduces its
determination to posited-being as posited-being. It, therefore, does
not determine essence as though it were presupposed, as though it
were divided from the essence; for, as thus existing, it would be the
unessential, a mere determination of reflection, restless, and perishing
(going into its ground), and with this it would be rather the ground
(or result) of its own cancelling, or the identical self-relation of its
determinations. Form determines essence, in the sense that form, in
its separation from essence, annuls this very separation, and is the
self-identity of essence as the persistence of the determination. It
is the contradiction which is annulled in its posited-being, and in this
being-annulled finds its persistence; consequently it is ground as
essence, whicl is self-identical in its being determined or negated.

These distinctions, therefore, of form and essence are mere ele-
ments or phases of the simple form-relation itself. But, considered
more in detail, the determining form relates to itself as posited-
being which has been annulled; and, therefore, it relates to its iden-
tity as though it were another. It posits itself as annulled, hence
it presupposes its identity ; essence is, in this phase, the indetermin-
ate for which form is its other. Therefore, it is not essence which
is the absolute reflection into itself, but this reflection is determined
as the formless identity; it is matter.

2. Form and Matter.

Essence becomes matter, in the fact that its reflection determines
itself, so that its reflection relates to it as to the formless indeterminate.
Matter is, therefore, the simple identity devoid of distinetions, the
identity which is essence determined as the other of Form. It is,
#hrerefore, the real basis or the substrate of Form ; since it constitutes
the reflection into itself of the form-determinations, which reflection
is the independent, to which it relates as to its positive subsistence.

If abstraction is made from all the determinations which belong to
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the form of a somewhat, there remains nothing but the undetermined
matter. DMatter is a pure abstraction. One cannot see matter, nor
feel it; what one sees or feels is the determinations of matter, i. e.,
the unity of matter and form. This act of abstraction from which
the idea of matter proceeds is, however, not a mere external removal
and annulment of form; but the activity of form (the self-determi-
nation which belongs to form) evolves this simple identity of and
from itself, as we have already seen in the above consideration.
Moreover, form presupposes matter to which it relates. But for
this reason form and matter are not found as two external categories
accidentally opposed to each other ; neither of the two is self-originat-
ing, or, in other words, eterral. Matter i3 indifferent as opposed to
form, but this indifference is the determinateness of self-identity into
which form returns as into its basis. Form presupposes matter. In
this very fact that it posits itself as anulled, and consequently relates
to this, its identity (matter), as to another, it presnpposes matter.
Conversely, form is presupposed by matter. For matter is not the
simple essence which is the absolute reflection itself, but it is the
same determined as the positive, i. e., that which is only as annulled
negation. But, on the other hand, because the form posits itself
only as matter, in so far as it annuls itself and presupposes mai-
ter, matter is also determined to be persistence without a ground.
Likewise, matter is not determined as the ground of form; but
since matter posits itself as the abstract identity of the annulled
form-determination, it is not identity as gromnd; and form, as
opposed to it, is groundless. Form and matter are consequently
defined as not posited through each other, and as not the ground
of each other. Matter is rather the identity of the ground and
the grounded —i. e., as the basis (foundation) which stands opposed
to this form-relation. This determination of indifference, which
belongs in common to form and matter, is the determination of
matter as such (i. e., its definition), and conbstitutes also the
relation of the two to each other. And in the same manner the defi-
nition of form, that it is the relation of distinct somewhats, is also
the other side of the relation of the two to each other. Matter
which ‘s define®as indifferent is the passive opposed to the form as
active. And this as the self-related negative is the contradiction
within itself, the self-annulling, self-repelling, and self-determining.
It relates to matter, and it is posited to relate to its subsistence as
though to another. Matter is, therefore, posited as relating only to
itself, and as indifferent towards others; but it relates to form poten-
tially (an sick) ; for it contains annulled negativity, and is matter only
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because of this characteristic. It relates to matter, therefore, as
though matter were another being, because form is not posited as
belonging to it — 7. e., because the same is only potentially attached to
it. It contains the form involved within itself, and is the absolute
receptivity for it, and only for this reason: that it has the same
within it, and that this is its undeveloped nature. Matter must, there-
fore, receive form, and form must materialize itself; in other words,
form must come into self-identity, or must reach its reality in matter.

(2.) Form, therefore, determines matter, and matter is determined
by form; since form is the absolute self-identity, it follows that it
contains matter within itself; in the same manner, matter possesses in
its pure abstraction or absolute negativity the form within itself.
Hence the activity of form upon the matter, and the being-determined
of the latter through the former is only the annulment of the appar-
ent indifference and independence of each as regards the other.
This relation of the activity of determining is, therefore, the medi-
ation of each with itself, by means of its own non-being. But these
two mediations are one activity, and the restoration of their original
identity — the re-collection from their externalization.

First. Form and matter presuppose each other reciprocally. As
we have seen above, the one essential unity is negative relation to
itself, and, therefore, dirempts itself into the essential identity, deter-
mined as the indifferent basis, and into the essential distinction or
negativity as the determining form. That unity of essence and form
which posits form arl matter in opposition to itself is the absolute
ground which determines itself. Since it reduces itself to a dis-
parate somewhat, the relation, on account of the identity of the dis-
parates which lies at the basis, becomes reciprocal presupposition.

Secondly. Form, as independent, is the self-annulling contradic-
tion; and it is also posited as such inasmuch as it is at the same
time both independent and essentially related to another; it there-
fore annuls itself. Since it is ambiguous, this annulment has two
aspects: In the first place, it annuls its independence, reduces itself
to a posited-being, to a somewhat that belongs to another —this, its
other, being matter. In the second place, it annuls its distinction
from matter, its relation to the same, consequently its posited-being ;
and, therefore, attains self-subsistence. Since it cancels its posited-
being, the latter is its reflection and its own identity, into which
it passes. But since this identity externalizes itself and polarizes
against itself as matter, the mentioned reflcction of the posited-being
into itself is & union with a matter, and as such it obtains its self-
subsistence. Therefore, in this union with a matter as with another
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being, as regards the first aspect in which it reduces itself to a
posited-somewhat, it passes into identity with itself.

Therefore, the activity of form through which matter is determined
consists in a negative relation of form to itself. But, conversely, it,
100, relates negatively to matter ; but this being-determined of matter
is likewise the activity that belongs properly to form itself. Form is
free as regards matter (i. e., independent of or indifferent to matter),
but it annuls this independence ; however, its independenee is matter
itself, for to this belongs its essential identity. Since it reduces itself,
therefore, to a posited-somewhat, this is one and the same activity
which gives particularity to the matter. But, considered from the
other point of view, the identity that belongs to form is expressed,
and matter is the ‘‘other’’ thus expressed; to that extent matter is
not particularized, for the reason that form annuls its (matter’s) own
independence. But matter is independent only as opposed to form;
since the negative annuls itself, it annuls also the positive ; therefore,
since the form annuls itself, the particular determinations of matter
fall away —those determinations which it has as opposed to form, viz.,
its indeterminateness and persistence.

This which seems to be an activity of form is, therefore. likewise -
the movement which belongs properly to matter itself. The nature
of matter, or its ideal destiny (what it should realize) is its absolute
negativity. Through this, matter relates not only to form as to
another, but this external (i. e., this relation itself) is the form
which it contained in an undeveloped state within itself. Matter is
the same contradiction potentially as that which form contains, and
this contradiction is like its resolution, only one. Matter, how-
ever, is in itself a contradiction, because it is absolute negativity
while it is an undetermined self-identity; it therefore annuls itself
within itself, and its identity is dirempted in its negativity, and the
latter preserves its independence through the former. While, there-
fore, matter is particularized (determined or rendered definite) by
form as by somewhat external to it, it by this means realizes itself ;
and the externality involved in the relation, as well on the part of
form as on the part of matter, consists in this: that each of the two,
or rather that their original unity, is in its positing likewise a presnp-
posing; whence it follows that the relation to itself is a relation to
itself as annulled, and, therefore, arelation to its ¢* other.””

Thirdly. Through the activity of form and matter their original
unity is restored, but as a posited. Matter determines itself,
although this determining is, as far as matter is concerned, an exter-
nal deed emapating from form. Conversely, form determines only
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itself, or contains matter that is determined by it within itself,
although at the same time this self-determining appears to be a deter-
mining of something else. And finally, the two —the activity of
form and the activity of matter — are one and the same; only that.
the former is an activity (ein Thun, a deed) in which the negative
appears as a posited, while the latter is an activity (Bewegung, i. e.,
a movement) which is a becoming, in which the ncgativity appears as
characteristic of its very nature (i. e., its potentiality, or its ideal).
The result is, therefore, the unity of the being-in-itself (its nature,
or potentiality, or ideal) and its being-posited (i. e., its dependence
upon others, or what it derives from others). Matter, as such, is
determined (particularized, made special), or, in other words, has
necessarily a form; and form, on the other hand, necessarily implies
matter, or is self-subsistent form.

Form, in so far as it presupposes matter as its other, is finite. It
is not Ground, but only activity. So also matter, in so far as it pre-
supposes form as its not-being, is finite matter; it is likewise not the
ground of its unity with form, but only the basis or substrate for the
form. But this finite matter, as finite form, has no truth ; each of the
two relates to the other, and their unity only is their truth. In this.
unity the two determinations have their return, and in it they annul
their independence ; hence this unity is proved to be their ground.
Therefore, matter is the ground of its determination of form only in
so far as it is not matter as matter, but the absolute unity of essence
ard form. Form, too, is the ground of the persistence of its deter-
minations only in so far as it is the same one unity. But this one
unity as the absolute negativity, and more definitely as excluding
unity, is in its act of reflection a presupposing somewhat. In other
words, it is an activity which, in positing itself as a posited, preserves
itself in the unity, and repels itself from itself, i. e., relates to itself
as itself, and to itself as though itsclf were another. Or, again,
it may be stated in this way: The particularizing (die Bestimmtwer-
den) of matter through form is the mediation of Essence as Ground
in one unity, through itself and through its own negation.

Matter which has received a form, or form which has obtained
realization on a matter, is not merely that absolute unity of the
ground with itself which has been mentioned, but also the posited
unity. The movement already considered is that in which the
absolute ground has exhibited its movements (or phases) as at the
same time self-annulling, and hence as posited. In other words, the
restored unity has, in its return to itself, at the same time repelled
itself and determined itself (reduced itself to particularity) ; for its
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unity, inasmuch as it has come into existence through negation, is
also s negative unity. Itis, therefore, the unity of form and mstter
as their basis which, however, is their definite, particular basis or sub-
strate; and this matter that has received its form is indifferent to
form and matter as to something that is annulled and unessential.
It is comtent.

& Form and Content.

Form, in the first place, stands opposed to Essence: hence itis a
relation which belongs to the category of Ground, and its determina-
tions are the Ground and the grounded. In the next place. it stands
opposed to matter; and in this phase it is a ** determining redec-
tion,”” and its determinations are the determination-of-reflecdon
itself and its persistence (‘‘determination of reflection ” imcludes
Identity, Difference, Antithesis, and Contradiction; its persistence
is its reality). Thirdly, and finally, it stands opposed to Conteat
(Inhalt); in this phase its determinations are itsclf (i. ¢., form) and
matter. That which was previously self-identical. to wit, Ground,
in the first place, and afterwards its persistence (or reality), and.
finally, matter, now comes under the dominion of form, and is again
one of its determinations.

Content has, in the first place, ome form and ome matter, which
belong to it, and are essential; it is their unity. Bat since this unity
is at the same time a particularized or posited uaity, it stands
opposed to form ; the latter constitutes the posited-being of the unity
(i. e., the form is that which comes from the activity of that on
which it depends), and is, as regards the content, unessential. The
content is, therefore, indifferent to the form ; it comprehends both
the form, as such, and also the matter; and it has, therefore, a form
and s matter, and it constitates their basis, and they are for it a mere
posited-being (mere result of its activity).

The Content is, in the second place, that which is identical in the
form and matter; and in this respect the difference between form
and matter would be a mere indifferent externality. They are noth-
ing but posited-being, which, however, has returned to its anity in the
content, and thus into its ground. The self-identity of the content
is, from one point of view, therefore, the identity which is indifferent
to the form; but from the other point of view it is the identity of the
ground. Ground has vanished into Content; but ¢ t is mean-
while the negnﬁveféﬂecﬁonof form-determinations into themselves.
Its unity, which in its first aspect is only indifference as regards form,
is, therefore, also the formal unity or ground-relation as such. Coan-
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tent has, therefore, this unity for its essential form; and the Ground,
conversely, a content.

The content of the Ground is therefore the Ground, which has
returned into its unity with itself. Ground, in the first place, is
Essence, which is identical with itself in its posited-being; as distinet
from and indifferent towards its posited-being it is the undetermined
(the indefinite) matter; but as content, it is the identity which has
received form, and this form becomes on this account a ground-rela-
tion, because the determinations of its antithesis are posited in the
content as also negated. Content is, moreover, determined (defined,
particularized) within itself (by its own nature), not only as matter
in the phase of indifference in general, but as matter that has received
form, so that the determinations of form have a material reality, an
indifferent persistence (independence). In one respect the content
is the essential identity of the ground with itself in its posited-being.
In another respect it is the posited identity as opposed to the ground-
relation. This posited-being, which as form-determination belongs
to this identity, is opposed to the free posited-being —7. e., it is
opposed to the form as the totality of the relation of the Ground and
the grounded. This form is the total posited-being which returns
into itself. The first-mentioned form, therefore, is only the posited-
being as an immediate somewhat — determinateness, as such.

Ground with this has become determined (particularized) ground,
and the determinateness itself is twofold: First, that of form; sec-
ondly, that of content. The former (the determinateness of form)
is the determinaieness which is external to the content, the content
being indifferent to this relation. The latter is the determinateness
of content that belongs to the ground.

B.

The Definite (porticular) Ground.
1, The Formal Ground.

Ground has a definite content. The definiteness of the content
(its particularity) is, as we have seen, the basis for the form, or the
simple immediate that is opposed to the mediation of the form.
Ground is identity relating to itself negatively (i. e., annulling its inde-
terminateness and proceeding into determinations), and this, there-
fore, reduces itself to posited-being (i. e., to dependent somewhats).
It relates negatively to itself (determines itself), since it is self-
identical, in this its negativity ; this identity is the basis or the con-
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tent which constitates in this manner the indifferent or positive unity
of the ground-relation, and that which medistes it.

In this content the determinateness of ground and groonded. as
-opposed to each other, kas vanished. The mediation is. however.
besides this, negative unity. - The negative as belonging to the indif-
ferent basis is its i diste determinateness, and through it the
ground possesses 3 definite content. Bet in the next place, the negs-
tive is the negative relation of form to itself. On the one hsnd, the
posited snnuls itself snd goes back into its ground : but the groord,

tisl ind d relates negatively to itself, and reduces itself
to posxtedbem:, This negstive mediation of the groend snd
grounded is the mediation peculisr to form, as such— ke formal
mediation. The two sides of form now, since they pess over into cne
another, posit themselves in one common idenmtity 35 anmulled;
through this, st the same time, they presuppose this identity. Itisthe
definite, particalar content to which, therefore. the formsl mediztion
relstes, as the positive act of medisting itself through iself. It
is the identical phase of both, snd while they sre different, esch,
however, being in its distinction in relation to the other, the content
is the persistence (reality) of the same, and of each one s being the
whole.

According to this, it results that the following is present in the per-
ticalarized ground: In the first place, a particularized content is re-
garded from two points of view, viz. : (1) in so far as it is posited 2s
ground ; (2) as grounded. The content itself is indifferent as regards
this form ; it is only one determination in both. Secondly, the ground
itself is as much an element (Moment) of the form, as itiss somewhst
posited by it; this Is its identity according to the form. It is indif-
ferent which of the two determinations sre taken as the first — from
which as the posited to proceed to the other as its ground, or from
which 2s the ground to proceed to the other as the posited. The
grounded, considered for and by itzelf, is the annulling of itself; with
this it reduaces itself on the one hand to a-posited, and is at the same
time the positing of the ground. The same movement is the ground
as sach; it reduces itself to 2 posited, and through this it becomes a
ground of something —that is to say, it is present in this as 3 posited,
and aleo as ground. That a ground exists implies 2 posited as a
ground of this fact; and, conversely, through this the ground is in s0
far the posited. The medistion begins with the one justas well 2s with
the other; each side is just 2= much ground 2s posited, and each is
the entire mediation of the entire form. This entire form is further-
more the basis of the delerminatious as their self-identity, and since
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the determinations are the two sides of the ground and the grounded,
the form and content are thus precisely one and the same identity.

On account of this identity of the ground and grounded, and as
well according to the content as aceording to the form, the ground is
sufficient (¢‘sufficient ground’’ is an important category used by
Leibnitz) — the *¢ sufficient >> being limited to this relation. There is
nothing in the ground which is not in the grounded, and nothing in
the grounded which is not in the ground. If one asks for a ground,
he expects to see the characteristic which constitutes the content used
in a twofold manner: First, in the form of the posited; secondly, in
the form of the reflection into itself of the particular being, i.e.,
in the form of essentiality.

In so far as ground and grounded are each the entire form in the
category of determined (particularized) ground, and their content is
one and the same, although particularized ground is not yet fully
determined (i.e., particularized) in its two sides, they have not a dif-
ferent content; the determinateness is first simple, and not a deter-
minateness that has passed over into the two sides. We have here
the determined (particularized) ground first in its pure form -— ‘¢ the
formal ground.”” Since the content is only this simple determinate-
ness, to which the form of ground-relation does not belong, it is a
self-identical content, indifferent as regards form, and form is
external to it; it is another than the form.

Remark.

If reflection goes no further than the consideration of determined
ground, as here defined, it follows that to adduce such a ground
for any thing is a mere formalism, an empty tantology, which expresses
over again the same content in the form of reflection-into-itself, or in
the form of essentiality, what has already been expressed in the form
of an immediate somewhat. Such a mention of grounds for any thing
is as empty an affair as the appeal to the principle of identity which
has been mentioned. Sciences, and more especially the physical sci-
ences, are full of tautologies of this kind, and indeed this seems to
constitute a sort of prerogative. For example, it is mentioned as
the ground of the fact that the planets move around the sun — that
there is an attractive force existing between the former and the lat-
ter. The content of this statement expresses nothing besides what the
phenomenon contains, viz., the relation of these bodies to each other
in their movement, but it expresses it in the form of a reflected deter-
mination — that is, by means of the category of ¢ force.”” If itbe
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asked, in reference to this, what kind of a force the attractive force
is, the answer given is, that the force is what causes the planets to
move around the sun; in these statements there is the same content
throughout: First, as the fact to be explained; secondly, as the
ground or reason given for-it. The relation of the planets to the
sun, as regards movement, is the basis of the ground and the grounded
alike. If a crystalline form is explained by the particular arrange-
ment which its molecules have, we have the same tautology; the fact
of the crystallization is this arrangement itself, which is again ex-
pressed as the ground. In ordinary life, these @tiologies (methods
of causal explanation) which are in vogue in the sciences pass for
what they really are — for tautology, for empty talk. For example:
if to the question, why this man goes to the city, it should be stated,
as a reason, that he goes to the city because there is an attractive
force which draws him there, such an answer would pass for trivial,
although it would have the high sanction of being scientific. Leib-
nitz urged, as an objection against the Newtonian force of attraction,
that it was an occult quality, similar to those which the scholastics
employed for the purposes of explanation; but one might urge the
opposite objection that it is a too well known, too obvious quality,
for it has no other content than the phenomenon itself. Precisely
what recommends this mode of explanation is its great clearness and
intelligibility ; for there is nothing clearer and more intelligible than
to say, for example, that a plant is produced by (i. e., has its ground
in) a vegetative power, i. e., a plant-producing power. It could be
called an ‘““occult’ quality only when the ground had a different
content from that which it is intended to explain. But such grounds
are not given., The power which is used as an explanation is an
‘¢occult’’ ground, in so far as it is not such a ground as is demanded
for explanation (7. e., the ground demanded is not given, but remains
“occult’’). Through this formalism there is as little explained as
there is explained of the nature of a plant when I sayofit: Itisa
plant. Notwithstanding all the clearness of this proposition, or of
that other proposition, that it has its ground in a plant-producing
power, one might still call this a very ‘‘ occult’ method of explaining
things.

Secondly. As regards form, we find in this mode of explanation the
two opposite phases of ground-relation, without recognizing in them
their definite relation to each other. Ground is ground, (1) as the
into-itself-reflected content of a being of which it is the ground; (2)
it is the posited. It is that by means of which the being is to be com-
prehended. But, on the other hand, the ground is an inference from
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the being; so that it in turn is comprehended by reference to the
being. The chief business of this sort of reflection consists in finding:
grounds for particular being—4. e., in converting immediate beings
into the form of reflection. The ground, instead of being independ-
ent, and in and for itself, is, therefore, rather what is posited and
deduced. Now, for the reason that this procedure of finding a ground
is guided by the phcnomenon investigated, and the character of the
ground determined by the latter, it follows quite smoothly and pros-
perously from its ground. But scientific knowledge has not by this
means gone forward a particle ; it has busied itself only with a differ-
ence in form, which has been confounded and annulled by this very
procedure. One of the chief difficulties met with in the study of
the sciences, in which this method prevails, consists in this confound-
ing of the positions of the ground and grounded; placing that
beforehand as ground which in fact is deduced, and arriving at a
sequence which in fact should have been placed first, as the ground of
the alleged ground. In the exposition the beginning is made with
the grounds ; they are set up in the air as principles, or first ideas ; they
are simple definitions, without any apparent necessity in and for them-
selves ; that which follows is deduced from them ; whoever, therefore,
would master these sciences must begin with the study of those
grounds, a task which reason finds unpleasant, because it has to take
that which has no ground as a basis. He will come out best who
takes these principles for granted without much reflection, and uses
them as the fundamental rules of his intellect. Without this method
he cannot make a beginning, and without them he can make no
progress. This inconsistency, however, impedes his progress: he
contradicts his method by deducing — from grounds which have
been assumed —sequences which contain grounds of the former
assumptions. DMoreover, since the sequence proves to be the fact from
whence the ground was deduced, this method of treating it causos
one to distrust the exposition of it; for it is not expressed in its
immediateness, but as a result of the ground. Since, however, the
ground is likewise deduced from the immediate fact, one demands
rather to see the fact in its immediateness, in order to decide upon
the validity of its alleged ground. In such an exposition, therefore,
in which that which is properly the ground is brought in as a dedue-
tion, one knows neither how to regard the ground nor the phenomenon.
The uncertainty is increased by this circumstance, especially if the
exposition is not strictly consequent, but is given out on authority,
viz., that every where in the phenomenon there are traces and con-
ditions which point to other and quite different things from those con-
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tained in the mere principles. The confusion is, finally, still greater
when reflected and merely hypothetical determinations are mixed in
with immediate determinations of the phenomenon, and the former
are spoken of as if they belonged to immediate experience.

Thas, many who take up the stady of these sciences with implicit
faith are of the opinion that the molecules, and the void spaces, the
repulsion, ether, single beams of light, electric or magnetic matter,
and a multitude of the like distinctions, are real things which may be
found in actual observation existing in the same manner ss described
in the sciences.  They serve as first grounds for another: sre ex-
pressed as actualities, and confidently applied. And they sre allowed
in good faith to pass for realities, before one is aware thst they sre
determinations derived from those things for which they are ciffered
as the grounds, being mere hypotheses formed by an uncritical reflec-
tion. In fsct, one finds himself in a kind of witch’s circle when be
uses them, in which determinations of particulsr being and determina-
tions of reflection —ground snd grounded, phenomens snd phsn-
toms — course through each other promiscuously, and sre all received
as of equal rank and walidity.

In this formal occupation of explaining things by meansof groands,
one hears again and again, notwithstanding sll this explanstion by
means of well-known powers and matters, that we do not know the
internal essence of these powers and matters. In this, we hsve only
2 confession that this activity of explanztion is wholly insufficient,
and that it demands something quite different from the grounds
which it offers; and the only difficnlt thing that remains for us to
understand is, why all this trouble has been taken to mske such
explanations; why something else has not been sought, or st least
that species of explanation dispensed with, snd the simple facts
themselves accepted without any explsnation.

2. The Real Ground.

The determinateness of ground is, as has been shown, in the first
place, the determinateness _of basis (substrate) or of the content; in
the second place, it is the other-being in the ground-determination
itself, viz_, the difference between its content and the form.  The rela-
tion of ground and grounded becomes a mere external form to the
content, which is indifferent to these determinations. But in fact the
two sre not external to each other: for the coatent is really the self-
identity of the ground in the grounded, and vice rersa, of the grounded
in the ground. The side which belongs to the ground has shown itself
to be a posited somewhat. and the side which belongs to the grounded
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has shown itself to be the ground itself ; eachis in itself the identity of
the whole, but because they belong at the same time to the form, and
constitute its special distinctions, each of them is in its determinate-
ness the self-identity of the totality. Each has consequently a sepa-
rate content opposed to the other. In other words, considered from
.the side of content, inasmuch as it is self-identity as ground-relation,
it has esssentially this form-distinction in itself, and is, as ground,
another than the grounded.

In this fact, now that ground and grounded have a different con-
tent, the ground-relation has really ceased to be a formal distine-
tion. The return into the ground, and the procedure out of it into
posited-being, is no longer a mere tautology, and thus the ground is
realized. When one asks for a ground, he desires to be answered by
the statement of some other content-determination than the very one
for which he has asked a ground or sought an explanation.

This relation can now be defined more accurately. In so far,
namely, as its two sides are different in content, they are independ-
ent of each other; each is an immediate self-identical determination.
Moreover, as ground and grounded are related to each other, the
ground is reflected into itself in the other as in its posited-being;
the content, therefore, which belongs to the side of the ground is
likewise in the grounded; and the grounded, as the posited, has in
that content its self-identity and reality. Besides this content of the
ground, the grounded has also its proper, peculiar content, and is

" consequently the unity of a twofold content. Although this unity is,
as a unity of contents which differ, their negative unity; for the
reason that these content-determinations are indifferent towards each
other, it follows that this unity is only an empty one, a relation devoid
of content, and not their mediation; it is a one or a somewhat as an
external bond of union.

In the real ground-relation, therefore, the twofold content is to be
found, in the first instance, as content-determination, which is con-
tinued as self-identical in the posited-being, so that it constitutes the
simple identity of ground and grounded. The grounded contains,
therefore, the ground perfeetly within itself ; its relation, therefore, is
an essential continuity, without break or separation. What therefore
appertains to the grounded as additional to this simple essence, is,
therefore, only an unnessential form, external content-determinations
which, as such, are independent of the ground; and possess an imme-
diate manifoldness. Ang hence, the mentioned essential relation is not
the ground of this unessential (superfluity and immediate manifold-
ness) ; it is the ground of the relation of the two to each other in the
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grounded. It is a positive, identical somewhat which inheres in the
grounded ; although it is posited within it, not asin a form-distinction,
but as a self-relating content is an indifferent positive basis or principle.
Finally, that which is externally connected to this basis or principle
is an indifferent content as the unessential side. The chief thing is
the relation of the basis or substrate to the manifoldness which is
regarded as unessential. But this relation, since the determinations
which stand in relation constitute the indifferent content, is also not
the ground, although the one is essential, and the other is defined
as unessential or a posited-content ; but this form is external to both,
as self-relating content. The one of the somewhat which constitutes
their relation is, therefore, not form-determination, but only an exter-
nal bond which contains the unessential manifold content, but not as
a posited somewhat; it is, therefore, only basis or snhstrate.

Ground, determined as real on account of the diversity of the con-
tent which constitutes its reality, falls asunder, therefore, into external
determinations. The two relations— on the one hand, the essential
content, as the simple immediate identity of ground and grounded;
and, on the other hand, the somewhat, as the relation of the different
elements of the content — these two relations are two different sub-
strates. The self-identical form of the ground, according to which
the same thing is at one time essential and at another time posited,
has vanished, and the ground-relation has, therefore, become self-
external.

There is, therefore, now an external ground, which brings into
external relation different elements of the content, and determines
what is ground and what is posited through the ground; in the two
phases of the content itself, there is not to be found the means for
determining this question. The real ground is, therefore, relation-
to-other, on the one hand, of content to other content, and, on the
other hand, of ground-relation, or form, to something else, viz., to
an immediate that is not posited through it.

Remark.

The formal ground-relation contains only one content for ground
and grounded ; and in this identity of content lies its necessity, but,
at the same time, its tantology. The real ground contains a diversity
of content, but through this diversity there enters contingency and
externality as regards the ground-relation. In the first place, that
which is regarded .as essential, and on this account as ground-deter-
mination, is not the ground of the other determinations which are
oonne1cted with it. In the second place, it is not determined which
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of the several content-determinations of a concrete thing is to be
assumed as essential and as ground. The choice between them, there-
fore, is left free; thus, in the first aspect, for example, the ground of
a house is its foundation; wherefore this ground depends upon the
gravity inherent in sensuous matter, and gravity is identical in this
case in the ground and grounded. The fact that there belongs to
heavy matter such a distinction, viz., that one part should be a snb-
strate and the other a modification different from it: this distinction
appertamning to a dwelling-house is perfectly indifferent to gravity
itself. Its relation to the other content-determinations of the final
cause, the arrangement of the house, ete., is external to it; it is
therefore a substrate, a foundation, but not a ground or cause of the
same. Gravity is the ground or cause to which is to be attributed
the fact that a liouse stands, and, as well, the fact that a stone falls.
The stone has this ground, gravity, in itself; but the fact that it has
other determinations of content besides gravity — determinations
which make it to be a stone — is a fact indifferent to gravity. More-
over, the stone is a somewhat posited through another somewhat: that
it was previously at a distance from the body to which it fell, and also
that the time, the space, and their relation, the movement, are another
content than gravity, and are capable of being conceived without
it —to use the ordinary mode of expression—and are accordingly
not essentially posited through it. They are also the ground that a
projectile makes a flight opposed to gravity. It is evident, from the
diversity of the determinations whose ground it is, that something
else is demanded, which makes it the ground of this or of another
determination.

If the assertion is made regarding nature, that it is the ground of
the world; on the one hand, that which is called nature is identical
with the world, and the world is nothing but nature itself. And yet
they are also different, so that nature is rather the indeterminate, or
atleast determined only in such general characteristics as natural laws,
for example ; so, too, that nature is the self-identical essence of the
world, and requires a multitude of determinations to be added to it
in order to become the world. But these determinations have their
ground not in nature as such; they are rather to be regarded as
contingent and indifferent to it. We have the same relation between
God and nature when God is defined as the ground of nature. As
ground, He is its essence. Nature contains God within it, and is
identical with Him; but nature has further manifold determinations
which are different from the ground itself. Nature is the third term,
therefore, in which these two different factors unite. The men-
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tioned ground is neither the grcund of the manifoldness different
from it, nor for its conmection with it. Nature is, therefore, not cog-
nized as having its ground in God ; for in that case He would ozly be
the general essence of nature, whereas the ground of nsture is a defi-
nite, particularized essence.

This prodacing of resl grounds is, therefore, a formalism just as
much as the formal ground itself, becamse of this diversity in the
content of the ground, or the difference between the subsirste snd
thst which is connected with it in the grounded somewhs:i. In this
formal ground, the self-identical content is indifferent ss regsnis
the form; in the real ground, the same thing is true. Throug
fact, moreover, it does not contain within itself the ground or rexsoa
for deciding which of the many determinstions shall be taken ss e
essential one. A somewhat is concrete, and has a manifold of detor-
minations which show themselves self-subsistent sad s z. There-
fore, one of them as well as snother may be taken ss zrouad, aod
may be held to be essential, and in compsrison with it the others are
a mere posited. What was formerly mentioned spplies here: that if
a determination occurs which in one sspect Is viewed as the groumd
of another, it does not follow that the other is to be regarded as pos-
ited by it in any other, or in all aspects. Punishment, for example,
has a variety of aspects in which it may be regarded, — thst of retri-
bation, that of a warning example, deterring from the infraction of
Iaw, 2nd slkso that of the reformation of the criminsl. Each of these
different aspects has been regarded as the ground or resson of pun-
ishment, because each one is an essential determination ; and, viewed
in reference to it, the other determinations sre defined ss contingent
Bat the one which is assumed ss ground is mot identical with the
total compass of punishmesnt (in all its aspects); punishment, as a
concrete, contains not only one, but all of the aspects which are
connected with each other, being contained in punishment, but are
not the ground of each other. As snother exsmple: sn officer has
fitness for the daties of his office, and ss an individusl hss relstions
to kindred, and to this and that acquaintance ; he possesses a charac-
ter of his own, and bhas been in these or those circumstances, and
has bad soch and such opportunities to show his capacity, ete.
Each one of these things may be taken as the ground or reason for
his possession of this office; they constitate s diversified content,
whose elements sype united in a third. The form, as the essentisal and
2s determined, in antithesis to the posited, i= external to it. Each of
these things is esseutisl to the officer, becanse as a particalsr indi-
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vidnal he neceds them for his realization. In so far as his office may
be regarded as an external posited determination, each one of the
things mentioned may be regarded as the ground of the office; but,
on the contrary, the office could also be regarded as the ground of
each one of them, and in that case they would be the posited. As
they actnally stand—that is to say, considered in an individual
case— the office is an external determination as regards content and
ground. Itis a third, which confers upon them the form of ground
and grounded.

Every being may have a variety of grounds; each one of the
determinations of its content, as self-identical, penetrates the concrete
totality, and for this reason may be regarded as essential. The
various aspects, . e., determinations which lie outside of the thing
itself, have no limit as to number, for the reason that the method of
making combinations is a purely arbitrary one. Whether a ground
has this or that sequence is, therefore, quite an accidental affair.
Moral motives, for example, are essential determinations of an ethical
nature ; but what follows from them is an external affair quite differ-
ent from them ; it follows, and it does not follow, from them; it is
added to them by the agency of a third somewhat. In fact, when a
moral determination is taken for a ground, it is not contingent that
it shall have a result or a ground, but it is a contingency whether
it shall become a ground or not; but since the content, which is its
result when the moral determination has been taken as a ground, is
an externality, it may be annulled through another externality.
From one moral motive, therefore, there may or may not result a
deed. Conversely, a deed may have a variety of grounds; it contains
as a concrete many essential determinations, each one of which,
therefore, may be assigned as the ground. The search for grounds,
in which ratiocination principally consists, is, therefore, an endless
procedure. Each and every thing may have one or more good
grounds assigned for it, and there can be a multitnde assigned for a
thing without any result following from them. That which Socrates
and Plato called sophistry is only ratiocination by means of assign-
ing grounds. Plato opposes to this process the consideration of the
Idea, i. e., of the necessary nature of things, or their ideal totality
(Begriff.) Grounds are selected only from essential determinations
of content, essential relations, and aspects; and each thing, as well
as its opposite, possesses several of these. In their form of essen-
tiality, one does as well as the other; and since no one of them con-
tains the entire compass of the object, each of them is a one-sided
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ground, which does not exhanst the object which contains all these
sides within it; no one of them is a *sufficient’’ ground, i. e.,
ideal totality (Begriff).

3. The Perfect Ground.

(1.) In the real ground, the ground as content and the ground as
relation are contained as mere substrates. Ground as content is only
posited as essential and as ground. Ground as relation is the some-
what of the grounded, as the indefinite substrate of a diversified con-
tent, a connection between the different elements of the content,
which is not its own reflection, but something external. and. conse-
quently, only a posited. The real gronnd-relation is, therefore,
rather the ground as annnlled ; and, therefore, it is rather the side of
posited-being or of the grounded. As posited-being, howerver, the
ground has retarned into its own ground, and bence is a grounded,
and has another ground; this other ground, therefore, determines
itself to be identical, in the first place, with the real ground as
grounded through it; both sides have, therefore, one and the same
content; the two determinations of content, and their union in the
somewhat, are therefore contained in a new ground. Secondly. the
new ground. in which that merely posited external union ( Verknruep-
fung) as been annulled, is, as their reflection into themselves, the
absolute relation of the two determinations of content.

Through this fact —that the real ground has returned into its own
ground — the identity of the ground and grounded, or formal gronnd,
is restored. The ground-relation which has arisen is, therefore, the
perfect gronnd, which contains within itself the formal and the real
grounds, and which mediates in the latter, through each other, its
immediate content-determinations.

(2.) The ground-relation has thus far developed the following
determinations: First, a somewhat has a ground ; it contains the con-
tent-determination, which the ground is, and a second determination
posited through the ground. But as indifferent content, the one is
not within itself ground, nor the other within itself the grounded of
the former; on the contrary, this relation is, in the immediateness of
the content, annnlled or posited, and as such has another somewhat
for its ground. This second relation, which differs only in respect
to form, has the same content as the fon"ner, viz., the two determina-
tions of content, but is the immediale union of the two. Since,
however, the different elements of the content, thus united, are con-
sequently indifferent as regards each other, the union is not their
true, absolute relation, in which the one of the determinations would

-
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“be self-identical in the posited-being, while the other would be only
“this posited-being of the same self-identical determination ; but a some-
what is their substrate, and constitutes their relation, which is not
reflected, but is only an immediate relation, and which, therefore, is
-only a relative ground as opposed to their union in another some-
‘what. The two somewhats are, therefore, the two different relations
-of content which we have found; they stand in the identical ground-
-relation of form; they are one and the same content as a totality,
viz., the two determinations of content and their relation. They are,
‘therefore, distinct only through the nature of this relation, which in
the one is an immediate and in the other is a posited relation;
through which the one is distinguished from the other only according
to form, as ground and grounded. Secondly, this ground-relation is
not only formal, but also real. The formal ground passes over into
the real ground, as we have seen. The moments of form are
reflected into themselves; they are an independent content, and the
ground-relation contains also a peculiar content of its own as ground,
and one as grounded. The content constitutes the immediate iden-
tity of the two sides of the formal ground, and hence they have one
and the same content. But it has also within itsclf the form; hence
it is a two-fold content, which stands in the relation of ground and
grounded. One of the two determinations of content which belong
to the two somewhats is, therefore, defined not as merely common
to them, as found by external comparison, but as their identical sub-
strate and the basis of their relation. Opposed to the other deter-
mination of content it is essential and the ground of it as posited,
viz., in the somewhat whose relation the grounded is. In the
first somewhat, which is the ground-relation, this second deter-
mination of content is also immediately united to the first, and
according to its nature. The other somewhat, however, contains
only the one potentially, as that in which it is immediately identical
with the first somewhat; but it contains the other as a posited
within it. The first determination of content is the ground of the
same, through this fact: that it is united within the first somewhat
primordially to the other determination of content.

The ground-relation of the determinations of content in the second
somewhat is mediated, therefore, through the first self-existent rela-
tion of the first somewhat. The conclusion is this: for the reason that
within a somewhat the determination B is united with the deter-
mination A by nature (an sich), there is in the second somewhat, to
which only the determination A belongs, immediately also united with
it the determination B. In the second somewhat this second determina-
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tion is contained not only mediately, but also the inference that its
immediate ground is, viz., through its immediate relation to B, in the
first somewhat. This relation is consequently the ground of the
ground A, and the entire ground-relation is in the second somewhat
as posited or grounded.

8. The real ground thus appears as the self-external reflection of
ground; the perfect mediation thereof is the restoration of its self-
identity. But since the latter has retained at the same time the
externality of the real ground, it follows that the formal ground-
relation in this unity of itself and the real ground is self-positing as
well as self-cancelling ground. The ground-relation mediates itself
through its self-negation. In the first place, the ground, as the orig-
inal relation, is the relation of immediate determinations of content.
The ground-relation has, as essential form for its sides or terms, such
somewhats as have already been cancelled or reduced to moments.
‘Therefore, as form of immediate determinatious, it is the self-identi-
cal relation, which is at the same time relation of its negation.
Hence it is ground not in and for itself (by its own nature), but as a
relation to the annulled ground-relation. In the second place, the
annulled relation, or the immediate, which is the identical substrate in
the original and in the posited relation, is a real ground likewise not
in and for itself, but it is posited through that original bond of union
to be ground.

The ground-relation in its totality is, consequently, essentially pre-
supposing reflection; the formal ground presupposes the immediate
content-determination ; and the latter, as real ground, presupposes
the form. The ground is therefore the form, as immediate bond of
union, but in such a manner that it repels itself from itself, and pre-
supposes the immediateness, and in this relates to itself as to another.
This immediate is the determination of content, the simple ground ;
but as this simple ground it is repelled from itself, and relates to
itself as to auother. In this manner the total ground-relation is
determined as conditioning mediation.

85
The Condition.
1. The Relatively Unconditioned.

(1.) Groundis the immediate, and the grounded is the mediated.
But ground is the positing reflection, and, as such, it reduoces itself
10 posited-being, and is presupposing reflection; it therefore re-
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lates to itself as annulled, as an immediate through which it, itself,
is mediated. This mediation, as progress from the immediate to the
ground, is not an external reflection, but, as has been developed, it
is due to the activity of ground itself ; or, what is the same thing, the
ground-relation is, as reflection into self-identity, likewise essentially
self-externalizing reflection. The immediate to which ground relates
as to its essential presupposition is the Condition (i. e., the condi-
tioning limits — Bedingung) ; the real ground is, therefore, essentially
conditioned ; the determinateness which it contains is the otherness of
itself.

The conditioning limit is, therefore, in the first place, an immediate,
manifold being. In the second place, this being is related to another,
to a somewhat which is ground, not of this being, but of something
else; for the being itself is immediate, and without ground. In this
relation it is a posited somewhat ; according to it, the immediate being
would be a conditioning limit, not of itself, but of another; but at
the same time this being for another is itself only a posited-being;
that it is a posited-being is annulled in its immediateness, and a being
is indifferent as regards its function as conditioning limit. In the
third place, the conditioning limit is, therefore. an immediate, so that
it constitutes the presupposition of the ground. In this phase it is
the form-relation of the ground, which has returned into self-iden-
tity, and hence it is its content. But the content, as such, is
only the ‘indifferent unity of the ground as it is in the form —
without form, no content., The content frees itself from the
form through the fact that the ground-relation in the perfect
ground becomes a relation external to its identity; through this.
the content preserves its immediateness. In so far, therefore,
as the conditioning limit is that in which the ground-relation
possesses its self-identity, it constitutes its content; but for the
reason that it is indifferent to this form, it is only potentially its
content—that is, it ought to be the content, and hence it constitutes
the material for the ground. Posited as conditioning limit, the being,
according to the second moment (element or phase). possesses this
peculiarity ; it loses its indifferent immediateness, and becomes a
moment of another being. Through its immediateness, it is indiffer-
ent to this relation; but, in so far as it enters this relation, it consti-
tutes the nature (Ansichseyn) of the ground, and is the uncondi-
tioned for it. In order to be conditioning limit, it has its presupposi-
tion in the ground, and is itself conditioned, but this characteristic is-
an external (accidental) one for it. f

(2.) A somewhat is not through its conditioning limit; its condi~
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tioming limit is not its ground. It is the moment (phase) of uncon-
tioned immedisteness for the groand, bat it is not the activity and the
positiny which relates negatively to itself, and reduces itself to a
posited-being. The ground-relation, therefore, stands opposed 20
the conditioning Imit. A somewhat has, besides its conditioning-
Emit, slso a ground. This i= the active movement of re“e{-‘m
beclmelt bas lhemedm’rnes»m‘qdeof nasm pmm»p-

respect, also, sm immediste snd unconditioned. slitbho it pre-
sapposes itself as externalized and annalled positing sciivity : bence,
that which it is, acconding to its determinstion ( Bestimm sy = destins-
tion), it is in and for itself. Therefore, in =0 far =2s the ground-
relation is independent self-relstion, and possesses the identin
reflection within iteelf, if has a peculiar content. opgosed 10 the con-
tent of the conditioning Hmit. The former is the comtent of the
ground, and therefore possesses sn essestial form. The latter.
therefore, iz only immediste materisl, for which the relstion 10 the
ground is external, while it constitutes also its nature. Consequently
it is a mingling of the independent content. which possesses no rela-
tiou to the comtent of ground. with thst which goes into iiself. and as
its materisl becomes 2 moment of the same.

(3.) The two terms of the totality —the conditioning limit 2nd the
ground — sre therefore, in one respect, indifferent and unconditioped
as opposed to each other; the ome, which is the non-related. is
externsl to the relstiom in which it is conditioning limit: the other
a= the relation or form, for which the particularized being of the con-
ditioning limit is only 2= material. 3= a passive something whose form.
which it possesses for itse]f within it. is an umessentisl somewhst
Moreover, both sre medisted. The conditioning Fmit s the being in
iteelf of the zround. It i essential moment of the ground-relation
to the exteat that it is s simple self-identity. But this simple self-
identity ic also amnulled ; this being im itself, or nature, is only a
posited ; the immediate beinz is indifferent as regands the phase of
conditioning imit. The fact thst the conditioning limit of the being
inihdfisfort&grolnd,eonsﬁtn(esitsphmof-edhﬂon. Like-
wise, the ground- in its independence, 3 presappo-
sm,-dhs“buagnmdf(mm) outside itself. Conse-
quently, each of the two phases is a comtradiction, inasmuch as it
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both in one relation. In other words, the contradiction consists in
being an independent self-gubsistence and a mere element at the
same time.

2. The Absolutely Unconditioned.

The two relatively unconditioned somewhats manifest themselves
each in the other. The conditioning limit, as immediate, manifests
itself in the form-relation of the ground, and the latter manifests
itsclf in immediate being as its posited-being (dependence). DBut
each of these relatively uneonditioned somewhats is independent of
this manifestation of its other within it, and has a proper content of
its own.

In the first place, the conditioning limit is immediate being. Its
form has these two phases: the posited-being, according to which it
is, as conditioning limit, material and element of the ground; and
(the other phase is) being-in-itself (Ansichseyn—its own nature,
which is through itself, and not a mere ‘¢ posited-being,’” or being
derived from another, and dependent on it), which constitutes the
essentiality of the ground, or its simple veflection-into-itself
(‘¢ reflection-into-itself,”” it will be remembered, is always the form
of self-relation in its positive aspect of identity, independence, and
infinitude). The two sides of form are external to the immediate
being, for immediate being is the cancelled ground-relation. Bat,
first, being is by itself only the process of self-annullment in its
immediateness, and of ceasing to be (i. e., of ‘ going to the
ground’’). The sphere of Being (treated in the first part of this
logic, and including all categories of immediateness, such as quality,
quantity, and measure) is only the becoming of Essence (transi-
tion to Essence) ; it is its essential nature to reduce itself to a posited-
being, and to an identity which is the immediate, through the nega-
tive of it (as a posited). Therefore, the determinations of form,
viz., of posited-being, and of self-identical being-in-itself — the form
through which immediate being is conditioning limit — are therefore
not external to it, but immediate being is this reflection itself.
Secondly, as conditioning limit, what being essentially is, is now also
posited ; it is, viz., a moment, consequently a phase of another, and
at the same time likewise the being-in-itself of another; but it is in
itself only through the negation of itself, 4. e., through the ground,
and through its reflection, which is self-annulling, and consequently
presupposing. The being-in-itself of the categories of the sphere of
Being is, consequently, only a posited. This being-in-itself of the
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conditioning Hmit has these two aspects: (1) its essentiality as
ground, and (2) the immediateness of its particalar being. These
two are the same. The particular being is an immediate, but the
immedisteness is essentially what is mediated — mediated, viz..
throngh the self-annulling ground. As this immediateness. which is
medisted throuagh the self-annulling mediation, it is the being-in-
itself of ground, and st the same time its unconditioned. Bat this
being-in-itself is, at the same time, likewise only a momens: or posited
being, for it is mediated. The conditioning limit is. therefore. the
entire form of the ground-relation. It is the prescpposed being-in-
itself of the same. But, as such, is as a posited-being. and its
immediateness reduces it to posited-being; it comseguently repels
itself from itself, so that it is annulled (goes to the ground) ss
ground, which reduces itself to posited-being, and consequenty o
the grounded. And the two are one and the same.

Being-in-itself is likewise found in connection with the conditioned
ground, not merely as manifestation of another upon it. It is
independent, and this means that it is the self-relating reflection of
the activity of positing. Hence, it is the self-identical —i. e.. it is
its being-in-itzelf, and its content. Bat at the same time it is pre-
supposing reflection. It relstes megatively to itself. and posits its
own being-in-itself as something opposed to it in snother; and the
conditioning limit is the real phase of ground-relation, as well accord-
ing to the moment of being-in-itzelf as according to that of imme-
diste being. Immediate being is essentially and solely through its
ground, and is a moment of its ground as a presupposing activity;
bence, this presupposing activity is likewise the entire movement.

For this reason, there is only one totality of form extant, and
likewise only one totality of content. For the proper content of the
conditioning I'mit is ial content ouly ip so far ss the identity of
self-reflection in the form, or in so far as this immediate being is in
itself the ground-relation. This immediate being is, moreover, con-
ditioning limit only through the presapposing reflection of the
ground. It is its self-identity. or its content, posited by it in opposi-
tion to itself. Particular being is, therefore, not merely a formless
material for the ground-relation, but it is matter that has received
form ; for it already possesses this form, and it is content since it is
indifferent towards it, while it is in identity with it. Finally, it is the
same content which ground has, for it is content precisely in so far
as it is the phase of self-identity in the form-relation.

The two sides of the totality —the conditioning limit and the
ground —are therefore one essential unity, both as coztent and as
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form. They pass over into each other through their own activity ;
or, in other words, since they are movements of reflection. they posit
themselves as annulled, and relate to this annulment, which is their
negation, and therefore mutually presuppose each other. But this
is, at the same time, only one movement of reflection for both; their
mutual presupposition is therefore only one activity; the antithetic
attitude of the two passes over into the phase in which they presup-
pose their one identity as their persistence (self-dependence) and as
their substrate. This substrate, which is the one content and form
unity of Dboth, is the truly unconditioned ; it is the thing in itself (die
Sache an sich selbst). The conditioning limit, as defined above, is
only the relatively unconditioned. It is usually, therefore, regarded
as itself conditioned through something else, and a new condition is
asked for ; hence the progress, ad infinitum, from condition to condition
is introduced. Why one asks for the condition which limits another
condition means the same thing as the question, why does one assume
it as conditioned? The answer to this is, because it is a finite being.
But this idea of finite being is something which does not helong to the
conception of conditioning limit. The conditioning limit, as such, is
therefore itself conditioned through something else, because it is the
posited being-in-itself. The conditioning limit is therefore annulled
in the absolutely unconditioned.

The absolutely unconditioned contains the two moments: (1) the
conditioning limit and (2) the ground. It is the unity into which
they have returned. The two together constitute the form or the
posited-being of the absolutely unconditioned. The unconditioned
thing (Sache) is the conditioning limit of both, but it is the abso-
lute — that is to say, the conditioning limit, which is ground itself.
As ground, it is the negative identity which has repelled itself into
the two moments mentioned, viz., (1) into the shape of the annulled
ground-relation, 4. e., that of an immediate self-external multiplicity,
devoid of unity, which relates to its ground as to its other, and at
the same time constitutes its being-in-itself; (2) it has repelled it
into an internal, simple form, which is ground, but which relates to
the self-identical immediate as to another, and determines the same
as conditioning limit, 7. e., determines its being-in-itself as its own
moment. These two sides presuppose the totality, therefore, as
that which posits them. Conversely, since they presuppose the
totality, the totality seems to be conditioned through them, and the
‘“thing in itself >’ (Sache) seems to originate from its conditioning
limit and from its ground. But since these two sides have shown
themselves identical, the relation of conditioning limit and ground
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has vanished, and these two categories are reduced to an appearance.
The absolutely uncounditioned, in its activity of positing and pre-
positing, is only the activity in which this appearance annuls itself.
It is the sctivity of the thing (Sacke) which coanditions itself, and
places itself over against its conditions as their ground. Its rela-
tion as that of conditions and their ground is, however, a manifests-
tion within it. and it stands in relation to them as its own self-
identity (Zusammenrgehen mit sich selbst).

4. The Thing (SacAs) Emerges into Existence.

The absolutely unconditioned is the absolute ground, identical with
its conditioning limit ; it is the immediate thing as the truly essential.
As ground it relates negatively to itself, and reduces itself to posited-
being; but this posited-being is the reflection which is completed in
its two phases or sides, and in them it is self-identical form-relation,
as has been ascertaimed is the foregoing investigation of its nsture
(Begriff). This posited-being, therefore, is, in the first place, an-
nulled ground, or the thing as immediate and without any sctivity of
reflection: this is the side of the conditioning limit. This is the
totality of the determinations of the thing — the thing itself, but cast
forth into the externality of being; it is the restored circle of being.
In the conditioning limit, essence sets free the unity of its reflection
into itself as an immedisteness, which, however, has now the charac-
teristic of being a presupposition which is a conditioning limit, and
of constitating only one of its sides or phases. The conditioning
limits are, therefore, the entire content of the thing, because they are
the unconditioned in the form of the formless being (Form des jorm-
losen Seyns). On account of this form, however, they have also still
another aspect: that of the determinations of content as it is in the
Thing as such. They manifest themselves as 2 multiplicity without
unity, intermingled with non-essential and other circamstances, which
do not belong to the sphere of particular being, in so far as it consti-
tutes the conditioning limits of this particularized thing. The sphere
of Being is itself the conditioning limit for the absolute unlimited
thing. Ground, which returns into itself, posits it as the primary
immedisteness to which it relates as its unconditioned. This imme-
disteness ss the annulled reflection is reflection in the element of
Being. This, therefore, as such completes itself to a totality. The
form grows as determinateness of being, and manifests itself as a
manifold content-different from the determination of reflection, and
indifferent towards it. The non-essential which appertsins to the
sphere of being, and which it, in so far ss it is conditioning Emit,



110 Fssence.

excludes, is the determinateness of immediateness into which the form-
unity bas sunk. This form-unity, as the relation of being, is first
the category of Becoming, in this place — the transition of one deter-
minateness of being into another. But the becoming of Being is its
transition into Essence, and hence its return into Ground. Ience
partienlar being, which constitutes the conditioning limits, is in truth
not determined to be conditioning limit by another, and is not used as
its material ; but it, by its own activity, reduces itself to a moment of
another. Its becoming is, moreover, not a beginning with itself, as if
it were the true primordial and immediate, but its immediateness is
only what is presupposed, and the activity of its becoming is the
activity of reflection itself. The truth of particular being is, there-
fore, its realization as conditioning limit. Itsimmediateness is solely
through the reflection of the ground-relation, which posits itself as
annulled. The becoming, so far as it is immediateness, is only the
appearance of the unconditioned, since the latter presupposes itself,
and has in this presupposition its form, and the immediateness of
being is therefore only a moment or phase of form.

The other side or aspect of this appearance of the unconditioned
is the ground-relation, as such, which is determined as form in oppo-
sition to the immediateness of the conditioning limits and the content.
It is the form, however, of the absolute Thing which possesses within
itself the unity of its form and itself, or its content; and, since it de-
termines its content to be a conditioning limit, it annuls in this very
positing its diversity, and reduces it to a moment; conversely, as
form devoid of essence in this self-identity, it takes on the form of
immediateness as persistent reality. The reflection of ground annuls
the immediateness of conditioning limits, and relates them to mo-
ments within the unity of the thing. The conditioning limits, on the
other hand, are what is presupposed by the unconditioned thing
itself; it annuls, therefore, its own positing; or, in other words, its
positing reduces itself immediately to a becoming; the two are,
therefore, one unity. The movement of the conditioning limits
within themselves is a becoming, a return into the ground, and a posit-
ing of the ground. But the ground as posited — that is to say, as
annulled —is the immediate. Ground relates to itself negatively,
reduces itself to posited-being, and furnishes a ground for the con-
ditioning limits. In the fact, however, that by this the immediate
particular being is determined into a posited, the ground annuls it,
and becomes ground in that aet. This reflection, therefore, is the
mediation of the unconditioned thing through its negation. Or, in
other words, the reflection of the unconditioned is at first a presup-
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into existence is an immediate affair only through the fact that its
mediation is a vanishing of mediation.

The thing proceeds from its ground. It is not grounded or posited
through it in such a manner that the ground remains standing under
it, but the act of positing is the outward movement of ground into
itself, and the simple vanishing of itself as gronnd. It receives
external immediateness through its union with the conditioning limits,
and thus attains the phase of Being. Buf it receives external immedi-
ateness, not as an external somewhat, nor through an external relation.
On the contrary, it reduces itself as ground to posited-being; its
simple essentiality comes into self-identity in the posited-being; in
this annulnient of itself it is the vanishing of its difference from its
posited-being, consequently it is simple, essential immediateness.
The ground, therefore, does not remain behind as something different
from that which is grounded; but the truth of that which is grounded
lies in the fact that the ground unites itself with itself in this move-
ment, and consequently its reflection into another becomes its reflec-
tion into itself. The thing, consequently, in so far as it is the uncon-
ditioned, is also without ground; and it issues forth from the ground
only in so far as it proves itself perishable (‘‘goes to the ground”’),
and is no grourid; it issues forth from the groundless, i. e., from its
own essential negativity, or pure form.

This immediateness, which is mediated through ground and condi-
tion, and is self-identical through the annulment of mediation, is
Existence.
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SECOND SECTION.
Phenomenon.

E mast ifest itself in s phemomenom (ervzheinen ).

Being is the absolute abstraction ; as swch its pegativity i= no¢ amy-
thing external to it [bat something mtrimsic] ; this negativity is being
itself, and pothing clse than being in this phase of absolute negsiiv-
ity. Hence being is only seif-sanciling being. snd is essence. Om
the other hand Essence, in its phase of simple self-identity. is Thewise
Being. The sciemce of Being comtsins the first propesition: Beingis
Essence. The second propusition: Essence is Being. constitates the
coatent of the first section of the scieace of Essence. This -~ Betng ™
which essence is in ome of its phases, is aventinl being.—technically
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Essence,”” of course does not mean that it is Essence, if Being is
taken in its immediateness, or as mere transitory phase, bnt it means
that Being when traced ont so that we have found its truth, or the
totality of its process, or the true nature of it, is Essence or the abid-
ing being — that kind of being that abides through all change of par-
ticular form or phase. So, too, the second proposition, *¢ Essence is
Being,’’ does not mean that Essence is Being no matter how we think it.
It means that Essence as this negative self-relation produces and sus-
tains itself in immediateness—as has been shown in this book in the
chapter on *“ Ground.”” It may be truly said that if we think of Being
as it truly is we must think it as a phase of self-relation; hence Being
is only an aspect of Essence. Again, Essence is a process which has
immediateness and self-relation as its result and as its constant
product — hence Essence is Being, or in the form or phase of Being
and is more than Being, for it abides, and is true Being, or existence.
It must be remarked that Being always has the form of self-relation,
or of independence — but not an explicit self-relation, or a relation
which is in the form of ¢* A relates to B which relates back to A,
again’’ = A determines B and B determines A —so that A relates
to itself through B, or so that A determines itself through B. This
self-mediation through another is not perceived by the thinking which
thinks mere Being. And yet this logical investigation finds this self-
mediation through another to be the essential presupposition of any
or all forms of Being. But the thinking which possesses this iusight
is the thinking which thinks Essence. The thinking which thinks
Essence is able to understand that those categories which it thought
as forms of Being, are such arcs of the process of self-relation as
include the result of the ‘¢ positing reflection.”” (See p. 14.) Es-
sence as Being — here termed ‘¢ Existence >’ —is the permanent man-
ifestation of Essence through its own activity. Hence, ¢ Phenom-
enon”’ means complete manifestation, or essential appearance. This
complete manifestation has ¢ emerged from negativity and internal-
ity ;>’ that is to say, we have found that the negativity of the process
called Essence does not result in zero, but in a reality which pos-
sesses immediateness through the annullment of mediation ; the mere
annullment of external mediation results in *¢internality,”’ but the
¢ Phenomenon >’ preserves externalily or abiding objectivity].
Therefore, Essence manifests itself in a Phenomenon. Reflection
is the appearing-to-itself of Essence. The determinations of Re-
flection are ¢ posited *” or annulled [i.e. dependent] when in the unity
of reflection; in other words, Reflection is Essence as immediately
self-identical in its posited-being [its dependence being converted
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inte self-dependence]» Bat since- this activity [of reflection. which
is seif-identical in its posited-beinz] is Ground, it determives itself
in the form of reality, through its self-annulling or self-returning re-
flection. DMoreover, since this determinstion [of itself as real], or
the other of the Ground-relation anmuls itself in the reflection of
Groand, and thas becomes existence [i.e. it takes uwp its coanditions
and includes them within itself]. it follows that the Form-determina-
tions obtain in this resalt an element of independent subsistence.
Their appearzace becomes complete in the Phenomenon.

The essentiality which has thas attained to immediatencss. is. in
its first phase. Existence: and as such composed of existing some-
whats or things: this phase is the indistinguishable unity of essence
with its immedisteness. ““Thing”” coatains the movement of retlee-
tion, but in the immediateness of Thing the negativity of retlection
is anmulled ; bat for the reason that the ground of the thing is essen-
tially this movement of reflection it annuls its immedisteness: the
thing is reduced to a posited-being. [Hegel's style of writing about the
investigation of the categories is drsmatic: each ecategory is treated
as thoagh self-active. Its definition is taken for its expressed will or
intention. and then its behavior or its implication with others is
compared with this its definition and the contradictions noted.
This is the famous ‘- dialectic:’” each category is treated as
though ultimste and final —as though it expressed indepeadent,
umiversal truth. Amr investigation of its conmtradictory behavior.
when thus treated as umiversal. reveals to us the imperfection
of the cstegory, its dependence upon other categories wit: which
it forms s whole, and the necessity is evident of a new defini-
tion which expresses this relation to others in anew anity. The
definition of the mew unity is a higher, more concrete statement of
trath, inasmuch as it readjusts the previous statement snd corrects
its defects. Here, for example. *“ Existence”" is found to invoive
existence umder the form of particalar *-things.”” Furthermore,
*“Thing " is found to involve the movement of reflection which an-
nuls this immedisteness of the *‘ things:™” hence ° things”™ exist
only in a state of transience. This result bere stated is the brief
announcement of what is to be shown in detail in the first chapter of
this second division of Essence.]

Hence, secondly, essence is Phenomenon [not merely ““ existence ™
mor ““thing.”” their tramsitoriness is *° phenomenon”]. The phe-
nomenon is what the thing is in itself [in its natare]. or it is the
““truth of the thing.”” Existence, as posited or reflected in the
other-being [as a ““ thing *~] is. bowever, the transcendence of itself,
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the progress ad infinitum, away from itself; the world of phenomena.
places itself in opposition to the reflected world, the world of being-
in-itself [7.e. to the internal nature of ¢ things’’]. [This is a brief
anuouncement of the contents of the second chapter of this second
division of Essence].

But the essential being and the being which is a manifestation or
phenomenon, stand in immediate relation to each other [they are
mere counterparts or counter movements of one activity]. Hence,
thirdly, ‘¢ Existence’’ [with which we have to do in this second di-
vision of Essence] is Reciprocity or essential relation [or state of
relation, or that which exists only in relation] ; the manifestation in
a phenomenon ( Erscheinende) exhibits the essential, and Essence is
[or is completely included] in its phenomenon: — Essential relation
[ Verhiiltniss] is the as-yet-imperfect union of reflection in the other-
being, [or in externality] and of reflection into itself ; the perfect
interpenetration of the two is Actuality. [In this announcement of
the contents of the third chapter of this second division of Essence
we arrive at the idea of Actuality as the complete realization of the
internal nature or essence in outer manifestation. We now proceed
to take up the subject in detail.]

First CHAPTER.
Ezxistence.

Since the Proposition or principle of the ‘‘ Ground” expresses:
Everything that is, has a ground or is a posited i.e., a mediated ; the
principle of Existence would have to be expressed as follows: Every-
thing that is, exists. The truth of Being is not found in 2 first imme-
diate, but rather in the immediateness which has emerged from Es-
sence [this immediateness of ¢ Existence’’].

If, however, the assertion is made that whatever exists has a
ground and is conditioned [through that ground] tkhere would need
an additional statement [to correct the one-sidedness of the former] :
it has no ground and is unconditioned. For Existence is the imme-
diateness which has resulted from the annulment of mediation as
found in the relation of ground and condition —an immediateness
which in its production cancels the means that produced it. [An
immediateness which results from the cancelling of mediation be-
longs to the bigher order of immediateness. All self-mediation is of
this order. Everything pertaining to the realm of Mind furnishes
an illustration. I study Enclid; I avail myself of his aid, using his
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-demonstration to comprehend the natare of a triangle, but obtaining
insight into the sabject I see the truth immediately, and without his
aid. At first there was dependence on Euclid, mediation throngh his
labors, bat a use of his insight as mediation gives me immediate in-
sight, makes me independent of his labors, and therefore annuls the
mediation. The history of Mind everywhere farnishes the example
of the person who ‘ climbs a ladder and draws the ladder up after
him.””}

If the “‘ Proof of the existence of God ™ is referred to at this point,
it must be remembered that beside immediate Being and Existence
{the ‘“ Being’’ of Essence] there is a third form of Being resulting
from the Idea [“ Begriff’” ] which is called ** Objectivity.”” [The three
parts of the Logic treat respectively, Being, Essence and Idea; in
the first, we have immediate Being, utterly without mediation and
heace without persistence and truth; in the second there is Essence
whose immediateness is Existence, persistent and abiding, but imper-
fect, because its externality is opposed to internality : in the third,
the Ides, or self-determination as completed in thought and will, or
conscious personality we have again immediateness, this time as
¢¢ objectivity.”” — subject- objectivity, or consciousness, the Knowing
of self, the becoming-completely-objective is Reveration. Hence
if the thought of mere being gives us the appearance of the Abso-
lute, the thought of Essence gives us the self-manifestation and the
thought of Idea gives us the self-revelation of the Absolute.*

The process of proving something is, of course, a mediated know-
ing. The various kinds of Being demand or contain their own
kinds of mediation; and so it bappens that the nature of the process
of proof varies with each kind of mediation. The ontological proof
of the being of God sets out from ideas, it lays down as postulate
the idea of the totality of all reality and then subsumes existence
under the reality [it argues for the necessity of the existence of
the totality] —it is therefore the mediation of the syllogism
and is not in place for us to consider here. We have already
meutioned in another place what Kant has urged against this form
of proof, and have called attention to the fact that Kant understands
by the term, ‘‘ Existence,” oaly particular being, and by the cate-
gory of particular being every thing in the total content of our
-experience is thought as standing in relation to some other thing and
as being itself agother to something else; in other words, it falls

! See Brockmeyer’s “ Letters on Faust” (Jownal of szadahu Philosophy,

and

vol. 1, page 181) for distinctions between self-mani self-revelati
self-definition. — Translalor.
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under the category of ‘‘ other-being.”” For example, ‘‘ somewhat’”
is as an existing thing mediated through ‘‘another,”’ and existence
itself is the side.of mediation for all things. Now in what Kant calls-
the Idea [Begriff—=Idea or ‘¢ Notion’’!] namely, in the somewhat in
so far as it is taken simply, as related to itself merely, or as an
¢t jdea in the mind,’” its mediation has been omitted ; in its abstract.
identity, its antithetic relation to other things is left out. The onto-
logical proof, according to this view would have to show that the
absolute Idea, viz. the idea of God comes to particular Being, 7. e. to
mediation ; in other words, as the simple essence proceeds to self-
mediation. This takes place through the mentioned subsumption of
existence under a more general term, namely, reality, which is as-
sumed as the middle term between God in his Idea, on the one hand,
and existence, on the other. Of this mediation so far as it has the
form of the syllogism (inference) as remarked before, this is not the
place to speak. But with the mediation of Essence with existence —
its mode and manner —the present exposition deals. The nature of
the process of demonstration is to be considered in the chapter that
treats of the science of cognition [third part of this logic]. Here
we are to treat only what concerns the nature of mediation in gen-
eral.

The proof of the existence of God assigns a ground for his exist-
ence. This ground, it is understood, cannot be an objective [ex--
ternal] ground of the existence of God; for God exists in and for
himself [and without grounds]. Hence this proof assigns merely a.
ground for the cognition of God’s existence. This species of ground
[i.e. for knowledge, or subjective convictions] is of such a kind that
it vanishes in the object, which is grounded through it [or the ground
of proof is a somewhat whose being involves the object proved, and
the perception of the object proved as thus involved in the ground
of the proof, realizes the demonstration ; but the ground of the proof
is rather an object which is grounded in and through the object
proved; hence *‘ground’’ and ‘‘grounded’’ are used in opposite

1 English and Scotch writers generally translate the German word Begriff by
“Notion.” In America the word ‘“notion” is used for vague idea or onc-sided
apprehension and seldom for the logical concept, or Begriff. The use of the word
Begriff by Hegel is different from that of Kant and others, and misleads Germans
as to the tendency of his system. The use of the word “notion” in English
makes the matter still worse; for Begriff like concept may possess an objective
meaning without doing violence to the word. “Idea’ since Plato’s time has pos-
sessed an objective as well as subjective meaning, and has signified archetype or
pattern as well as subjective ““notion.” — Translator.
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senses according to their application — sabjective or objective. The
Neo-Platonist tended that we ¢ t prove the existence of God,
becaase proving is grounding, and that which is grounded through
another could not be divine in its nature. Here was a confusion
between subjective ground of knowledge or convictioa aud objective
ground of existence]. Now the ground of proof which is based on
the contingency of the world contains [or involves] the return of
the world into the absolute essemnce [the contingency of the world
exhibits its dependence — no thing in natare abiding but each pass-
ing over into amother: this transitorimess of things is a process of
evolving and annulling determinations; the evolution of the deter-
minations is the creation of particalar beings over against the es-
sence ; their annulment is the retum into the indeterminste essence ;]
for tbe contingent is the in-itself-groundless and self-annulling. The

e, CC quently, according to this. proceeds from the
groundless ; the ground annuls itself; and then the appearance of
relativity vanishes; and in the proof vanishes also this apyrearance
of relativity on the part of God as a being that was groonded
through another. - This mediation [of the absolute through the re-
tarn into it of the groundless] is consequently the true ore. bt that
stage of thinking to which the * proving reflection ** belongs. does
pot understand the natare of this mediation: it takes this mediation
as a merely subjective affair, and therefore carefully removes it from
God himself, bat on this account it does not perceive the mediating
activity involved in essence itself. The relation of dependence [i.e.,
of the ** grounded >’ apon the ** ground *’} which the proof invelves
or contains, consists in this that they are both in one [i.e. ** ground ™’
and’ *“grounded’’ are ome being] —a mediation which is a self-
externality which is self-annslling in its natare [i.e.. the transiiory
which is posited by the essence is a self-externalizing of the essence,
bat the tranmsitory is self-annulling]. In the mentioned exposition
¢*existence *’ receives an erroneous coustraction; it is conceived in
the dependent relation of mediated or posited [through the proof —
the ground being taken as objective instead of subjective].

On the other hand Existence may be regarded as something not
merely immediate. Taken in the phase of immediateness, the cogni-
tion of the existence of God hss been expressed as an act of Faith,
a knowing which does not rest on proof —a knowing by the immedi-
ate coasciousness, The knowing is said to come to this result, that
it knows nothing ; that is to say, that it gives up its mediating activity
and the cognitions which it has arrived at through such activity.
This result we have seen in what precedes: but it must be added that
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reflection when it ends with the annulment of itself does not on this
account have zero for a result; so that after this annulment the posi-
tive knowing of essence may take place as an immediate relation to
the same and entirely separated from the act of rveflection —and as
though the act of reflection had not been — as though the immediate
knowing were an original act beginning from itself. But this annul-
meant of reflection, this ‘¢ going-to-the-ground’’ of mediation is itself
the ““ground’” from which the immediate proceeds, or originates.
Language [i.e. the German language] unites as above remarked the
two meanings of destruction and ground [for ‘* goes to destruction ”’
the German says, ‘ goes to the ground’’]. It is said also that the
essence of God is the abyss [Abgrund] for the finite reason; it is
this through the fact that the finite reason gives up its finitude and
loses its mediating activity in the being of God; but this abyss, the
negative ground, is at the same time the positive ground of the
origination of existence, of the essence which is in itself immediate
and of which mediation is an essential phase. Mediation through
the ground annuls itself, but does not leave the ground lying at the
basis so that what originates from it is a ‘* posited,’’ or still depends
on that ground, and as though it had its essence elsewhere, viz. in
the ground ; but this ground is as *‘ abyss’’ the vanished mediation,
and, conversely, it is only the vanished [self-annulled] mediation
which is the ground; and only through this negation there arises the
identical and the immediate.

Thus ¢ existence ”’ is not to be taken here in the sense of predi-
cate or of determination of essence, so that a proposition or principle
could be made of it. ‘‘Essence exists” or ‘‘essence has exist-
ence’’ ; but essence has become here existence. KEssence has be-
come existence in so far forth as essence no longer distinguishes
itself into ‘*ground’’ and ‘‘grounded’’ ; the ground has annulled
itself. But this negation (the annulment of the ground-relation) is
likewise essentially its positing affirmation or absolutely positive
continuity with itself; existence is the reflection of ground into
itself [this means: something is ground, .e. it utters itself by pos-
iting something else which manifests the ground or is its appearance;
in its transitoriness its determinations are annulled, and thus it re-
turns to the ground; ground is a reflection into itself — through
its process of grounding something, and again annulling what is
grounded by it; existence includes this whole process of the reflec-
tion of ground into itself]. Its identity with itself which results
from its negation [relating to itself] is therefore the mediation which



Existence. 121

hss posited itself ss self-identical and through this bss come into
immediateness.

_ Since existence is this self-identical mediation, the determinstions
of medistion belong to it. But these determinstions ss foand in
existence are reflected into themselves and bave essential and imme-
diste self-sabsi Asi dist which posits itself through
snnulment, existence s megative umity and being-in-itself. There-
fore it determines itself immediately as an existing somewhat and as
Thing. [Thisis the general statement of the contents of this firsg
chapter. It goes over the entire discussion, menticving ouly the
most important sspects. The closing sentence of this parsgraph i
perhaps 3 specimen of Hegel’'s most pecalisr insight. It fnvolves
the passage from the generic to the individusal, from the universal to
the singular. The first exsmple given in this logic of this insicht is
found in the treatment of Being, in Volume L. under the bead of
Quality (pages 113 and 114 c. ““Etwas”"). He remarks. sfter the
statement that Somewhst (Efwas) is the first negation of megstion.
s= simple existing relation to itself, ‘“ Being [ Dasryn]. Life. Think-
ing, &c., determine themselves essentially in the form of Beings. liv-
ing beings, thinking beings [egos], &c. This determination is of the
highest importance in order to escape from the mere oniversal
terms, Being, Life, Thooght. &c.: znd so to be sble to descend
from the general idea ‘deity” to that of a [concrete, personal]
God.” Not the abstract universal sny more than the sbstraet par-
ticular, is the reality. Hegel here agrees with Aristotle: only the
individual has true reslity. But the ““ individusl ”” must not be um-
derstood ss mere particalar being or phase. but ss the self-deter-
mininy process which we call ego or person. All else is mere
“ posited being,”” and hss its explanstion only through the self-
determining totality to which it belongs. Thus in this place Hegel
makes existence t0 be “* negative unity > —i.e. a process which an-
nuls its particular stages of development, and ‘ returns into itself,”
and thus becomes being-in-itself ; bot each and every phase of the
process is reflected into itself; and hence the ““ return-into-itself ™ is
not by the reduction to zero of the particular stages of development
bat by the elevation of each particular stage to a totslity within itself
by adding to it what it lacks of the totality. A.b and c zre three mo-
ments of a totality, each needs the other two to make its existence
possible, the tota] is the annulment of each, but if the annulment
through the total tskes the form of “‘ negative uwnity ™ it destroys
the individaality of the moments, a, b and ¢ (think of the annul-
ment of acid and alkali in 2 salt) ; bat if the annulment of a, b and
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c takes place by the addition to each of its complement then each
comes to trne individuality by the possession of the form of totality.
Thus a, b, ¢, the primary, undeveloped unity, the first entelechy, be-
comes abe, bea, cab; each moment annuls itself and becomes its
own totality. This is the form of preservation of the individual in
the universal and is the especial insight of Hegel, on which he lays
most stress. The idea of ¢‘reflection-into-itself >’ is the basis of this
preservation of individuality and escape from pantheism or the ab-
stract universal as a first principle in the universe. Aristotle, too,
seems to have held this concrete principle of reflection-into-itself as
the basis of true being and true reality. It was his commentator,
Alexander of Aphrodisias, who interpreted the Master’s thought as a
thought of ‘‘external reflection.”” and hence as setting up the ab-
stract universal instead of the concrete universal. This interpreta-
tion was adopted by the Arabians; hence Scholasticism arose as the
Christian reaction, which in Aquinas finds the concrete universal
again. Aristotle’s thought of first and second ‘* entelechies >’ and of
‘“energy’’ and of ‘‘active reason” is founded on this insight. Ex-
istence is not an abstraction, but, as Hegel remarks, existences or
things.]

A.
Thing and its Properties.

Existence as existing somewhat is posited in the form of negative
unity, which it essentially is [a negative unity annuls all of its manifold
of determinations, leaving them only a ‘¢ posited being,”” just as acid
and alkali have a ‘¢ posited-being’’ only when they exist in the neg-
ative unity of a salt]. But this negative unity is in the first place
only immediate determining, and hence it is the oneness of any
‘“somewhat.”” The existing somewhat is to be distinguished from
‘“ somewhat’’ as a category of Being; the former is essentially such
an immediateness as has originated through the reflection of media-
tion into itself [‘*reflection-into-itself >’ means here a return from
mediation, through mediation, back to immediateness; the mediation
is used and then dispensed with; the ladder has been ascended and
now it is drawn up from the ground; this insight into the use of
mediation and its annulment is the key to this whole book of Es-
sence]. Hence the existing somewhat is a Thing [*¢ Thing ’’ is the
category which expresses a somewhat which is mediated through
others, and yet which is re-posited by the others — pre-supposed by
them — and thus established in the form of independence; the de-
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pendence of the thing upon others, implied by its relation to them_ is
annalled by the reciprocsl dependence of the others upon it. and its
mmedisteness and independence is thereby restored].

A “thimg ™ is to be distingeished from its - existence ™" just 2s the
¢ somewhat ™ can be distinguished from its ** Being > [in the mresa-
ment of Beinz the category of somewhit & thes distinzuishbed: a
beimgz is a somewhst, and = bere 3 existence & 2 thins]. The
“thing *” and the existing somewhat sre immedistely owe zmd tise
same. Bat since existing is pot the first mmedisteness of bheing
[in which case it would belong to the spbere of Being 20d pot o that
of E 2]. bat i p the phase or - moment ~" of medistion
vﬂh-mandhucemsdﬂmnm.gmi the distinets
bat properiy am amslysis; and Existence 2s sach contuins 1bis very
et of distinguishing [betweea its gemerality as exstence snd its
specializing negative ity as Thing] in the pheses. or -~ moments ™

of its medistion. This ditinction within the s of Jis medi
tion i= that between fhing-in-taelf and exteorval exisience. [This
charscterization is still a2 semmary fike the preceding omes im this
chapter. Bat its scope inclades oaly the three sab-<sections immedi-
ately following].

x Thimeim ied”

1. The thing-in-itself is the existing somewhst, ss extant thronzh the
annulment of the mediation [i.e. taken 35 it is sfter the medistion] ;
it is the essentislly immediate. Throagh this fact medistion is Eie-
wise essential 10 the thing-in-itself : bat this distinetion [teiwesn the
thinz—in-iteelf and its mediation] in this first or Immediste existence.
falls asonder into two determimations indifferent towards each otber.
The ove side, namely, the medistion of the thing, is its non-refiected
immedisteness ; bence its being in general, which for the rexson that
it is determined, at the same time, as medistion. i= its own otber, a
being that i= manifold and extersal in its nature [this phase of the
thing is the phase of Being, recoguized in the Srst spprehensios:
whst the first apprebension seizes upoa will slways be fooad o be a2
phsse of a complex mediation. and all medistion is invisible to first
Apprebension]. It is, however. not merely a being, bat it is in re-
Iation to the ansalled medistion, which is tial i Jiate: ;B
is, therefore [as related to essential di - ential beimey
or posited-being.  (If the Thing i= distingeished from s exisience.
it is then a possble thing, a thinz of the mind, an imwrined thing.
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which, as such, is not considered as existing. The category of pos-
sibility [or potentiality], and of the antithesis of the thing, and its
existence belongs later in this Logic.) But the thing-in-itself and its
mediated Being are both contained within existenee, and both are ex-
istences themselves; the thing-in-itself exists and is the essential,
while the mediated being is the unessential existence of the Thing.

The Thing-in-itself as the simple reflected being of existence [the
phase of existence as reflected-into-itself, or as annulled mediation] is
not the ground of the unessential being ; it is the unmoved, undeter-
mined unity, for it is only annulled mediation, and therefore it is the
basis of the unessential being [ Grundlage = basis ; Grund = ground
or reason ; ground arises from the self-annullment of contradiction ;
contradiction is self-relation in its aspect of self-negation ; this self-
negation is self-determination, the positing of determinations within
the undetermined subject of the proeess; or likewise the presuppos-
ing activity which determines a presupposed immediate; all this ac-
tivity is mediating or grounding — the laying-of-a-foundation for an-
other; thing-in-itself is not a foundation or ground for unessential
existence, because all existence is such through the annulment of
mediation; and the annulment of mediation is the annulment of the
very distinction which the process of ground creates.] For that rea-
son, Reflection, as a being mediating itself through another, falls out-
side of the thing-in-itself. The thing-in-itself is defined as having no
particularized manifold within it; and on this account it receives this
manifoldness only when brought into connection with it through the
activity of reflection, but even then the thing-in-itself remains indif-
ferent to the manifoldness. For example, the thing-in-itself has
color on being hrought to the eye, smell to the nose, &c. Its diver-
sity of properties according to this view is due to the ¢‘respects,”
¢ points of view,”” taken by some external observer, particular rela-
tions which the outside observer assumes towards the thing-in-itself,
and which do not belong to the thing-in-itself as its own determina-
tions.

2. On the other hand, the second phase distinguished within exist-
ence is the one containing the activity of reflection, that defined as
external, and which is in the first place, self-external and particular-
ized manifoldness. In the second place it is external to the essen-
tially existing and relates to it as to its absolute presupposition.
These two phases or ‘“moments’’ of external reflection, however,
their own manifoldness and their relation to the thing-in-itself op-
posed to them as their other, are one and the same. [Note carefully
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the followine demonstrstiom of this poimt.] For this existence iz
“ externsl ”” cnly im so far 2= it relstes to the essentinl Mentity 2z to
mmother. The manifoldmess bas therefore mo mdependent self-smbsd
ence of its owm over sgaimst the thime-in-itself. bot it is oaly sz xp-
pesrance or manifestztion 25 opposed to the thime—im-itself : i is ouly
im its mecessary relstion to the thing in itself snd 25 3 refection bend-
img back to it sguim. The diversity therefore arises s the relstion
of smother to the thing—im-itself, bat this other & wotbime that swb-
sists for and by itself; but culy in relstiom to the thinge-im-itself ; hat
it i st the same time caly the repalsion of the thimg-in-mself. tbere
fore it is 3 restless self-opposed seivity.

This essenceless refection, mow, does mot belong o tine Uhimg-im-
itzelf, for the hiter is the essemtis]l idemtity of existemcw: bay i pe-
tares nto itself externally to the thing-im-tselfl [ie . it bms thingmms
oc independence]. It goes dowm [~ goes to the grommd 7]
comes throagh tids essentisl Memtity or thing-im-mself. This prooss
can 3ls0 be eomsidered in amother wiy = the umessential phese of ex-
istemce possesses im the “thimg-im-itself™ s owm refection o
iteelf ; and att the same time it relutes to it 3= 0 s oww etber; bat
3s the other to that which s im itself [ie.. oppoed to s owm me-
tare] it is caly the snmelment of itseif s0d its heeoming of [ursnsition
imto] its beimgr B itself. The thime-in-itzelfl = goently ddemtiesl
with externsl existemce.

This [the ideatity of the thing-in-itself sad externsl existemee] is
the seif-relating, essestisl existemce: it is self-idemtiny oaly m so fiz
a5 it contsins im itself the megutivity of reflection [for how eowld it
be self identity or self-relsting withoot being megaiive self-returm or
reflection?] ; amd that which sppeared 2s existence estermal to it is
therefore, 3 plsse or moment withim it [for its megativity of refiection
being sdmitted the maltiplicity of extermaliny is also given]. For
this reasos it is also 3 self repelling thing—im-itself — 3 thimy-im-itself
which stands in relation to itself, therefore. s to smother. Comse-
quently, there sre mow before s seversl thimgs-in-themselves. wiieh
stand im the relation of external refiection to esch other. This wa-
essential existence & their relstion to each other a5 mwatmsl others ;
bat this emessentind exisy = essentil to ibewm — or simee
it is 2 retarn into itself it is (for them) the Ubme-in-itself; but it s
smother 3= the mentioned first ; for the menticmed first is mmmedinte
m,,uuﬁmwmdmﬁdm[m
“ megtioned first” s the thing-im-itself discassed sbove 3s the
Mhdmdbwﬁdmmda—"fnﬂd-
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essential existence; but a consideration of the latter has discovered
within it the movement of reflection and hence it is a thing-in-itself
like the ** mentioned first’>]. But this second thing-in-itself is only
other in general; for as self-identical thing it has no further an-
tithetic relation to the first [it is only ‘¢ other,”” and has no essential
relation, no dependence upon the first thing-in-itself] ; it is the reflec-
tion into itself of the unessential cxistence just like the first thing-
in-itself. The determinateness of the various things-in-themselves
through which they are opposed to each other belongs therefore to
external reflection [and not to things-in-themselves].

3. This external reflection is a process of relation of the things-in-
themselves to each other — their reciprocal mediation as mutual
others. The things-in-themselves are, therefore, extremes of a syl-
logism whose middle term constitutes their external existence — the
existence through which they are mutnally others to each other and
different things. This difference of theirs is found only in their re-
lation to each other. As far as they stand in relation they have
superficial determinations distinguishing them from each other, but
these determinations of difference do not appertain to the things-in-
themselves except in this relation to each other. 'The- latter, as re-
gards these distinctions, are indifferent, reflected into themselves, and
absolute [i. e. things in themselves are held to be independently
existent for themselves and as having unessential relation to each
other, through which relation the manifold of marks, properties, ac-
cidents, &c., which characterize concrete things arise]. — This process
of relation constitutes the totality of ‘* Existence;’’ the thing-in-
itself stands in relation to an activity of reflection external to it, in
which it possesses manifold determinations. In this external reflec-
tion it is the repulsion of itself from itself into another thing-in-itself.
This repulsion is the counter impulse within itself inasmuch as each
of these is another to itself only as reflecting itself from and out of
another. It has its posited-being not in itself but in another, and it
is determined only through the determinateness of the other, and
this other is likewise determined only through the determinateness of
the former. [N. B. The method by which reflection saves the
thing-in-itself from dependence upon beings external to it and pre-
serves its self-identity ; the multiplicity of properties and other de-
terminations belonging to the Thing which are well known to involve
the interrelation of things and their interdependence, is made to be
wholly a sphere by itself unessential and contingent as regards the
things-in-themselves; by this device reflection saves the independence
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and self-identity of things-in-themselves; the realm of dependence,
i. e, of posited-being, 2ppertsins ouly to this spbere of contingent
relstion — bat this reslm coatsins the entire sphere of determinate-
ness of things; bemce Hegel says that the posited-being and the
determimsteness do not belong to the thimg-in-itself bat to its other.
snd therefore the thing-in-itself is unaffected by the other, indifferent
toit.] Bat the two things in-themselves, since secording to this
view their difference does not sppertsin to themselves. bat each ouve’s
difference is solely in the other, sre mot different from each other.
The thing-in-itself, since it is defined 2s relsting to the other extreme
as to another thing-in-itself, stands in relstion ® that which is not
different from it, 20d the extermal reflection which coostitutes the
medisting relation betweea the extremes is s process of relation
solely of the thing-in-itself to itself: in other words. it is essentially
its reflection into itself. Comsequently it is in-itself-existent deter-
minsteness, or the determinateness of the thing-in-itself. The thing-
in-itself. therefore has this determinatemess pot in relation to am
external thing-im-itself, mor bas the other thing-in-itself determinate-
mess merely in relstion to the former: the determinateness is not one
whereby that appertsins to the surface of the thing-in-itself [to its
sphere of relstion to others outside of it]. but it & the essential me-
distion of itself with itself as its own other. —The two thins-in-
themselves which are here comsidered as constitunting the extremes
of the relstion fall together into ome thimg-in-itself for the reasom
that they bave essentislly belonging to them no determiniteness to
distinguish them from esch other [for this kas been placed by the
external reflection in their contingent relstion and expressly denied
of the things-in-themselves]. There is only one thing-in-itself which
i- the external reflection stands in 3 process of relation to itself; and
is this its own relation to itself in which n:hmao'mocberthan
constitutes its determinsteness.
This determinateness of the thing-in-itself is the “ Property " of
the Thing.
b The Properties of Things.

Quality is the i diste determi of a somewhat: the
pegstive itself through which Brisg is somewhat. In ke msnner the
Property of a Thing is the pegativity of reflection, through which
existence im genersl becomes a particular existence, and as simple
identity with itself, is thing-in-itself. The megativity of reflection,
the snnulled mediation, is mediation still; and it is relstion, though
not relation to smother as sauch, ss quality is, quafity being the
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unreflected determinateness; it is relation fo itself as its own other;
in other words it is a mediation which is at the same time self-ident-
ical. The abstract thing-in-itself, too, is this process of relation
which returns from another back into itself ; through this it is de-
termined in itself. Tts determinateness, however is its nature or
constitution [Beschaffenheit] which as such is its own determining
character [ Bestimmung — determination, destination, vocation, quali-
tative character] and as process of relation to another does not pass
over into other-being, nor is it subject to change.

, o™’ A thing has properties; and these are, in the first place, its particu-

gL ; ;
_ﬂ\oh"‘r;h lar relations to another. Properties have arisen only as modes of

W™ Jrelation of the things to each other, they belong therefore to the
activity of external reflection and to the sides of posited-being of
the thing. But, in the second place, the thing has its being-in-itself
in this posited-being; it preserves itself [as sclf-identical] in this
relation to others; it is therefore, of course, only a surface of itself
which Existence exposes to the vicissitudes of change and becoming ;
the Property does not suffer dissolution through this. A thing has a
property of influencing another thing in this or that respect; and of
uttering itself in a manner peculiar to itself in its effects upon or
relations to another. It manifests this property (only under condi-
tions that are adapted to it) in the other thing, but still the property
is peculiarly its own and its self-identical basis ; — this reflected quality
is accordingly called a property; in this it passes over into an exter-
nality but the property still retains its identity in that externality.
The thing through its properties becomes a cause and the cause is
preserved in its effect. Yet in this place the thing is not yet deter-
mined as actual cause; it is only the quiescent thing with a manifold
of properties; it is only as yet the in-itself existent reflection of its
determinations and not its positing reflection.

The thing-in-itself is therefore, as we have seen, essentially not
merely thing-in-itself in the sense that its properties are the posited-
being of an external reflection, but they are its own determinations
through which it stands in a definite relation to itself. The thing-in-
itself is not a basis devoid of determinations existing beyond or be-
hind its external existence; but it is in its properties; it is present as
their ground, which means [i.e. *‘ ground’’ means] self-identity in
its posited-being; but it is at the same time conditioned ground, and
this means that its posited-being is likewise self-external reflection;
it is reflected into itself and self-identical in so far as it is external.
Through existence the thing-in-itself enters into external relations.
Existence consists in this cxternality: it is the immediateness of
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Being, and in this the thingy is exposed to change:; bat it is also the
reflected immediateness of Groand. and the thing is cossequeutly by
itself and self-identical in its change. This mention of the ground-
relation most not be taken bere in the sense that the thing as such is
defined as ground of its properties: the thing-vess itself is as such
the determimation of Ground —the property iz not distinct from its
ground, wor does it constitute merely the posited-heing. hut it hss
passed over into its externality and therefore is really ground reflected
into itself. The property itseif is as such the ground — posited-being
which exists by itself: in other wonds, the groued copsumlutes the
form of its self-identity ; its determinateness is the self-externsl of
the ground : and the whole is, in its repaision snd determining. zreund
relating to itself in its externsl imwedistepess. The thing-ip-atself
exists therefore essentially and that it exists mesns. conversely, thsg
existence is 35 exiternal immediateness at the same time being-in-

itself.

Rewari.

We have alresdy mentioned when coasidering the phases of panie-
alar being [page 120 of the original of Vol. I of this Logic. 24 ed.]
(viz., ender the phase of bejng-in-itseif). the atesory of -- Thing-
in-itself.”” and in that place have observed that the thing-in-iiself ss
such is nothing bat the empty ahstraction from ali determinateness.
and concerning which abstraction one of ecoarse ean know nothing.
for 1he precise reasoa tirat all determination [ahout which one couli
know anything] is abstracted. The thing-in-itself is presappesed 10
be void of determination. hence all determination falls outside of it
ia a reflection foreizn to it, and towand which it is indifferent. this
external reflection is the stage of consciousness which belongs to
transcendental idealism. Since transcendental idealism attribates sll
determinateness of things both 3s to form and 10 content to the con-
sciousness, it follows, according to that standpoint. that it s my
salyjective affsir that I =ee the leaves of the trees not as black but as
2reen; that the sun appears round and not <quare : that sagsr tastes
sweet and not bitter: and that I fix the first and second strokes of
the hour ss in succession and pot as simultaneous. nor the first as
canse and the second 2= its effect. This brilliant exhibition of sab-
jective idealism is in direct contradiction to the conscioasness of
freedom, according to which [ know myself to be general and wode-
termined and distinguish from myself those manifold and pecessary
determinations and recognize them as external to myself and as be-

)
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longing to the things alone. The ego is in this conscionsness of its
freedom that true identity reflected into itself which the thing-in-itself
is defined to be. Elsewhere I have shown that this transcendental
idealism never transcends the limitation of the ego through the ob-
jecﬁ. in fact never gets beyond the finite world, but changes only the
form of the limitation, which remains for it something absolute, inas-
much, namely, as it translates it out of the objective form into the
subjective, and makes it into determinatenesses of the ego and
thereby transfers what ordinary consciousness knows as change and
manifoldness in external things into a wild hurlyburly going on in
the ego like that which the ordinary consciousness has supposed to
exist in external things. In the present consideration, the thing-in-
itself and the reflection which is external to it in its first phase, stand
opposed to each other. This phase of reflection has not yet deter-
mined itself as consciousness ; nor has the thing-in-itself determined
itself as ego. It has become evident from the exposition of the na-
ture of the thing-in-itself and of external reflection, that this exter-
nal reflection developes into the thing-in-itself, or, conversely, into a
determination of the first mentioned thing-in-itself. The essential
thing in regard to this insufficiency of the stand-point upon which
the mentioned philosophy rests, consists in this, that it sets up the
abstract thing-in-itself as an ultimate principle and opposes to this
the activity of reflection or the determinateness and manifoldness
of properties, while in point of fact the thing-in-itself essentially con-
tains that external reflection in itself and developes into a thing with
its own determinations — a thing endowed with properties —and by
this means, we find that the ahstraction of the thing, viz. the pure
thing-in-itself shows itself to be an untrue determination.

c. Interaction between things.

The thing-in-itself ewists essentially. External immediateness and
determinateness belong to its being-in-itself [to its nature] or to its
reflection into itself [i.e., to it without reference to its dependence
on others]. The thing-in-itself is therefore a thing with properties ;
and therefore there is a multiplicity of things: and these things are
not distinguished from each other through a point of view external to
them as [assumed by the stand-point treated in the previous section.
wherein the multiplicity that pertains to the manifold propertics of a
thing was explained by referring it to the manifoldness of the subject,
i.e., to the five senses or to external things which were brought into
relation to it] but they are distinguished from cach other through the
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differeat things intersct upon each other thromerh their different poop-
erties; im fact. the property is this relation of intersction itself. amd
the thimg is mothing else ; the mataal act of determimstiion. the miidie
term between things-in-themselves which 35 extremes sre sssumed %=
inlifferent towsrds this, their relation — tiis middie term is fiself, tive
self-identical reflection and the very thimg-in-itself which those ex-
tremes are sapposed tote. The thingmess is comsegoently radoced ot
form of andetermined self-identity which bss its essemiizings val wins
property. I, therefore, 2 thing or things in gemersl sne spotcs i &8
hoving no definite properties it is all the same whetber owe o many
are spoken of — their difference is oaly a quantitstive ooe. wog s A0 Fcr-
ence in kind. Ths: which is regarded s< oee thing csz
made into maay things or regsrded 25 many things : ibe s riniuiia
into maay things. or the umion of maay things in owe. 3+ o~ msde
to be an external affsir [thing i a relative symthesie © e e com-
prehension. the inclusion in the thing i 2 maner of degn

found mind habiteslly thinks together a greater sssemblsge of famoge
erties and relazions in bis concepiion of 3 thimy thsm does e ~wsiow
mind ; be thinks its relations 0 other things. and soes m 1 tbe nesults
of interaction. the marks which it hes received from ibe scliviiy of
other things ; and moreover he sees im its essentisl 2ciiviy the poden-
tislity of a redyrocating inflaence emansiing from it sod i viag
other things; the mere conscH CAmMBGT PRTCEIve pnogp-
erties, as propertics, at all : bence it canmot be suid to penceire things
properly speaking ; what a brate perceives where we prerceive tbiugs,
it is not easy to realie if we are mak versed in pavchobozy. our kubit
is so frmly established of thimking with the cstegory of thimg: tie
same habit. moreover. occssions am even gremer dificaliy o the ondi-
nary mind when it iz called upoa to thisk specalstive resalis. becupse
the specalative thinking repodiates the category of thimr]. A book
is a “ thing *" and each of its leaves is also a =~ thing ™" : and 30 G is
each and every piece of a beaf bowsoever five. and so wd in@miten.
The determinsteness whereby 3 thiny is defimed as - this purticelbr
thing.”” ies oaly im its properties. A thing is distingwished from
other things throogh its properties: this is 20 becanse the progerty is
the negative reflection and the sctivity of distieguishing: thencfore
the thing has itz distinction from otbers oaly in fts properties. and
beace possesses this distinction within itself. It s distimction re-
flected into itself, and through this the thing is indifferest towands
oibers and towsnds its relation to others, evea im its posited-teime,
i. £ in its relation to others. Cossequently a thing withoot its janwp-
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erties is nothing but the abstract being in itself, an external aggregate
and a non-essential inclusion [i.e., a collection of materials not essen-
tially related to each other]. The trne being-in-itself is the being-in-
itself in its posited-being and this is the property. Hence thing-ness
has become for us *“ property.”’

The thing, according to this, is defined as an in-itself-cxistent ex-
treme standing in relation to the property; and the property is a
middle term between the things which stand thus in relation. But
this relation [between the things, and constituting the property or
the ** middle term] *’ just mentioned is that in which the things meet
as the self-repelling reflection and in which they are distinguished
from and related to each other. This distinction and relation of the
things is one reflcction and one continuity of the same. The things
themsclves in this aspect of the process are included wholely within
the continuity of the property, and they vanish as independent ex-
tremes whieh possess existence outside of this property.

The property which is defined as coustituting the relation between
the independent extremes is therefore itself what is independent
[and not the things, as was supposed]. The things as opposed to
this [property as independent] are the non-essential. Things are es-
sential only so far as they have a phase of self-relating reflection
which is self-distinguishing [self-vepelling] ; but this phase is the
*¢ property >’ [thus the only phase of essentiality belonging to things
is their properties]. The property is therefore not an *¢ annulled >’
phase of the thing, or, in other words, it is not a mere ‘‘ moment’’
of the thing; but the thing is in truth only an including surface —
the non-essential aggregate [** Umfang’’ — i.e., the including unity,
containing the properties within it as the only realities ; the thing has
thus become a husk, shell, cover, containing the property as its ker-
nel] ; although the thing is negative unity, it is only the oneness of
a ¢ somewhat,”” namely, an immediate one [i.e., the ‘“one’’ of the
ecategory of Being]. Although the thing has been defined as non-
essential inclusion in a former connection, when it was deprived of
its properties by an external act of abstraction, yet here this ab-
straction has taken place through the passing over of the thing-in-
itself into property. But with contrary resunlts; for in the former
act of abstraction it was the thing, the abstract thing without its
properties that was thonght to be essential, while the property was
thought to be merely an external determination ; now it is the thing
as such that is defined to be a nere indifferent, external and [nou-
essential] form for the properties. The properties are consequently
now freed from the indefinite and powerless bond which the unity of
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the thing constitates. It is the properties that counstitnte the exist-
ence of the thing. Each property is an independent matter or ma-
terisl. Since the property iz a simple self-continuity. its form takes
on at first the aspect of variety [diversity or difference]. Therefore
there are manifold independent matters [or properties — each prop-
erty being a matter]. and the thing consists of these.

B.
The Thing consists of Mutters.

The transition of ** property’” into a ** matter.”” or inw an inde-
pendent material [Stoff, i.e. staff. or maierial] is the well-koown
transition which the science of chemistry has brought abwut as re-
gards the matter which is perceptible by our senses. It essays to
explain the properties of color, of smell. of taste. &c.. as light-cor-
puscles, coloring matter, odor-corpuscles. acid particles and bitter
particles, &c., or it assumes a caloric matter. or an electrical or mag-
petic axnra and with these it is convinced that it has the propertie= in
their tangible reality. Thas the expression is cnrrent that things
counsist of Mifferent materials or kinds of matter. They shrink from
calling- these, materials or kinds of mastter -~ things.” although they
would concede that a pigment, for example. is a thing. I do not know
whether they would call the matters of lizht. best, and electricity.
“things.”” They distinguish things from their constituent parts
withoat accurately stating whether these copstituent parts are also
things, or whether they are only half things. Bat st least these
parts possess existence.

The necessity of passing over from the stand-point of ** proper-
ties”” to that of independent matters. in other wonds, the fact that
properties are in truth matters, has been shown. They are what is

ial, and q ly what is truly independent in the Thing.
At the same time however the reflection of the property into itself
[the phase of its independence or self-sabsistence] constitutes only
one side of the entire activity of reflection. It constitutes the annul-
ment of the distinction and the self-coatinuity of the property which
should be defined as an existence for another. Tbe thingness iu its
phase of megative reflection into itself in which it is a distinguishing
of itself from others and a repulsion of others, is [by this one-sided
view of the property as mere continuity] reduced to s non-essentisl
moment. Baut at the same time it has defined itself still further in a
different aspect. This negative moment (1) bas been preserved:
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for the property has become self-coutinuous and an independent mat-
matter in so far as it has annulled the distinetion between things; the
continnity of the property over into the domain of other things [other-
being] contains therefore itself the moment of negativity, and its
independence is at the same time as this negative unity the restored
‘“somewhat” of ¢ thingness’’ [i.e., since the property includes dif-
ferent things in its continuity, the property itself, becomes thingness
or an including nnity of an included multiplicity] ; it is the negative
independence opposed to the positive phase which is called ¢ stuff *’
or matter. Through this (2) the thing passes out of its former inde-
terminateness into perfect determinateness [definiteness, particu-
larity]. As thing-in-itself, it is the abstract identity, the simple,
negative existence, or it is defined as the undetermined. Secondly, it
is determined through its properties through which it is distinguished
from others. But since through the property it is in continuity with
others instead of separated from them, this imperfect distinction is
annulled. The thing throngh this has therefore gone back into itself,
and is now defined as perfectly determinate or particular in itself, it
isa ** this thing.”

(3) But this return into itself is the self-relation of the deter-
mination ; notwithstanding this, it is non-essential; the continuity
with itself constitutes the independent matter in which the difference
between the things u.e. their determinateness existing in and for itself,
is annulled and a mere externallaffair. The thing as a *‘this’’ is
therefore perfected determinateness but in the element of non-essen-
tiality.

Looked at from the side of the activity of the ‘‘property’’ the
property is not merely external determination but Existence-by-itself.
This unity of externality and essentiality repels itself from itself tor
the reason that it contains within itself the reflection into itself and
the reflection into others and thus it is on the one hand determination
as simple, self-identical, self-relating and independent, in which the
negative unity, ¢ e. the one of the thing, is annulled; on the other
hand this determination exists in opposition to others but as reflected
into itself, a one determined in itself: in the first respect, it is the
free matters and in the second it is the ‘“this thing.”” These are the
two moments or phases of the self-identical externality or of the
‘¢ property >’ reflected into itself. The property was understood to
be that by which the things were distingunished. Since it has freed
itself from this its negative side through which it inheres in another,
by this means, the thing has at the same time got rid of its side of
determinateness through other things, and has returned into itself out
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of its relation to others: but at the same time it is only the thing in
jtself become other to itself; since the manifold properties sre inde-
pendent of each other their negative relation has become snunulled in
the onity of the thing: it is therefore the self-identical negstion only
2s opposed to the positive continuity of the matter.

The Thiz constitutes therefore the perfected determinatieness of the
thing in that it is at the ssme time external. The thing is composed
of independent matters which are indifferent as regards their relstion
within the thing. This relstion is therefore onlv s non-essential ol
lection of these matters and the distinetion of oune thin : another
rests on the nomber of particular matters that are fo
respectively. They transcend this particular thing
other things and the fact that they belong o this parsicalsr =
no restraint or limitation. Quite as kittle moreover are thev ng
conditions or restraints for esch other because their negsiive relstion
is only the powerless -~ This.”” Therefore they do not snnul each
other. although confined within the thing; being independent they
are impenetrable as regands each other: in their determinsteness they
relate solely to themselves and constitute a manifold of existences
indifferent to [independent of] each other: ihey can bave only a
quantitative limit. The thing 3s a * This ™ is therefore merely a
quantitative relation of the free matters. a mere collection — (the
mere conjunction **and **) of the properties. The thingz is composed
of a given qusntity of one matter axd of a given quantity of snother,
and o on; this cosnection or aggregste of msiters is no essential
connection, but the thing is just this unity of msiters not esseatislly
united. [The ordinary consciousness arhitrarily selects from the man-
ifold of semse-perception an aggregsate which it calls - thing.”” Esch
thing may be divided at will into several things or may be copereted
with other things into 3 larger thing: a thing is therefore an arbitrary
synthesis of materials. This stage of thinking also isolstes properties
of a thing analytically; it sepposes that the properties within the
thing arise, severally, from the materials that compose the thing. Its
motio is: *“ The ingredients taken together will have no attributes
that they do not have, taken separately.”” This phsse of conscious-
pess will be shown in this chapter to be a psychological incompetency.
That whole realm of scientific thinking whose activity explsins nature
by means of the category of ** things.”” as for exsmple — the so-called
simple chemical element —is therefore uiterly inadequate to present
a true theory of the world of natare.]
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C.
The Dissolution of the Thing.

The ¢¢ This Thing,”” as above defined, viz., as the merely quantita-
tive aggregate of free matters, is absolutely changeable. Its change
consists in this that one or more of its matters may be withdrawn
from its aggregate, or that others may be added to this aggregate, or
they may be changed in their quantitative relation [relative amount
of each] to each other. The origination and dissolution of a ¢ this
thing >’ is a mere external destruction of such external combination
or it is the re-combination of elements for which it is indifferent
whether they are combined or not. The matters eirculate out of and
into ‘¢ this thing ** without restraint; the thing itself is the absolute
porosity without any principle of measure belonging to it that should
limit the kind and amount of the matters —it is no form-principle.

Hence the thing in its absolute particularity of determinateness
throngh which it is a ¢“ this thing’’ is perpetually exposed to dissolu-
tion. This dissolution is the effect of external influences just as in fact
the being itself of the thing is such an effect. [But its dissolntion
and the externality of its being are both essential to its nature.] It is
only a conjunction ‘“ and >’ [connecting the properties thus, white and
acid, &c.]; it consists only of this externality. But it is also com-
posed of its matters, and is not merely an abstract ‘* this *’ as such —
the entire ¢t this thing’’ is self-dissolution. The thing, namely, is
defined as an external collection of independent matters; these mat-
ters are not things, they do not possess the negative independence
which belongs to the thing; but they are the independent proper-
ties — determinatenesses reflected into themselves. The matters are
therefore, simple and self-related; but their content is a determin-
ateness; the reflection into itself is only the form of this content
which is not as such reflected into itself, but which relates to others
as regards its determinateness — the relation of the matters as in-
different to each other, but it is likewise their negative relation; by
reason of their determinateness [particularity] the matters are them-
selves this negative reflection, and this constitutes the punctateness
[tendency to isolated singleness, brittleness that breaks up into inde-
pendent points, disintegration, individual repulsion] of the thing.
Each of the matters is not what the others are and according to the
particularity of the content it is opposed to them, and the one is not
in so far as the other is — according to their phase of independence.

The thing is, therefore, the relation to each other of the matters of
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which it consists, in such a manner that each one exists codrdinately
with the other, but at the same time each one does not exist in so far
as the other exists. In so far, therefore, as the one matter is in the
thing the others are annulled by it; but at the same time the thing is
the conjunction ** and >> [White and sour and round and heavy and
bard and smooth and fragrant, ete.], or the independence of the one
matter and of the others. In the existence of the one matter, the
others, therefore, do not exist, and yet likewise the other matters do
exist in the former; and so reciprocally of all there different mat-
ters — each one excludes all the others, and at the same time partic-
ipates in them. Since, therefore, in the same respect in which the
one exists the others also exist and this is the one existence of the
matters — the punctateness, or the negative unity of the thing — they
interpenetrate each other without hindrance: and since the thing is
at the same time only their ** and "’ and the matters are reflected into
their determinateness and consequently are indifferent towards each
other and do not come in contact with each other eveu in their mutnal
interpenetration. The matters are therefore essentially porous so that
each one exists in the pores of the other. i.e. in the non-existence of
the other [because the pores are the vacuities of the matters wherein
their existence ceases]: and this existence of the others is likewise
their annnlment and the existence of the first [i. e.. in the pores of
the others]. The thing is therefore the self-contradictory mediation
of independent existence through its opposite, viz., through its nega-
tion. or the self-contradictory mediation of one independent matter
through the existence and non-existence of another. The category
of existence has attained its perfection in the category of - this
thing,”’ viz.: it is the unity of independent being or being-in-itself,
and of non-essential existence ; the truth of existence is therefore its
being-by-itself [i. e., independent self-subsistence’, in the realm of
non-essentiality, or in other words it is the possession of its self-sub-
sistence in another, and even in the absolute other — it is the baving
its own nugatoriness for its foundation. It is therefore PHENOM-
ENON.

Remark.

Itis one of the current notions of common consciousness that
a ‘“thing*’ is. composed of many independent matters. On the one
hand the thing is Tegarded as having properties whose combination is
the thing; on the other hand. however, the various determinations are
taken as matters whose self-subsistence is not that of the thing, but
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contrariwise: the thing consists of them and takes its self-subsistence
from them —the thing being only their external combination and
quantitative limit. Both of these points of view, that of the proper-
ties as well as that of the free matters, have the same content, the dif-
ference being that in one case they regard the moments as having
their negative unity in the Thingness, ¢. e., in the basis different from
and other to themselves, and in the other case they regard the moments
as different from and independent of each other, each one reflected
into itself in its own unity and not in the unity of the Thingness.
These matters now are further defined as independent existence, but
they are also together in one thing. The ¢ this thing’’ possesses the
two phases: first it is a this [punctate, repelling, atomic, individual]
and secondly it is the ‘* and *” [the including or aggregating unity].
The *‘and”’ is that which occurs in external sense-perception as
space-extension ; the *“ this,”” on the other hand, is the negative unity,
the punctateness [excluding individuality] of the thing. The matters
are together within the punctateness and their ‘“and’’ or the exten-
sion is everywhere this punctateness ; for the ‘“and’’ as thingness is
essentially a negative unity. Where, therefore, the one of these mat-
ters is, there in one and the same point is the other. The thing does
not have its properties. the one in one place and another in another —
for example, its color here, its scent there, its heatin a third place, &c.,
but in the point in which it is warm, it is also colored, acid, electric,
&c. Because now these materials are not external to each other, bnt
are in one ‘‘this,”’ they are assumed as porons and as though one ex-
isted in the interstices or intervening spaces of the other. Each one
which exists in the interstices of the other is however porous itself,
and in its pores, therefore, the others exist [and it again within their
pores, while within its pores], and this again and again for the third
time, or the tenth [and so ad infinitum]. All are porous and in the
interstices of each are found all of the others, just as each one is in
the pores of every other. 'They are therefore a multiplicity of mat-
ters that interpenetrate each other reciprocally, and are interpene-
trated, so that each one interpenetrates in turn itself again. Each is
posited as its own negation, and this negation is the self-subsistence
of another; but this self-subsistence is likewise the negation of this
other and the self-subsistence is the first.

The subterfuge through which the scientific imagination prevents
the contradiction from resulting through the unity of several
independent matters in a thing, or preserves their indifference towards
each other in their interpenetration is, as is well known, the theory of
small particles or atoms and of pores or interstices. Where self-dis-
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tinction, contradiction, and pegation of negstion enter. and in gen-
eral where anything is to be comprehended [grasped together in
thought] the scientific imaginstion descends to the use of external.
quantitative distinctions. In order to explain origivation and evanes-
cence it has recourse to the conceptions of -* gradualness ™" and -~ by
degrees,”” and in explaining being it has recourse to the conception of
smallpess or minuteness [molecules or atowic coustituents. ete.]. in
these conceptions the varnishing is reduced simply 10 an impercepti-
ble gradation and the contradiction is reduced w0 a confused appesr-
ance, and the true relation is obscured by conversion inio su indesfi-
nite product of the imagination. whose indistinetness conceals the
process of self-annulment.

Now. if we examine this indistinctness [and bring it 1o 3 focus] we
find it to be nothing at all but the contradiction itself. partly the sub-
Jective contradiction of the activity of the imagination. partly the ob-
Jective activity of the thing perceived.

The activity of mental representation [-- scientific imaginstion *"]
itself contains all of the elements of this contradiction. The very
first aspect of its activity is the contradiction involved in the fact
that it proposes to itself to hold fast to simple perception. and
to allow only things that actoally exist to come inio its presence:
and yet. on the other band. it hastens to idemiify ss sensa-
ons beings the products of its own reflection. thoughts which
cannot be verified by an appeal to sense-perception. The small
particles or atoms and the pores have. according to it. 3 sensuoos ex-
istence, and the same kind of reslity is predicated of their posited
being [i. .. dependent qualities] that is affirmed of color. beat. ete.
Moreover if this mental picture or representation [scientific imagina-
tion] of the objective indistinctness in which the pores and atoms are
conceived is examined attentivelr. not only a matter and also its
negstion are recogunized. so arranged that the matter and the pore,
- which is its negation, are arranged side hy side and alternately.
first the matter and then the pore: but in this particular thing
the independent matter and its negation. or porosity and the
other independent matter. are found in ovne and the same point,
so that this porosity and the independent existence of matters in each
other as in one constitute 2 mutual negation and interpepetration of
interpenetration. The modern expositions of physics in their ex-
Planation of the expansion of steam in the atmospheric air. and of the
mixing together of the different kinds of gases, furnish a more defin-
ite example of the phases of thought here presented. They show
that, for example, a certain volume of air will take up a certain quan-
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tity of steam, and that an equal amount of space empty of air would
not contain any more ; and that the different kinds of gases are vacua
to each other, or at least have no chemical combination with each
other, each being self-continuous when it pervades the other and each
being indifferent to the other, but in the idea of the thing each mat-
ter is found just where the other is; they interpenetrate the same
point, the independeuce of the one is the independence of the other.
This is contradictory ; the thing, however, is nothing else than this
contradiction, and therefore it is properly called phenomenon.

A similar application is made of this notion of matters in explain-
ing the operations of the mind through the conception of psychic
forces or ** faculties.”” The mind is in a much deeper sense [than the
thing] a ¢ this particular ’ somewhat, a negative unity in which its de-
terminations interpenetrate each other. But by this image-thinking
it is commonly conceived as a *‘ Thing.”” Man is commonly said to
counsist of soul and body, each one passing for something independent
of the other; in the same manner the soul is made to consist of psy-
chic forces each one of which possesses independent existence and
has an activity that works according to its own nature without refer-
ence to the others. For example, they imagine that the understand-
ing acts in this place, the imagination in that; and that the under-
standing may be set in activity without the memory, &c. ; or that one
facolty may be active while the others lie dormant, &ec. Since they
are all contained in the psychical thing, the soul, which is a simple
material and which as simple is immaterial, these faculties are not
represented as particular matters ; but they are represented as powers
and as such they have the same character of indifference towards
each other that is ascribed to the matters in a thing. But the mind
is not that contradiction which a thiug is; it does not annul itself
and thereby become phenomenal ; but it is already in itself the con-
tradiciion which has returned into its absolute unity, the Idea, in
which distinctions are to be thonght, not as independent existences,
but only as particular moments, or phases, in the thinking subject.

SEcoND CHAPTER.

Phenomenon.

Existence is the immediateness of being to which essence has
again restored itself. This immediateness is potentially [in its nat-
ure] the reflection of essence into itself: essence has as existence
proceeded from its ground; ground has become existence. Exist-
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ence is this reflected immediateness in so far as it is the absolute
negativity in itself. It is now also posited as this reflection of nega-
tivity, since it is now defined as phenomenon.

Phenomenon is therefore. in the first place, essence in its exist-
ence; essence is immediately present in it. The fact that it is not
immediate but reflected existence is its phase of essence: but exist-
ence as essential existence is phenomenon.

Somewhat is a mere phenomenon in the sense that existence as
such is only a posited existence —not in and for itself. Its essen-
tiality consists in having within it the negativity of retlection. the
nature of essence. This is not a foreign. exterual retlection. which
belongs to essence. and in contrast to which existence might seem to
be only phenomenon. But, as has been showa. it iz the essentiality
of existence to be phenomenon: phenomenon is the truth of exist-
ence. The activity of reflection by which existence hecomes phenom-
enon belongs to existence itself.

‘Where it is said that somewhat is only a phenomenon. meaning
that it is in contrast to the true existence, the fact is overlooked that
the phenomenon is rather the higher truth, for it is existeuce as
essential opposed to existence which is nnessential — essential exist-
ence heing phenomenon and non-essential existence being the imme-
diate existence [existence non-essential is existence without relatious :
existence in its relations is the phenomenon ; the present doctrine of
¢¢ relativity >’ belougs to the doctrine of the phenomenon. Since the
non-essential existence is only one of the phases of phenomenon,
viz.. its phase of immediate existence. while the negative reflection is
the other phase, it is seen that phenomenon is a totality more essential
than existence]. If phenomenon is called non-cssential this is done
from the supposition that the immediate is something positive and
true as opposed to the phase of negativity contained in the phenome-
non ; but this immediate does not yet contain essential truth [i. e.. it
does not yet contain relativity within its definition]. Existence ceases
to be non-essential wheu it becomes phenomenon. !

Esseuce appears to itself, first in its simple identity : in this phase
it is the abstract reflectioun. it is the pure movement from nothing
throagh nothing back to itself. Essence manifests itself, and in this
phase it becomes real appearance, since the phases of appearance have
existence in Manifestation or phenomenon. The manifestation or
phenowenon is, as ias been shown, the thing in its negative self-medi-
ation : the distinctions which it contains are independent matters.
And these independent matters form a contradiction, namely they
have an immediate existence of their own, and at the same time have
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theit existence only in others independent of them, and consequently
they exist in the negation of their existence; and consequently, again
they constitute the negation of those other independent ones, or, what
is the same thing, the negation of their own negation. Appearance is
the sanme mediation, but its restless phases assume in the mediation
of the phenomenon the form of immediate independence. On the
other hand, the immediate independence which belongs to existence
is reduced to a phase of the former. Phenomenon is therefore the
union of appearance and existence.

Phenomenon defined more accurately is essential existence; its
essentiality is separated from existence as non-essential and these two
sides enter into relation to each other. It is therefore in the first
place simple self-identity, which at the same time contains multipli-
city ; and this as well as its relation remains self-identical within the
change that belongs to the phenomenon. This is the law of the
plienomenon. .

Secondly, the law which is simple amidst the diversity [of its ap-
plication] passes into the antithesis which forms the self-opposition
of the essential phase of the phenomenon — viz., that of a phenom-
enal world over against a noumenal world.

Thirdly, this antithesis returns into its ground: the noumenal is
found in the phenomenal and the phenomenal is taken up into the
noumenal, and so the phenomenal becomes essential relation [ Ver-
hiltniss—=necessary connection].

A.

The Law of the Phenomenon.

1. The phenomenon is the existing mediated through its nega-
tion which constitutes its independence or self-subsistence. This
its negation is however another independent somewhat; butitis like-
wise essentially anuulled.

The existing somewhat is therefore the return into itself through
its negation and through the negation of its negation; it has there-
fore essential independence; and at the same time it is a mere pos-
ited being [dependent] which has a ground and has its existence in
another. In the first place, therefore, the phenomenon is tlie existence
together with its essentiality —the posited-being with its ground;
but this ground is the negation; and the other independent, the
ground of the first, is likewise ouly a posited-being. In other words
the existing somewhat is, as phenomenal, reflected into another,
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which is its ground, but this ground is in turn itself reflected into
another. The essential independence which appertains to it. for the
reason that it is a return into itself, is on aceount of the pegativity
of its moments the return of nonght throngh nought back to il:t]f’;
the independence of the existing somewhats is therefore only essen-
tial appearance. The connection of the existing somewhats which
ground each other reciprocally. consists therefore in this mutual pega-
tion that the independence of one is not the independence of the
other. butits posited-being or dependence: and this relation of the
posited-being, or dependence, alone constitutes independence. The
ground is now present as it is in its truth, viz.. it is a primary some-
what which is only a presupposed.

Now this constitutes the negative side of the phenomenon. But
in this negative mediation there is contained in an immediate form
the positive identity of the existing somewhats. For it is not posited-
being [dependent] as opposed to an essential ground —in other
words, it is not an appearance belonging to an independent being.
but itis posited-being [dependence] which relates to posited-beingz. —
in other words it is an appearance only within an appearance. Within
this its negation or its other, which itself has been annulled. it {the
phenomenon] relates only to itself and is consequently seif-identical
or positive essentiality. This identity is not the immediateness which
appertains to existence as such, and which is only unessentisl. and
has its subsistence in another: but it is the essential content of the
phenomenon, which has two sides: first. in the form of posited-being
or of external immediateness; secondly. the posited-being as self-
identical. According to the first side, it is a particular being. a con-
tingent unessential somewhat exposed to change. origination and
evanescence by reason of its immediateness. According to the sec-
ond side it is the simple content which abides under the mentioned
origination and evanescence.

‘This content, besides being the simple which underlies the phase of
change, is also a definite, particular content. containing variety
within itself. It is the reflection [return-into-itself] of the phenom-
enon [i. e., the totality of the phenomenon which presents the complete
cycle of the activity of change. and hence its abiding image or form,
hecause the continued activity of the process does nothing but repeat
over and over again the cycle of phases which constitate the phe-
nomenon; e. g., the year contains a totality of seasons. aud a longer
period of time than a year does but repeat the cycle already contained,
as a totality, within the year; the type of the variety of seasons
within the year is a permaneut under a variable —it is. as here called
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by Hegel, the *‘law of the phenomenon’’]. In this reflection or re-
turn into itself the particular existences are negative [ /. e., perishable ;
but they form a series which returns into itself ] ; this reflection con-
sequently contains essentially the determinateuess [ i, e., the series of
transitory particular existences which form the total cycle or the phe-
nomenon, give definite particularity to the cycle or phenomenon, so
that one phenomenon is distinguished from another by the series of
evanescent existences within it]. The phenomenon however is the
manifold variety, existent within it, whiclh runs its course and
passes through its suceession of phases; its reflected content on the
other hand is its manifoldness reduced to simplicity. The definite
particular content which is essential is therefore not merely a single
one of the particnlar phases of the phenomenon, but, being the essen-
tial particnlarity of the phenomenon, itincludes the entire particularity
or determinateness within the phenomenon. the particularity of each
and every oue. In the phenomenon thercfore each phase of its suc-
cession of phases possesses its self-subsistence in the other phases
[i. e.. there may be mutnal interdependence among these phases] in
such a manner that each phase is only in its non-subsistence
[2. e., its truth or totality is realized only hy the transitoriness of each
phase]. This contradiction annauls itself; and its reflection-into-it-
self is the identity of its twofold self subsistence, namely, that the
posited-being or dependence of the one is also the posited being or
dependence of the other. [One phase of transitoriness has its sub-
sistence in another phase of transitoriness; the second phase being
transitory and having its phase in another, the first phase hasits non-
subsistence as well as its subsistence in the second phase; this is the
contradiction spoken of in the text.] They [the two dependent
phases] constitute one subsistence, although constituting variety or
diversity within the one subsistence.

In the essential side of the phenomenon, consequently, the nega-
tivity of the unessential content throngh which it annuls itself, has
consequently returned into identity; it is an indifferent subsistence
[i. e., a non-related, neither repelling nor attracting distinetion, each
one independent of the other] which is not the annulled particu-
larity, [not the identity of the particularities within the phenome-
non with their differences omitted.] but rather the self-subsistence
[the positive inclusion of all the differences within the identity] of
the other.

This unity is the Law of the Phicnomenon.

2. The law is therefore what is positive in the mediation which
constitutes the phenomenon. The phenomenon is in its first phase,
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existence as negative self-mediation, so that the existing thing is
mediated through its own non-subsistence — through another thing —
and again through the non-subsistence of this other thing — this pre-
cess constituting its self-mediation [the second part of its mediation,
namely, the non-subsistence of fhe other into which the first phase
passes is as important as the non-subsistence of the first phase; in
finding out the totality of a succession of appearances with intent to
find the law or the ideal type which Hegel here calls *‘ Phenomenon
we must trace one phase into another and another again, until the
first phase reappears, then we have the totality of plases, the total
particularity involved and hence the permanent or the law of the
phenomenon]. In this is coctained, first, the mere appearance and
disappearance of the several phases, and this is the unessential side
of the phenomenon; secondly, it contains also the abiding or the
law [that is to say, the nccessary recurrence, or repetition of the
appearance and disappearance] ; for each of that series of phases in
the phenomenon exists through the annulment of the other phases
[their annulment posits it] ; and their posited-being [dependence] as
their negativity is at the same time the self-identical, positive phase
of their dependence [the dependence of each makes the indepen-
dence of the others].

‘This abiding subsistence which belongs to the phenomenon and is
Lere called its law is, therefore, as has been shown, at first opposed
to the immediateness of being which appertains to existence. This
immediateness, it is true, is potentially a reflected immediateness
viz., that which is returned into itself as ground; but in the phenom-
enon this simple immediateness is different from the reflected imme-
diateness which showed itself formerly in the category of Thing.
The existing thing in its dissolution became this antithesis: what
there was positive in its dissolution is the self-identity of the process
of the phenomenon as posited-being self-identical in its other posited-
being. In the second place, this reflected immediateness has been
shown to be opposed as posited-being to the immediateness of
existence. This posited-being is now -the essential and truly
positive. The German expression Gesetz [Gesetz is the German
word for ¢‘ law,’’ from the verb setzen, to posit] contains this thought
[i. e., in German, law means the posited ; — as understood by Hegel,
here, the law states the particularity of a series of particular, transi-
tory beings passing over into each other and thus constituting a com-
plete cycle, so that the mutual dependence —or posited-being—
makes the abiding or the law]. In this posited-being is found the
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essential relation of the two sides of distinction [that of the one phase
to the others] which the law contains; they constitute a diversity of
immediate content [elements independent of each other] and consti-
tute this as the reflecting activity of the vanishing content of the phe-
nomenon. As essential diversity or variety the phases of the phe-
nomenon are simple self-relating elements. But likewise each ele-
ment is essentially dependent and not immediately for itself —in
other words it is only in so far as the other is.

Thirdly, phenomenon and law have one and the same content.
Law is the phenomenon’s reflection into self-identity; hence the
phenomenon stands opposed to that which is reflected into itself as.
the nugatory immediate, and in this shape they [the law and the-
phenomenon] are contrasted. But the reflection of the phenomenon
which causes this contrast is also the essential identity of the phen-
omenon itself and of its reflection, and constitutes the nature of reflec-
tion. This reflection is self-identical in the posited being, and indif-
ferent towards that contrast which constitutes the form or posited
being ; therefore it is a content which continues beyond the phenom-
enon and into the law, and is the content both of the law and the
phenomenon. \

This content constitutes therefore the basis of the phenomenon;
the law is this basis itself; the phenomenon is the same content, but
it contains something additional, namely, the non-essential content
of its immediate being. Moreover the form-determination through
which the phenomenon as such differs from the law, is namely a con-
tent and likewise a different content from that of the law. For ex-
istence is as immediateness, on the whole, a self-identical somewhat inx
respect to matter and form, and therefore a content, and indifferent
towards its form-determinations; it is the ¢‘ thingness’’ possessing
properties and free matters. But it is the content whose independent:
immediateness is at the same time without substantial existence. The
self-identity of the same in this its non-subsistence [or lack of ¢ sub-
stantial existence ’’] is, however, the other essential content. This
identity, the basis of the phenomenon and which constitutes the law, is
its own moment [or the essential element of the phenomenon]; it is
the positive side of essentiality throngh which existence becomes and is
phenomenon.

The law is therefore not something beyond the phenomenon or out-
side of it or above it, but immediately present in it; the realm of
laws is the quiet image or archetype of the existing or phenomenal
world. The two, however, constitute one totality, and the existing



Plenomenon. 147

world is itself the realm of laws, which is the simple sclf-identical as
well as the self-identical in the posited-being, or in the self-annulling
independence which belougs to existence. Existence goes back into
the law as into its ground [this means that existence is annulled in its
process, and loses its immediateness, but by the continuance of the
process returns into itself, or its immediateness reappears, just as
summer’s heat and winter’s cold recur in the process of the year; the
law is the general type of the entire movement, and is therefore
always in self-identity, although its existences change — hence the
law is here spoken of as the ground of existence, — ¢. e., the annul-
ment of existence is the realization of the ground as law]. The
phenomenon contains both the simple ground and the annulling activ-
ity of the phenomenal universe of which it is the essentiality [i. e., the
law as ground and the negativity which makes real one of its phases
after the other].

3. The Law is therefore the essential phenomenon; it is its reflec-
tion in its posited-being [dependence], the identical content of itself
and of the non-essential existence. In the first place, now this iden-
tity of the law with its existence is only immediste, simple identity,
and the law is indifferent in respect to its existence ; the phenomenon
has still another content opposed to the content of the law. That
content, however, is the non-essential and the return into the content
of the law; but for the law that non-essential is something that already
exists for itself and is not caused by it, and hence it is an external con-
tent in some way attached to the law. The phenomenon is a collec-
tion of determinations in close connection, which belong to ‘¢ this,””
or the concrete somewhat, and are not contained in the law, bat are
derived from some other source.

In the second place, that which the phenomenon contains besides
the law is defined as a positive or as another content; but it is essen-
tially a negative somewhat; it is the form, and its activity as such,
which appertains to the phenomenon. The realm of laws is the
quiescent content of the phenomenon; the phenomenon is the same
content but exhibiting itself in the restless change and as reflection
into another. The phenomenon is the law as the negative self-chang-
ing existence, the activity of the tramsition of contraries into each
other, and of their self-annulment and return into one unity. This
side of restless form or of negativity does not contain the law; the
phenomenon, therefore, is rather the totality as opposed to the law,
for it contains the law and also sometbing additional, namely, the
phase of the self-active form.
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This lack or defect, in the third place, is to be found in the law,
viz., that its content is something diverse from it, external to it, and
indifferent to it ; therefore the identity of its sides with each other is
only an immediate and internal one, but not yet a necessary identity.
In the law there are two determinations of content connected to-
gether as essential —for example, in the law of falling bodies, the
extent of the space and the time of descent are essentially connected :
the space varies as the square of the time. The law states only the
connection as an existing fact—a mere immediate relation — with-
out showing the necessity for the same. This relation is therefore
likewise a mere posited or dependent something, just as in the phe-
nomenon the phase of immediateness has been found to have this
meaning of dependence. The essential unity of the two sides of the
law would be their negativity. In that negativity, namely, the one
would be found to contain in itself the other; but this essential unity
we have not yet found in the law. For example, in the idea of. the
space passed through by a falling body, we do not find its necessary
correspondence to the square of the time occupied in falling. Since
the fall of the body is a sensuous movement, it involves a relation of
time and space ; but at first it does not appear that the nature of time
involves a relation to space, and vice versa; one would say that time
could be thought without space, and space without time; the one
stands therefore in external relation to the other, being united with it
in movement.

In the second place, the quantitative relation of space and time to
each other is quite indifferent. The law which states this guantita-
tive relation is derived from experience, and in so far it is only imme-
diate and demands farther proof of its necessity — a mediation for the
scientific cognition that it is not a mere accident, something that hap-
pens, but that it is necessary. The law as such does not contain this
proof of its objective necessity. The law is therefore only the posi-
tive essentiality of the phenomenon, and not its negative essentiality
according to which the determinations of content are * moments,”
or phases of form, and as such pass over into others and show them-
selves to be potentially something elsc than they are immediately. In
the law is therefore its posited-being, on the one side, the same as its
posited-being on the other side; but its content is indifferent to this
relation, its content does not contain within it this posited-being.
The law is therefore the essential form, but not yet the real form as
reflected content in its side or phases of activity.
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B.

The Phenomenal World and the World that exists in viself.

1. The existing world [i. e., the totality of existences undecrstood
as defined in the foregoing] becomes a quiet realm of laws: the nu-
gatory content of its manifold particulars has its subsistence in
another [i. e., each particular being is dependent on another] its sub-
sistence therefore is its dissolution [i. e., its being in another is annul-
ment of its being in itself]. Bot the phenomenal arrives at self-
identity in this other; hence the phenomenon in its change is an
abiding and its posited-being is law [as the change of seasons finds
its abiding form in the year]. The law is this simple self-identity of
the phenomenon ; hence its basis and not its ground or substrate;
for the law is not the negative unity of the phenomenou. but, as its
simple identity it is the immediate unity as abstract. and. co-ordinate
to it, is found also its other content. The content is ** this >’ partie-
ular, and coheres within itself, in other words has its negative reflec-
tion within itself. It is reflected into another; and this other is itself
an existence of the phenomenon; the phenomenal things have their
grounds [or substrates] and conditions in other phenomenal things.

In fact however the law is also the other of the phenomenon as
such and its negative reflection is into its other. The content of the
phenomenon, which is different from the content of the law, is the
existing somewhat which has its negativity for its substrate or in
other words is reflected into its non-being. But this other which is
also an existing somewhat is likewise such an existence reflected into its
non-being ; it is therefore the same, and the phenomenal in being
reflected into it is not in fact reflected into another but reflected into
itself; and this very reflection into itself of the posited-being [de-
pendence] is the law. But as phenomenal it is essentially reflected
into its non-being, or its identity is likewise essentially its negativity
and its other. The reflection into itself of the phenomenon, i.e., the
law, is therefore not only its identical basis but it has in it its anti-
thesis, and the law is its negative unity.

Therefore the definition of the law in the phenomenon has
changed ; at first it was only a varied content and the formal reflec-
tion of posited-being into itself [i. e., self-dependence] so that the
posited-being of ong of its sides is the posited-being of the other.
But since it is also the negative reflection into itself, its sides stand
in relation to each other not as mere indifferent and independent ones
but as related to each other negatively. In other words wher the
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law is considercd merely by itself the sides of its content are indiffer-
ent towards each other; but they are likewise annulled through their
identity ; the posited-being of the one is the posited-being of the
other; therefore the subsistence of each one is also its own non-
subsistence. This posited-being or dependence of the one within the
other is their negative unity, and each is not only its own posited-
being but also that of the other, or each is itself this negative
unity.

The positive identity which they have in the law as such is their in-
ternal unity, now found for the first time, which needs proof and
mediation for the reason that this negative unity is not yet posited on
them. But since the different sides of the law are now defined as
retaining their difference in their negative unity throngh the fact that
each one contains its other within itself and at the same time as inde-
pendent repels its otherness from itself, it follows that the identity of
the law is now a posited and real one.

Hence therefore the law has received the element of the negative
form of its sides which it heretofore lacked ; the element which here-
tofore still belonged to the phenomenon. Consequently existence has
now completely returned into itself, and has reflected itself into its
absolute other-being which exists in and for itself. That which was
law in the previous consideration is therefore no longer merely one
side of the totality whose other was the phenomenon as such, but it
is itself the totality. It is the essential totality of the phenomenon, so
that it now contains also the element of non-essentiality which had hith-
erto belonged only to the phenomenon and not to the law. But it
contains this element of non-essentiality as reflected, as in itself ex-
istent, 7. e., as essential negativity. The law is as an immediate con-
tent particularized, contradistinguished from the other laws, of which
there are an indefinite number. But since it now has the essential
negativity belonging to it, it contains no longer a merely indifferent
contingent content ; but its content is all determinateness standing in
essential relation and thus constituting a totality. Therefore the
phenomenon reflected into itself is now a world which reveals itself as
in-and-for-itself existent above the phenomenal world.

The realm of laws contains nothing but the simple, changeless, but
still varied content of the existing world; bnt now since it is the
total reflection of this existing world, it contains also its non-essential
manifoldness. This phase of mntability and change as reflected into
itself and essential [ i. e., closing together into cycles of change ] is
the absolute negativity or the form, whose elements have the reality
of independent but reflected existence in the world that exists in and
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for itsclf. And, couversely, this reflected independence possesses
the form within itself, and through this its content is not a mere man-
ifold but essentially connected and interdependent.

This world which exists in and for itself is called the ¢‘supersen-
sible world’’ ; in so far as the existing world is defined as sensuous,
viz., as existing for sense-perception, as the direct object of con-
sciousness. The supersensible world likewise has immediateness or
existence, but it is reflected, essential existence. Essence as yet
does not possess particularized being, but it is in a deeper sense than
mere being ; the thing is the beginning of reflected existence; it is an
immediateness which is not yet posited as essential or reflected. But
the thing is not in truth an existent immediate.

It is only when the things are posited as things of another, of a
supersensible world, that they become true existences and possess
truth in contrast to mere beings. It is then recognized that there is
another being distinguished from immediate being and that this other
being is the true existence. On the one hand in this category of
true existence the sensuous conception is laid aside as inadequate, for
it ascribes existence only to the immediate being of feeling and sense-
perception; and on the other hand also unconscious reflection is
transcended, for though it possesses the idea of things, forces, the
internal, &c., yet it does not know that such ideas are not sensuous
and do not correspond to immediate beings but are reflected exist-
ences.

2. The world which exists in and for itself is the totality of exist-
ence; there is nothing else outside of it. But since it is in itself the
absolute negativity or form, its reflection into itself is negative relation
to itself. Therefore it contains within itself the antithesis, on the
one hand being an essential world which repels, on the other hand,
from itself the world of other-being or the world of phenomenon.
‘Therefore since it is the totality and also one side of the antithesis
which it contains, it constitutes an independent world opposed to the
world of phenomenon. The phenomenal world bas in the essential
world its negative unity in which it is annulled and in which it finds
its substrate. Moreover, the essential world is the positing substrate
or ground of the phenomenal world; and in the next place since it
contains the absolute form in its essentiality it annuls its self-identity,
and becomes posited-being and as this posited-immediateness is the
phenomenal world.

Moreover it is not merely the general ground or substrate of the
phenomenal world; but its particular ground. As a realm of laws, it
already possesses a manifold content and although it is the essential
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of the phenomenal world and a substrate replete with content, it is
the particnlar substrate of others, but only as regards this content;
for the phenomenal world had still a variety of other content than
that realm of laws, because the negative element still properly be-
longed to it. But now since the realm of laws likewise possesses this.
moment of negativity it becomes the totality of the content of the
phenomenal world and the substrate of all its manifoldness. But it
is at the same time the negative of it, and therefore a world in oppo-
sition to it. Namely, in the identity of the two worlds and while the
one is defined according to form as the essential and the other as
non-essential the category of ground of substrate has again made its
appearance ; but at the same time it is the grouud-relation of the
phenomenon, namely, as relation not of an identical content nor of a
merely disparate content such as the law is, but as total relation or
as negative identity and essential relation of the content as an anti-
thesis.

The realm of laws is not merely a realm in which the posited-being
of a content is the posited-being of another —but this identity is
essentially negative unity, too, as has been seen; each of the two
sides of the law is in the negative unity potentially its other content.
The other is therefore not indefinitely another in general, but it is its
other or it contains likewise the content of the former; therefore the
two sides are opposed. Since the realm of laws contains this nega-
tive moment and the antithesis within it, and consequently, as the
totality repels from itself a phenomenal world as opposed to a world
existent in and for itself, the identity of the two is the essential re-
lation of the antithesis.

The ground-relation as such is the antithesis which has been an-
nulled in its eontradietion, and existence is the ground which has
gone into self-identity. But existence becomes phenomenon, and
ground is annulled in existence; it restores itself and reappears as
the return of the phenomenon into itself, but it does this at the same
time in the form of annulled ground, viz., as the ground of opposite
determinations ; the identity of such however is essentially becoming
and transition, and not the ground-relation in its proper form.

The world that exists in and for itself is therefore itself a world
which is distinguished within itself into the totality of manifold con-
tent; it is identical with the phenomenal or posited, in so far as it is
its ground ; but this connection of identity is at the same time de-
termined as antithesis, because the form of the phenomenal world is.
the form of reflection into its other being; hence it has returned into
the world which exists in and for itself, and thus has returned truly
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into itself, as the latter is 1ts opposite [i. e., it is self-opposed]. The
relation is therefore defined as this, that the in-and-for-itself existent
world is the inverted, phenomenal world.

C.

Dissolution of the Phenomenon.

The world which exists in and for itself is the definite. determined
ground of the phenomenal world, and is this only in so far ss it is in
itself the negative moment sand therefore the totality of the determi-
nations of content and of their changes —the totality of determina-
tions of content corresponds to the phenomenal world but at the
same time coostitutes a side in opposition to it. The two worlds
therefore stand in this relation to each other: that whatsoever is pos-
itive in the phenomenal world is negative in the for-itself-existent
world ; and conversely, whatever is negative in the former is positive
in the latter. The north pole in the phenomenal world is the south
pole when considered in-and-for-itself and, conversely ; positive elec-
tricity is in-itself negative electricity, &c. Whatever is evil in phe-
nomenal existence or misfortune, &c., is in-and-for-itself good and a
bappy fortune.

In fact the difference between these two worlds has vanished in
this formn of antithetic relation, so that the world which is defined as
existing in and for itself is the same as the phenomenal world and
the latter is identical with the essential world which exists in itself
[t is evident that if the counterpart or opposite of each phase in the
one world exists in the other world, that each world will contain all
the phases of the other world in an inverted order — provided
that either world is a totality and contains all phases of existence].
The phenomenal world is first defined as reflection in the form of
other-being so that its determinations and existences are regarded

, as having their ground and subsistence in another; but since this
other is likewise such a being reflected into another they are related
in such a way that they become self-relation inasmuch as the other
to which they relate is a self-annulling other; the phenomenal world
is hence a self-identical law in itself.

Conversely, the world that exists in-and-for-itself is at first self-
identical —a conterit which is elevated above change and otherness;
but the latter as perfect reflection of the phenomenal world into itself
or for the reason that its difference is reflected into itself and there-
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fore absolute distinction [3. e., self-distinction] it therefore contains
the negative phase and the relation to itself as to its own other;
through this it becomes a self-opposed, a self-inverted, a content
devoid of essence. Moreover, this content [i. e., of the self-existent
world] has received also the form of immediate existence. For it is,
first, the ground of the phenomenal; but since it contains its opposite
within itself it is likewise annulled ground and immediate existence.

The phenomenal and the essential worlds are consequently totali-
ties — each within itself the totality of the reflection which is identical
with itself and of the reflection into another, or in other words, the
totality containing the being-in-and-for-itself and the phenomenon.
They thus constitute two inde<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>